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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. My name is (Ms) Jo Witherden and I am a chartered town planner and a full member of the 

Royal Town Planning Institute.  The following provides a summary of the key points arising 

from my evidence.  

2. My proof of evidence deals primarily with the two main issues identified by the Inspector and 

the planning balance.  It sits alongside the evidence prepared by Alderholt Parish Cllr Gina 

Logan and Mark Baker who is the Parish Council’s Highways / Transport Witness, and has 

sought to minimise any unnecessary duplication of Dorset Council’s case.   

ISSUE 1: THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROPOSAL IN MEETING HOUSING NEED 

3. Whilst there is no dispute that the housing need across the former East Dorset area is 

significant, including care home and affordable housing need, there are a number of additional 

factors that my proof of evidence addresses that should be considered in determining the 

weight to attribute to the proposed development in addressing this shortfall.  In addition to 

giving weight to the magnitude of the shortfall1, it is also appropriate to consider: 

− the extent to which the development will address the need, and what is being done 

elsewhere to address the unmet need (and to this end Dorset Council have produced an 

action plan).  I draw the Inspector’s attention to the outline nature and complexities of 

the scheme including minerals extraction which in my opinion are likely to add 

considerable delay to the scheme’s delivery; 

− whether the proposed development is responding to local needs and circumstances.  

The evidence collected in relation to the Neighbourhood Plan does not suggest that 

there is any significant local housing need that will not be met through the 

Neighbourhood Plan proposals.  

4. The evidence on these additional points does, in my opinion, moderate the weight to be 

applied to the benefit arising from the provision of housing. 

 
1 and the Parish Council defers to Dorset Council’s expertise on the housing numbers 
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ISSUE 2: WHETHER THE DEVELOPMENT WOULD BE APPROPRIATE IN THIS LOCATION 

5. The Inspector has brought a number of related matters under this issue to help consider 

whether the development would be appropriate in this location.  Turning briefly to each of the 

main points: 

6. Firstly, the development clearly conflicts with the spatial strategy – my evidence demonstrates 

that it is of a significant scale wholly out of proportion to the size of the village and its place in 

the hierarchy.  It was not the intention of the spatial strategy to fail to plan for new 

neighbourhoods, or to increase the size and facilities of rural settlements to that of the higher 

tier towns and urban areas.  It also means that this scale of development, which would have 

been a strategic allocation had it been considered necessary, has not benefitted from the 

forward planning that was undertaken for the new neighbourhoods proposed at the higher tier 

settlements.  This is very clear from what could, at best, be described as an evolving 

application and appeal.  The spatial strategy is broadly consistent with the NPPF, is not overly 

restrictive (taking into account how it was applied by Dorset Council and the Planning 

Inspector in the 2017 appeal decision on The Hawthorns site on Ringwood Road) and still of 

relevance in achieving sustainable development. 

7. The scale of this development will have a notable impact on the character of the village and its 

surrounds, which in my opinion will be harmful; with the built-up area increasing by 

approximately 60%, areas of comparably high density development, a change to the character 

of Ringwood and Hillbury Roads and their relationship with the countryside (as experienced by 

users of those roads), more traffic on the wider rural roads network, more activity in the 

remaining countryside immediately adjoining the village, and a shift in the functional centre of 

the village away from its historic focus along the B3078 Daggons Road / Station Road, which is 

and always has been the historic focus of these activities; 

8. The contention that this scale of development will notably improve the employment prospects 

for the village and the provision of local facilities is not borne out by the evidence.  Not only is 

there significant uncertainty over their delivery (linked to the poor forward planning for this 

proposal), but the benefits are limited – the main one being a new health centre.  The lack of 

clarity on the education provision regarding the First School and pre-school provision, is a 

further concern. 
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9. With regard to travel patterns and associated impacts, I have deferred to Mark Baker’s 

expertise on this matter.  In summary, he has concluded that the development is likely to lead 

to considerable levels of out of village movements for access to a wide range of services and 

facilities.  It fails to offer a genuine choice of transport modes, and the public transport 

benefits (including the proposed dedicated bus service) are highly unlikely to make any 

notable difference to the traffic levels.     

10. Finally, I turn to the issue of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.  My evidence demonstrates 

that the scale and location of the development clearly conflict with key policies in the Plan.  It 

also includes information to assist the Inspector in deciding the weight to be given to the 

policies, bearing in mind the three tests included in paragraph 83 of the NPPF, which relate to 

the stage the plan has reached, the extent of unresolved objections, and the degree of 

consistency between the plan and the NPPF.  In my opinion there is evidence to suggest that 

at least some of the policies should be given more than limited weight, particularly policies 1, 

6, 10, 16 and 17, and the conflicts identified with these, which primarily deal with matters 

impacting on local character.  Turning to the matter of prematurity, the decision to approve 

this development - now - would, in my opinion, be so substantial that to grant permission 

would undermine the plan-making process by predetermining decisions.   

THE PLANNING BALANCE 

11. With regard to the planning balance, I first turn to whether the proposed development accords 

with the development plan (read as a whole).  The scale and location of the development are, 

in my opinion, clearly contrary to  the settlement hierarchy and associated policies that 

together direct development to the most sustainable locations (Policies KS2, KS4 and KS9).  I 

also make reference to the harm to the character of the village and its landscape, the 

unacceptable impacts on highways, and adverse impacts on the European wildlife sites that 

provide further policy conflicts at this stage. 

12. Having established that there is a clear conflict with the development plan, I then turn to the 

planning balance.  I comment briefly on each matter in turn and the weight that I would 

suggest is given to these.  I have applied the tilted balance on the assumption that the adverse 

impacts on the European wildlife sites can and will be resolved.  If this issue has not been 
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resolved, I note that this then this becomes a decisive matter on which the application should 

be refused.   

13. Matters that I consider are demonstrated to weigh in favour of the scheme are: 

− HOUSING – including affordable housing and care provision – to which I would attribute 

significant weight collectively, given my findings from the first issue; 

− BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN including SANG / Green Infrastructure – to which I would 

attribute significant weight collectively, deferring to Dorset Council’s expertise; 

− LOCAL EMPLOYMENT / ECONOMIC BENEFITS – to which I would attribute moderate 

weight, as my evidence shows that the employment provision will not be sufficient for the 

increase in workforce (therefore representing a net loss), and its delivery is far from 

certain; 

− PUBLIC TRANSPORT BENEFITS  – to which I would attribute limited weight, as, based on 

the route and timetable suggested by the Appellant at this time, it would not provide 

sufficient choice to adequately serve the local residents, including households that do not 

have access to a car, because of the limited destinations covered; the limited evening and 

weekend service.  There is also no certainty that the service will be viable in the long term; 

− PUBLIC OPEN SPACE – to which I would attribute limited weight.  Whilst 19.1ha of green 

/ blue infrastructure should be provided in addition to the SANGs, this replaces existing 

countryside (which is valued by local residents), and is primarily intended to mitigate the 

adverse impacts of the increased population on the existing provision (which already 

serves the village well).   

− ENERGY STRATEGY / SOLAR ARRAY – to which I would attribute limited weight 

collectively, deferring to Dorset Council’s expertise on this issue. 

14.   Matters that I consider are demonstrated to weigh against the scheme are: 

− SPATIAL STRATEGY / SUSTAINABILITY OF LOCATION – to which I would attribute very 

significant weight, given my findings from the second issue; 

− IMPACTS ON HIGHWAY NETWORK – to which I would attribute significant weight, 

given Mark Baker’s conclusions regarding the under-estimation of the highways impacts 

and consequent concerns that these cannot be effectively mitigated.  It is also clear that a 

large proportion of trips arising from the development will be external, car-based and 
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medium to long distance.  As a result, until such time that all vehicles are genuinely zero-

carbon, the vehicular traffic arising from the development will have an adverse impact on 

climate change, which would not be the case if directed to a more sustainable location  

− PREMATURITY IN RELATION TO THE ALDERHOLT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN – to which 

I would attribute significant weight, given my findings from the second issue 

− IMPACTS ON LOCAL CHARACTER (including landscape character) – to which I would 

attribute moderate weight, given my findings from the second issue  

− IMPACTS ON THE NATIONAL LANDSCAPE – to which I would attribute moderate 

weight, deferring to Dorset Council’s expertise; 

− LOSS OF BEST AND MOST VERSATILE AGRICULTURAL LAND – to which I would 

attribute at least moderate weight.  This issue does not appear to have been covered in 

the planning application or considered in Dorset Council’s Statement of Case, but given 

that there is a reasonable prospect that as much as 40ha of productive farmland of Grade 

3 or higher, which may fall within this category, could be lost, this could reasonably be 

deemed to be a significant material harm – both in terms of its contribution to food 

production and as a carbon sink. 

− PROVISION OF A NEW LOCAL CENTRE, SERVICES AND FACILITIES – including 

healthcare and education – to which I would attribute limited weight.  I find myself in the 

unusual position of collectively attributing harm to the provision of these types of 

facilities, but this is based on my findings from the second issue.  The potential benefits of 

improved access to local healthcare are, in my opinion, negated by the issues relating to 

education.  There is also a policy conflict in relation to Policy 8 in the emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan, which aims to reinforce the sense of a village centre/high street in 

this location.  Whilst at this stage I only give this policy limited to moderate weight, I 

consider that it does tip my conclusions on this issue into one of attributing overall harm, 

albeit limited.   

15. With regard to the impacts on the European Habitats, should evidence be forthcoming that 

the adverse effects on the site’s integrity can be satisfactorily mitigated, then there may be a 

limited degree of harm or some benefit not already accounted for that should go into the 

planning balance. 
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16. With regard to flood risk, whilst I am aware of concerns that have been raised by parishioners, 

it is accepted that Dorset Council are satisfied that the risk can be mitigated subject to 

conditions, and the Parish Council defers to their expertise on this matter.  I am not aware of 

any evidence demonstrating that the proposals would improve flood safety elsewhere.  I have 

therefore considered this as having negligible influence on the planning balance. 

17. I briefly touch on other matters raised by either Dorset Council or the Appellant in their 

respective statements, but do not consider that these would make a material difference to this 

conclusion. 

18. Finally, I state that it is my professional opinion that, notwithstanding the benefits that would 

accrue from the proposal, and applying the tilted balance, the adverse impacts of the scheme 

would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 

policies of the Framework taken as a whole.  The proposal would not therefore be sustainable 

development.  Respectfully, the Inspector is asked to dismiss this appeal.
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1. EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS  

1.1 My name is (Ms) Jo Witherden and I am a chartered town planner and a full member of the 

Royal Town Planning Institute. 

1.2 I have an upper second-class honours degree in City & Regional Planning from Cardiff 

University and was awarded a distinction in the Diploma in Town Planning from Cardiff 

University. I also have a distinction in the Diploma in Urban Design from Oxford Brookes 

University. 

1.3 Following a brief period in private practice, I have worked in planning policy roles in local 

authorities across Dorset for nearly 20 years.  I was last employed as Head of Spatial Policy 

and Implementation for Weymouth & Portland Borough Council and West Dorset District 

Councils, leading a multi-disciplinary team of more than 10 officers dealing with planning 

policy, environmental assessment, planning obligations, urban and landscape design for 

the two council areas.   

1.4 In late 2014 I began working as an independent planning consultant, and in early 2016 I 

established my own company, Dorset Planning Consultant Limited.  During this time my 

work has included acting as an agent for clients submitting planning applications and 

appeals, drafting objections to planning applications and representing them at appeal, 

acting as a Planning Witness at several Inquiries, commenting on emerging development 

plans, and working with over thirty Town and Parish Councils to successfully take their 

Neighbourhood Plans through consultation and examination.  I have worked for Alderholt 

Parish Council during this period providing planning advice on the emerging Local Plan and 

supporting the preparation of their Neighbourhood Plan.  

1.5 The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal is true and has been 

prepared and is given in accordance with the RTPI and Ikarian Reefer principles, and I 

confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions, and that my 

duty as a professional planner is to the Inquiry. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

The Parish Council 

2.1 Alderholt Parish Council (‘the Parish Council’ or ‘APC’) has been granted Rule 6 status in this 

Inquiry, and has appointed myself (Jo Witherden BSc(Hons) DipTP DipUD MRTPI) as its 

Planning Witness, and Mark Baker BSc CEng MICE FCIT FILT EurIng as its Highways / 

Transport Witness.  The role of the Parish Council is set out in the Parish Council’s 

Statement of Case and further described in the witness statement of the Parish Council 

Neighbourhood Planning Committee and Chairman of the Planning Committee, Cllr Gina 

Logan.  

The Sites and its Surroundings 

2.2 The background to the appeal and a brief description of the site and surroundings is set out 

in the Parish Council’s Statement of Case.   

2.3 There is no relevant planning history pertaining to the site itself (either than the EIA scoping 

opinions provided by Dorset Council), but recent, relevant decisions regarding development 

around Alderholt are briefly covered in this proof of evidence.  I have considered the 

findings of the previous Inspector in relation to the site north of Ringwood Road (Appeal 

Ref: APP/U1240/W/17/31691112), although note the difference in scale, relationship with the 

countryside and that the decision dates back to November 2017. 

Main Issues for the Inquiry 

2.4 The Inspector’s Post-Conference Note following the Case Management Conference in May 

2024 identifies two main issues to be dealt with in the evidence, which in summary are: 

1) The significance of the proposal in meeting housing need, having regard to the current 

supply of housing land and the age of the local plan.  This includes: 

− The housing land supply position 

− The community’s need for housing 

 
2 https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ViewCase.aspx?Caseid=3169111&CoID=0  

https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ViewCase.aspx?Caseid=3169111&CoID=0
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− The quantity of affordable housing to be provided (based on viability) 

2) Whether the development would be appropriate in this location having regard to: its 

relationship to Alderholt and other settlements and their facilities (and in this respect I 

have included the character of the site and its surroundings); its connection to the 

highways network; the local plan spatial strategy; and the emerging Neighbourhood 

Plan. 

2.5 Matters that will be considered but are intended to be dealt with through topic papers are: 

− Highways = whether the potential highways impact of the scheme would be suitably 

mitigated by off-site highways works and sustainable transport measures. 

− Ecology = whether the potential ecological impact of the scheme on protected 

habitats would be adequately mitigated. 

− Local centre location = whether the proposed local centre would be suitably located 

and adequate to serve the development (whilst recognising that this is an outline 

scheme), and whether its impact on other centres would be acceptable. 

− Education = whether the scheme would make appropriate provision for education.  

2.6 My proof deals primarily with the two main issues and planning balance.  The Parish Council 

anticipates engaging on the SoCG and topic papers in relation to housing supply; the 

planning policy context; mitigation of highway impacts/local highway works; the content 

and location of the local centre and any retail impact; and the intended approach to 

education – although this may simply be to check that we have nothing further to 

contribute.  We also note the Inspector’s suggestion at the CMC that a Neighbourhood Plan 

Topic Paper may be useful, and the Parish Council has instructed me to prepare this. 

Development Plan context 

2.7 The adopted development plans relevant to this appeal are the ‘saved’ policies in the East 

Dorset Local Plan of January 2002 (‘the EDLP’), the Christchurch and East Dorset Local Plan 

Part 1 – Core Strategy of April 2014 (‘the CEDLP’), the Minerals and Waste Plans (the 

Bournemouth, Christchurch, Poole and Dorset Waste Plan of December 2019 (‘the 

BCPDWP’) and the Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole Minerals Strategy of May 2014 (‘the 

BDPMS’).   
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2.8 The draft Statement of Common Ground available at the time of the CMC identified a list of 

relevant development plan policies, and a further three policies have been identified in 

APC’s SoC.  In reading the CEDLP, the Vision and Strategic Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 

are also relevant. 

2.9 It is agreed between all parties that the Draft Dorset Council Local Plan (DDCLP) Options 

Consultation (Regulation 18) should be afforded very limited weight, given the stage it has 

reached.  This has been compounded by the decision to move across to the new plan-

making system and to formally start preparing a new-style local plan.  Whilst the appeal site 

was submitted to the Council’s “Call for Sites” process, and features as part of a much wider 

option area in the DDCLP, it was not identified as a preferred option in that Plan. 

2.10 The submission (Regulation 15) draft of the Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan (‘ANP’) was 

considered at the Parish Council meeting on 8 April 2024 and submitted to Dorset Council 

for examination on 29 April 2024. Whilst options for development on the Appeal site were 

considered (having been confirmed as available in response to the Parish Council’s checks), 

no part of the site has been included as an allocation in the ANP.  A small area (part of the 

proposed SANG) is proposed to be designated as a Local Green Space.  The Regulation 16 

consultation commenced on 15 May this year, and should conclude on 25 June 2024 at the 

start of the Inquiry.  NPPF paragraphs 48 – 50 deal with the weight to be attributed to an 

emerging plan and refusal on the grounds of prematurity under these circumstances, and I 

cover this further in my evidence.  

2.11 The following table sets out the most relevant Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan policies 

that I have identified as relating to the main issues for this Inquiry, and the additional topics 

/ matters that have been suggested to be addressed as issues. 

Main Issue LP Policies NP policies Brief description 

Housing needs 

and supply 

CEDLP KS4, 

LN1, 3 & 6 

and EDLP A1 

ANP 7 & 11 Housing provision – housing target, 

distribution and percentage of affordable 

housing, and the size and type of new 

dwellings 

The Spatial 

strategy, the 

character of the 

CEDLP KS2, 

KS4, LN4 and 

A1 

ANP 7 & 11 Settlement hierarchy and defining Alderholt 

through the use of a “village envelope” , and 
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Main Issue LP Policies NP policies Brief description 

site and its 

surroundings, 

the relationship 

to Alderholt and 

other 

settlements and 

their facilities, 

and the 

connection to 

the highways 

network 

the role of exception sites in adjoining 

settlements such as Alderholt.   

CEDLP HE2 & 

3 and LN2, 

EDLP DES11 

ANP1, 6, 17 Criteria for ensuring developments respect or 

enhance their surroundings, including local 

landscape character 

CEDLP LN7 

and PC5 

ANP 8  

(ANP 16 is 

relevant re: 

the First 

School) 

Local community facilities and services, 

including shops, and where these should be 

located in rural areas.   

The school playing fields are proposed for 

designation as a Local Green Space. 

CEDLP PC1 

and PC4 

ANP 8 & 10 Provision of employment land – the 

employment land hierarchy, and the approach 

to supporting sustainable economic growth in 

the rural area  

CEDLP KS9 & 

11 

ANP 9 Transport strategy and development – 

including locational criteria for new 

development and expected improvements.  

The ANP supports the creation of a 

recreational trailway to Fordingbridge using 

the dismantled railway corridor east of the 

village. 

Planning 

balance 

CEDLP KS1  Presumption in favour of sustainable 

development, echoing the presumption in 

national planning policy 

Additional topics / matters   

Highway safety CEDLP KS9 & 

11 

 Transport strategy and development – 

including locational criteria for new 

development and expected improvements,  

Ecology  CEDLP ME1 

& 2 

ANP 7 Safeguarding biodiversity including the 

protection of the Dorset Heathlands 

Masterplan / 

Urban Design 

CEDLP HE2, 3 

& 4 and LN2 

ANP 1, 2, 4, 

6 & 16 

Design of new development, landscape quality 

and the design, layout and density of new 

development  

Open space provision including standards and 

green infrastructure connectivity and Local 

Green Spaces 
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Main Issue LP Policies NP policies Brief description 

Energy Strategy CEDLP ME3, 

4 & 5 

ANP 5 Sustainable development standards for new 

development and renewable energy  

Surface Water 

Management / 

Drainage 

CEDLP ME6 

& 7 

ANP 6 Flood management, mitigation and defence, 

including the protection of groundwater 

 
2.12 With reference to the Local Plan objectives, all 7 objectives are relevant to this appeal, as 

these are (in summary): 

− Objective 1 - to manage and safeguard the natural environment, this includes 

protecting and enhancing the Cranborne Chase National Landscape  

− Objective 2 - to maintain and improve the character of the towns and villages, and 

to create vibrant local centres. 

− Objective 3 - to adapt to the challenges of climate change – this includes having 

more sustainable patterns of development in accessible locations, and incorporating 

carbon reduction, water and energy efficiency measures in new developments. 

− Objective 4 - to enable the mixed economy of to grow, and to develop new 

employment sectors. 

− Objective 5 - to deliver a suitable, affordable and sustainable range of housing to 

provide for local needs. 

− Objective 6 - to reduce the need for our communities to travel, and to do so more 

easily by a range of travel choices. 

− Objective 7 - to help our communities to thrive and to help people support each 

other - the main town centres will be the focus for commercial, retail and 

community facilities, with district centres and villages playing a supporting role. 
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3. ISSUE 1: THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROPOSAL IN MEETING HOUSING 

NEED, HAVING REGARD TO THE CURRENT SUPPLY OF HOUSING LAND 

AND THE AGE OF THE LOCAL PLAN 

3.1 The Parish Council defers to Dorset Council’s expertise on matters of viability related to the 

level of affordable housing provision, and the overall housing land supply figure for East 

Dorset, but wishes to ensure that the housing land supply considers the sites now under 

construction in the village, and the housing target identified through the Neighbourhood 

Plan. 

Development Plan Context 

3.2 The housing target (in Policy CEDLP KS4) is based on the 2012 SHMA and covers the 15 

year period from 2013 – 2028.  It is expressed as: 

− 5,000 homes within existing urban areas (in the supporting text this is estimated as 

2,250 in Christchurch and 2,740 in East Dorset)  

− 3,465 as new neighbourhoods at Christchurch, Burton, Corfe Mullen, 

Wimborne/Colehill, Ferndown/West Parley and Verwood 

3.3 This comes to a total of about 8,490 dwellings over the 15 years, the equivalent of 566 

dwellings per annum (dpa).  Appendix 1 of the CEDLP makes clear that there was no intent 

to split this between the two constituent authorities, and as such there is no definitive 

target expressed for East Dorset in the adopted Local Plan.  For the purpose of calculating 

the overall housing land supply requirements for the East Dorset area, under national 

planning policy, this policy is no longer relevant.  

3.4 Policies CEDLP LN1, 3 & 6 deal with the size and type of new dwellings, provision of 

affordable housing, and housing and accommodation proposals for vulnerable people.  

Whilst the mix of housing is not specified in the appeal proposals, these factors will have a 

bearing on viability and are likely to be relevant to any discussion on appropriate conditions 

and/or planning obligations.   

3.5 The ANP includes a housing target for the parish for the period 2022-2034.  This has been 

considered and agreed with Dorset Council.  The basis for the target is set out in Appendix 2 
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of the ANP, and considers a range of factors.  The method is very similar to the many other 

Neighbourhood Plan housing targets used and accepted across Dorset.  The analysis 

concludes that an appropriate housing target for Alderholt falls within the range of 4 – 

16dpa, and a housing target of 16dpa (at the very upper end of the range) has been used in 

the Neighbourhood Plan, equating to 192 dwellings over the 12 year period.  This is 

referenced in paragraph 4.1.3 of the ANP, and is referred to in Policy 7, which states: 

“Sufficient land is allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan, which together with the 

extant planning consents and potential for further sensitive infill within the village 

envelope, should meet the identified housing target over the plan period.  Given the 

identified supply exceeds the housing need requirement, the release of unallocated 

greenfield sites for open market housing outside of the village envelope should be 

resisted.” 

3.6 The Appellant responded to the consultation on the ANP at Regulation 14 (and prior to that 

at the Options Consultation) and did not raise any specific objection to the proposed 

housing target (but instead chose to question the deliverability of the site allocations and 

level of affordable housing likely to be provided in relation to ANP Policy 7).  The 

Appellant’s responses to those consultations are attached as Appendix A1. 

National Planning Policy and Guidance 

3.7 NPPF paragraph 60 reiterates the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the 

supply of homes, and that “it is important for sufficient land to come forward where it is 

needed” to meet as much of an area’s identified housing need as possible, including an 

appropriate mix of housing types for the local community.   

3.8 NPPF paragraphs 77 – 81 set out the broad parameters for calculating and monitoring the 

housing land supply, and more detail on this is provided in the associated guidance. 

3.9 NPPF paragraph 82 states that, in rural areas, planning policies and decisions should be 

responsive to local circumstances and support housing developments that reflect local 

needs.  Specific reference is made to the use of rural exception sites as a means of providing 

affordable housing to meet identified local needs, and potentially allowing some market 

housing on these sites to help facilitate this. 
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3.10 NPPF paragraph 83 states that, to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing 

should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities, and 

that planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, 

especially where this will support local services.  

Housing Need and Supply – East Dorset Area 

3.11 As set out in the SoCG, the Council’s latest housing land supply report for the East Dorset 

area, published in January 2024 and based on information on completions and 

commitments as at end March 2023, shows a 3.9 year housing land supply based on an 

annualised requirement of 458 dwellings.  The actual supply is disputed by the Appellant. 

3.12 The Standard Method includes an affordability adjustment which takes into account 

market signals (in this case requiring a 40% capped uplift over the household growth 

projections), and the housing land supply requirement calculation applies a buffer based on 

past delivery rates (in this case 5%, given that at least 85% of the housing requirement has 

been delivered over the past three years), and as such there is no need to factor in a further 

adjustment for these matters in determining the adequacy of the housing land supply.   

3.13 It is now agreed between the main parties that the housing land supply in relation to the 

application of the planning balance needs to be assessed against a 5 year target, based on 

the recent relevant appeal decision dated 8 May (APP/D1265/W/23/33237273), and this is not 

contested by the Parish Council. 

Factors that may influence the weight to be given to housing in the planning balance 

3.14 The judgment in Hallam Land Management Ltd v Secretary of State [2018] EWCA Civ 1808 

makes clear in paragraph 51 that the weight to be given to the benefit of providing housing 

to overcome a shortfall in the supply of housing land is a matter for the decision-maker’s 

planning judgment, but  

 
3 https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ViewCase.aspx?Caseid=3323727&CoID=0  

https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ViewCase.aspx?Caseid=3323727&CoID=0
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“is likely to depend on factors such as the broad magnitude of the shortfall, how long it 

is likely to persist, what the local planning authority is doing to reduce it, and how 

much of it the development will meet.” 

3.15 Whilst not directly relevant to the decision on the application of the tilted balance, the 

housing need and supply in the parish is of potential relevance in this context. 

Housing Need and Supply in the Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan Area 

3.16 With reference to the NPPF and relevant paragraphs in Section 5 (Delivering a sufficient 

supply of homes), the ANP has assessed the need for housing in this area as 192 dwellings 

over the period 2022 – 2034.  In the context of affordable housing need, the ANP recognises 

that, as at December 2022, the affordable housing need from households with a local 

connection was recorded as 18 households, with a further 8 applications not yet assessed 

(26 total) (source email provided in Appendix A2).  Data from May 2024 is broadly similar 

(also included in Appendix A2), with 21 households with a local connection recorded, and a 

further 4 applications to be assessed (25 total) showing no increase in local need over the 

last 18 months. 

3.17 As of April 2022 (the start of the proposed plan period) there were extant consents for 138 

dwellings, including 7 affordable dwellings.  Two of the sites which had consent are now 

under construction.  The largest, a brownfield site that previously had the Surplus Stores, 

was granted permission for 89 dwellings in 2015.  Whilst its development initially stalled, 

Antler Homes PLC, a housebuilder based in Surrey and operating across southern England, 

commenced work on site last year and the first dwellings had been constructed to roof 

height by April 2024, which I saw on my visit.  The other major site, for 44 dwellings (net), is 

on land north of Ringwood Road.  The reserved matters permission was granted in July 

2023, and Cllr Logan has confirmed to me that the builder, Hampshire-based Pennyfarthing 

Homes, has started on this site.  Both sites are included in the housing land supply for East 

Dorset for delivery within the next 5 years, and more than meet the equivalent 5 year 

housing target for the parish (5 x 16 = 80 dwellings plus buffer). 

3.18 The Neighbourhood Plan is proposing to allocate three more sites to deliver in the region of 

50 – 55 homes, which in addition to the extant consents, and allowing for some infill within 
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the village envelope, will comfortably meet the proposed housing target of 192 homes.  The 

site promoters are aware of the affordable housing requirements and have not raised any 

concerns regarding its provision either through the consultations or in response to my 

direct queries to them. 

Broad magnitude of the shortfall  

3.19 Based on Dorset Council’s position, which the Parish Council supports, the shortfall is 1.1 

years against a 5 year supply.  The Appellant is challenging this and suggests a shortfall in 

the region of 2.1 years.  As outlined above, there is no shortfall when the same 

requirements are considered at a local (Neighbourhood Plan) level. 

How long the housing supply issues are likely to persist  

3.20 The latest published housing land supply report for the East Dorset area does not include 

information with regard to the 6-10 year delivery pipeline.  There is no shortfall at a local 

(Neighbourhood Plan) level.  There is uncertainty as to whether the Appellant’s proposed 

development will be able to make any substantive in-roads into the strategic housing 

shortfall within the 5 year period.  The application is outline, and there remains uncertainty 

regarding the potential need and timescales associated with the prior extraction and re-use 

of minerals that does not appear to have been resolved (section 5.59 – 5.69 of the 

Appellant’s planning statement and response from the Minerals and Waste Planning 

Team).  The requirement for, and costs / benefits of, mineral extraction do not appear to 

feature in the submitted viability statements (the May 2023 site-wide Viability Assessment 

refers only to mineral extraction as an abnormal cost which has been excluded pending 

ground investigation results) or in the latest phasing plan. 

What actions are being taken by the Local Planning Authority 

3.21 Dorset Council first published a Housing Delivery Test Action Plan in March 2022, and this 

was last updated as part of the annual review in March 20244.  With regard to the main 

issues contributing to under-delivery, within East Dorset these primarily relate to: 

 
4 https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/35024/2390380/Housing+Delivery+Test+Action+Plan+-
+March+2024.pdf/7b38ba94-1e8d-3729-d637-43ecef287918  

https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/35024/2390380/Housing+Delivery+Test+Action+Plan+-+March+2024.pdf/7b38ba94-1e8d-3729-d637-43ecef287918
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/35024/2390380/Housing+Delivery+Test+Action+Plan+-+March+2024.pdf/7b38ba94-1e8d-3729-d637-43ecef287918
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− large swathes of the plan area being subject to National Landscape (AONB) and 

Green Belt designation; 

− the nature conservation designations, including European sites both within and in 

close proximity to the plan area, meaning that developments often need to provide 

site specific mitigation requiring agreement with external bodies;  

− reliance on private sector builders and their commercial decisions to progress and 

build out applications in a timely manner at a time of considerable economic 

uncertainty and fluctuation in the price and availability of materials and labour. 

Previous concerns regarding inefficiencies in processing applications have now been 

addressed. 

3.22 The Council has identified a wide range of measures to help bring forward suitable sites in a 

timely and efficient manner.  These are set out in Table 3 of that report, including: 

− Progressing the review of the Local Plan; 

− Working with partners to find a solution to nutrient neutrality. 

− Streamlining the application process to speed up decision-making; 

− Meeting with developers of major sites at the pre-application stage or earlier to 

discuss barriers which may be affecting site delivery; 

− Working with Homes England and other strategic partners to bring forward Council-

owned sites, the Building Better Lives programme, affordable rural exception sites 

and large sites that have stalled, and supporting community land trusts to deliver 

new housing. 

Conclusions in Issue 1 

3.23 Whilst there is no dispute that the housing need across the former East Dorset area is 

significant, including care home and affordable housing need, there are a number of 

additional factors that should be considered in determining the weight to attribute to the 

proposed development in addressing this shortfall.  This should include: 

− the magnitude of the shortfall – which is at least 1.1 years’ equivalent and possibly as 

high as 2.1 years’ based on the LPA and Appellants respective stances; 
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− the extent to which the development will address this need – which may be 

negligible in the 5 year period given the outline nature and complexities of the 

scheme; 

− what is being done elsewhere to address the unmet need – the LPA have an up-to-

date action plan that includes a wide range of measures that they are keeping under 

review; 

− whether the proposed development is responding to local needs and circumstances 

– the evidence collected in relation to the Neighbourhood Plan does not suggest 

that there is any significant local housing need that will not be met through the 

Neighbourhood Plan proposals.  

3.24 I consider the weight to be accorded to the benefit of addressing this housing need as part 

of the planning balance (Section 6 of this proof). 

4. ISSUE 2: WHETHER THE DEVELOPMENT WOULD BE APPROPRIATE IN 

THIS LOCATION HAVING REGARD TO THE CHARACTER OF THE SITE 

AND ITS SURROUNDINGS; ITS RELATIONSHIP TO ALDERHOLT AND 

OTHER SETTLEMENTS AND THEIR FACILITIES; ITS CONNECTION TO 

THE HIGHWAYS NETWORK; AND THE LOCAL PLAN SPATIAL STRATEGY 

AND THE EMERGING NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

The Local Plan spatial strategy  

4.1 The CEDLP Policy KS2 identifies Alderholt as one of the area’s Rural Service Centres (RSCs) 

within the settlement hierarchy.  These RSCs are described as the “Main providers for the 

rural areas where residential development 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”.  RSCs form the fourth tier of the hierarchy, recognised specifically 

as rural in character, with no strategic allocations, but with the ability to identify rural 

exception sites (under Policy LN4), new services and facilities (under Policy LN7) and 

potentially some economic development (under Policy PC4).  The village envelope comes 

from saved policy A1 of the EDLP, which enables housing infill within that area, and which is 
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proposed to be extended to include the three new site allocations through the ANP (Policy 

11). 

4.2 I have examined the 2017 appeal decision APP/U1240/W/17/3169111 in relation to Land 

North of Ringwood Road (known locally as The Hawthorns) to see if it provides assistance 

to this Appeal.  I note that the site is in the same village, that the Local Plan policies (as a 

whole) were similarly considered out of date.  In contrast to this Appeal, the development 

proposed on that site was of a much smaller scale, and the decision was made more than 6 

years ago (and was therefore based on an early NPPF and a different housing land supply).  

The main conclusions I consider can be drawn are that: 

− both policies were taken into account in the decision, and as such were not 

considered to have no weight; 

− a conflict with Policy A1 (by building outside of the village envelope) will not 

necessarily be so significant to outweigh the benefits of a scheme; and  

− building outside of the village envelope does not automatically mean that the 

development conflicts with Policy KS2, and the Inspector refers to the scale of the 

development and its consistency with the settlement hierarchy in deciding this 

point. 

4.3 Policy KS4 refers to the housing target being met through development within existing 

urban areas (and the supporting text estimates the split between Christchurch and East 

Dorset) and development in new neighbourhoods at Christchurch, Burton, Corfe Mullen, 

Wimborne/Colehill, Ferndown/West Parley and Verwood.  These two sources contributed 

8,465 of the ‘about’ 8,490 housing target.  The CEDLP does not define “urban areas” per se, 

but does include the following statements: 

− Para 11.1 - the ‘main urban areas’ are described as Verwood, Three Legged Cross, St 

Leonards, St Ives and West Moors  

− Policy KS2 refers to the district and suburban centres (Christchurch, Wimborne 

Minster, Ferndown and West Parley, Verwood, Corfe Mullen, Colehill, St Leonards 

and St Ives) as being with the existing urban areas 

− reference to saved policy HODEV2 references both urban areas and village 

envelopes  
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− reference to saved policy A1 refers to Alderholt as having a village envelope 

4.4 This appears to imply that Alderholt was not part of the urban area target, and that the 

housing target was anticipated to be met in full in the larger settlements (other than a 

shortfall of about 25 dwellings).  As such there would be no ‘need’ for development in 

Alderholt other than as may be considered necessary to support the village and adjacent 

communities (as per Policy KS2), and that the scale of such growth was not substantial.   

4.5 With reference to development needed to support adjacent communities, Alderholt adjoins 

Cranborne, Edmondsham and Verwood parishes in East Dorset (with New Forest district to 

the east).  The village of Cranborne is similarly classed as a Rural Service Centre (and 

therefore would be expected to meet its own needs and that of any outlying hamlets), and 

Verwood is classed as a main settlement where a new neighbourhood is planned.  The main 

built up area of Edmondsham is closer to both Cranborne and Verwood than it is to the 

village of Alderholt, and limited development would be considered acceptable there under 

Policy KS2 provided that it “supports the role of the settlement as a provider of services to 

its home community”.  As such, there are no ‘adjacent communities’ outside of the parish 

that would obviously look to Alderholt to meet their needs.  

4.6 On this basis, I agree with Dorset Council that the proposed development conflicts with 

settlement hierarchy which seeks to direct development to the most sustainable locations.  

It also conflicts with the associated policies that relate to the settlement hierarchy, as noted 

above.   

4.7 This conflict is significant in its scale – the expansion proposed would more than double the 

existing population of Alderholt, and is significantly higher than the level of development 

proposed at the highest tier ‘main settlements’ where the greatest scale of development 

through new neighbourhoods was for 1,260 homes at Wimborne (which adjoins the 

suburban centre of Colehill and therefore is effectively similar in size to Verwood), as shown 

in the following table. 
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Figure 1. East Dorset Settlement Hierarchy by population and proposed growth 

Settlement Status 2011 pop CEDLP Proposals % growth 

Ferndown & West Parley 1 - Main Settlement 21424 FWP3,4,6,7 660 3.1% 

Verwood 1 - Main Settlement 13360* VTSW4,5 295 2.2% 

Corfe Mullen 1 - Main Settlement** 10133 CM1 250 2.5% 

West Moors 2 - District Centre 7561 
   

Colehill 3 - Suburban Centre 6907    

St Leonards & St Ives 3 - Suburban Centre 6859 
   

Wimborne  1 - Main Settlement 6790 WMC5,6,7,8 1260 18.6% 

Alderholt 4 - Rural Service Centre 2848* 
   

Three Legged Cross 4 - Rural Service Centre 1492* 
   

Sturminster Marshall 4 - Rural Service Centre 1490* 
   

Holt 5 - Village 1273 
   

Sixpenny Handley 4 - Rural Service Centre 906* 
   

Cranborne 4 - Rural Service Centre 606* 
   

* using built up area as opposed to parish estimate 
** part of the main built-up area of Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole 

4.8 The resulting population growth, at an average occupancy level of 2.26 persons per 

household (based on the 2021 Census data for East Dorset) would result in Alderholt’s 

population increasing to in excess of 7,000 residents.  This is significantly higher than any 

other RSC and would result in a population level similar to (and in some cases higher than) 

that of higher tier settlements. 

4.9 Whilst the Local Plan does not define the community, leisure and retail facilities that are 

expected to be present in an RSC, it follows that an RSC is not expected to be as self-

sufficient as the higher-level settlements, or to require the level of growth to become so.  If 

this were the case, then significant growth would have been planned at these settlements 

(as new neighbourhoods) and referenced in the housing distribution in the Local Plan and 

associated Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

4.10 It is my opinion that the spatial strategy remains a relevant consideration despite the 

housing land supply situation, given that it is broadly consistent with the NPPF and still of 

relevance in achieving sustainable development.  The following sets out my reasons for this 

opinion: 
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− the strategy has made provision for larger scale development in settlements that 

are well located and will limit the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of 

transport modes, and will be supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities 

(in line with NPPF paragraphs 74 and 109); 

− the strategy allows for development at all settlements, at a scale relative to their 

location, function and requirements, .  (in line with NPPF paragraphs 82); 

− the strategy does not set out any blanket restrictions on the quantum of 

development, and includes measures to address the possibility that housing delivery 

falls significantly below the housing target; 

− there is still a rationale for defined boundaries to protect the countryside and focus 

growth within settlements, accepting that, on their merits, applications for housing 

can and have been approved outside of these boundaries. 

The character of the site and its surroundings 

Development Plan Context 

4.11 The Local Plan expects development to be compatible with or improve its surroundings 

(Policy CEDLP HE2 and EDLP DES11).  With regard to density, Policy CEDLP LN2 states 

that “the design and layout of new housing development should maximise the density of 

development to a level which is acceptable for the locality” but recognises that densities of 

less than 30dph may be appropriate where higher densities would conflict with the local 

character and distinctiveness of an area.   

4.12 Policy CEDLP HE3 requires development to protect and seek to enhance the landscape 

character of the area, and refers to the following factors being considered: 

− the character of settlements and their landscape settings; 

− natural features such as trees, hedgerows, woodland, field boundaries, water 

features and wildlife corridors; 

− features of cultural, historical and heritage value; 

− important views and visual amenity; and  

− tranquillity and the need to protect against intrusion from light pollution, noise and 

motion. 
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4.13 Policy CEDLP PC4 (referred to in the next topic) is also relevant insofar as it requires 

economic development to be “small scale to reflect the rural character.”   

National Planning Policy and Guidance 

4.14 NPPF paragraph 135 requires planning policies and decisions to ensure that developments 

are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment 

and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or 

change (such as increased densities).  NPPF paragraph 128 supports higher density 

developments (that makes efficient use of land) but recognises that the desirability of 

maintaining an area’s prevailing character is a consideration in determining appropriate 

densities.  NPPF paragraph 139 requires development to reflect local design policies. 

4.15 NPPF paragraph 180 states that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the 

natural and local environment, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside.  Paragraph 191 goes on to state that decisions should also ensure that new 

development is appropriate for its location including considerations of light pollution, noise 

and disturbance to tranquil or intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. 

4.16 NPPF paragraph 132 notes that “Neighbourhood planning groups can play an important 

role in identifying the special qualities of each area and explaining how this should be 

reflected in development, both through their own plans and by engaging in the production 

of design policy, guidance and codes by local planning authorities and developers” 

The character of the area 

4.17 The origins of the village is well recorded and researched by local parishioners and 

evidenced in the archives printed in the parish magazines5.  These archives help to explain 

the following historic overview. 

4.18 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.  Major 

landowners, including Lord Salisbury (of Cranborne) and Squire Churchill (of Alderholt 

Park), constructed a number of estate style cottages along the road, which still stand today.  

 
5 Submitted for the Core Document library 
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The old school on Daggons Road dates from 1847, and St James’s Church was built in 1849.  

The station in Alderholt opened in the 1870s, and by the turn of the century a number of 

brickworks had sprouted up in the area, extracting the local clay for brickmaking.  The 

Reading Room was constructed in 1904 on land donated by Lord Salisbury.  The limited size 

of the village historically is reflected in its lack of any Listed buildings within the village 

envelope.   

4.19 By the early 1900s the village had just under 200 homes and a population of about 700 

persons, with very modest, incremental increases in its size and population up until the 

1970s according to Census records6 (Appendix A3).   

4.20 Whilst the railway closed in the mid-1960s, instead of stagnating there was a period of 

further growth linked to the installation of mains drainage in the early 1970s, the absence of 

which had been a factor limiting potential growth at that time.  A Village Plan7 was drafted 

to ensure that further development was staged in relation to the improvements in the roads 

and drainage, and to reserve land for a public playing field and a new school (should it be 

required).  At that time the school was west of the village on Daggons Road, and there were 

four shops, a pub and petrol filling station along the main route.  According to the appraisal 

in the Plan, the village functioned “partly as a farming and forestry community and partly as 

a dormitory area for neighbouring towns”.  The potential for further shops close to Station 

Road on land opposite the school site, and expanding the industrial area close to the former 

Station site (the Surplus Stores site), were noted.  The Plan also noted the importance of 

prescribing a limit to development “having regard to the rural character of the area, and the 

desirability of concentrating development to consolidate what is at present a rather diffuse 

settlement strung out along the main road serving the locality.”   

4.21 As a result of this Plan there was a significant growth in the population between 1971 – 

1991, and the new school was opened in 1983.  By 2001 the level of growth had returned to 

its previous modest levels of increase.  Based on the extant planning consents now under 

construction, there will be a more moderate increase in parishioners this decade. 

 
6  Vision of Britain website http://www.visionofbritain.org.uk/unit/10447550/cube/TOT_POP  
7  Draft Alderholt Village Plan, August 1971 https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-
planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/1971-village-plan---merged.pdf  

http://www.visionofbritain.org.uk/unit/10447550/cube/TOT_POP
https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/1971-village-plan---merged.pdf
https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/1971-village-plan---merged.pdf
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Figure 2. Population change – Alderholt8 

 

4.22 Alderholt Parish Council undertook a household survey in March / April 2017, when the 

potential large-scale expansion of the village was being considered by the former East 

Dorset District Council (Appendix A4).  A total of 460 responses were received, representing 

just over one third of all households in the parish.  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, 

− 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. 

4.23 The final question in the subsequent 2019 village survey asked residents to list anything or 

things they particularly valued in the village (Appendix A5).  The top response, by 51% of 

the respondents, was the rural setting of the village.  The next highest suggestiond, both 

mentioned by 37% of respondents, were the shops and the ‘village feel’. 

 
8 Data sources: 1901 – 1971 Vision of Britain website https://www.visionofbritain.org.uk/unit/10447550/cube/TOT_POP, 
1981 – 1991 EDLP Chapter 14 and 2001, 2011, 2021 Nomis website https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/.  

https://www.visionofbritain.org.uk/unit/10447550/cube/TOT_POP
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/
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4.24 Many of these factors were repeated again at the focus session for the Neighbourhood 

Plan, in early 20229.  This influenced the vision and objectives for the ANP, which were 

highly supported through the options consultation in July 2023.  These included: 

− that Alderholt remains a village; 

− the importance of protecting and retaining its character - its compact form and 

quiet nature, its links to the former railway, historic buildings and the surrounding 

countryside 

− the importance of protecting the intrinsic beauty and enjoyment of the countryside 

and approaches to Alderholt 

4.25 The ANP recognises that Alderholt’s character is derived from these two main phases of 

development.  The early village footprint character area covers an area of approximately 

33ha and is focused along the B3078 (Daggons Road, Station Road and Fordingbridge 

Road), together with the two roads that head south (Ringwood and Hillbury Roads), where 

the built-up area extended to prior to the 1971 Village Plan.  As the character area is focused 

along these roads – the B3078 being the main through route, with Hillbury and Ringwood 

Roads having lower traffic levels, effectively splitting the south-bound traffic10 – it provides 

the dominant character to the village for those passing through the area or visiting the 

main community venues such as the village hall, pub and local store.  This character area 

contains a mix of old and new building styles (as a result of infilling the more dispersed 

historic development), that reflects the slow, staggered growth across many decades, 

different builders, and individuality within many of the plots.  It also has a close relationship 

with the surrounding woodland and farmland, as these are clearly visible from the main 

routes, with Strouds Firs adjoining a long stretch of Station Road, Bonfire Hill adjoining a 

long stretch of Hillbury Road, and farmland adjoining much of Ringwood Road. 

 
9 Appendix 1 of Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement 
https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/consultation-statement-240513-
v3.pdf  
10 The paramics model provided in the Transport Assessment (Appendix O page 323) shows a 2019 baseline for AM 
trips of 396 along the B3078 (Daggons Road) west of the village, 310 along the B3078 within the village on Station 
Road, and 563 on the B3078 (Presseys Corner) east of the village.  To the south Harbridge Road recorded 361 vehicles, 
with these split between Hillbury Road (265) and Ringwood Road (127).  A similar pattern is seen in PM trips, with 473 
along the B3078 (Daggons Road) west of the village, 382 along the B3078 within the village on Station Road, and 705 
on the B3078 (Presseys Corner) east of the village.  To the south Harbridge Road recorded 406 vehicles, with these split 
between Hillbury Road (373) and Ringwood Road (148).   

https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/consultation-statement-240513-v3.pdf
https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/consultation-statement-240513-v3.pdf
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4.26 The remaining built-up area of approximately 37ha comprises the planned 1970s 

development and other modern infill areas, where there are different estate styles 

depending on the decade in which the housing was built.  These lack the variety and visual 

interest that the early village footprint character area has, but are typical of their time, well-

placed to access the key facilities in the village, and as these are largely away from the main 

through routes they are far less influential on the village character.   

Figure 3. Character areas of the village with reference to appeal proposals 

4.27 The development proposals subject of this appeal would very much alter the character of 

the village.  Notwithstanding the prolonged period of construction which in itself will 

impact on the village character, it proposes to: 

− increase the built up area (approximately 70ha) by a further 42ha (which is an area 

larger than the early village footprint and approximately 60% of the size of the 

existing village); 
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− include a much higher density of development at an average density above 30 dph, 

the overall average density in the village is comparatively low at typically 15 dph, 

with some areas of higher density around 25dph11; 

− increase the level of traffic on the local road network; 

− introduce a new local centre and an employment area significantly removed from 

the B3078 Daggons Road / Station Road, which is and always has been the historic 

focus of these activities; 

− change the character of both Ringwood Road, by effectively divorcing it from its 

relationship with the countryside (whether or not a stretch of Ringwood Road is 

downgraded to access only with the supposed intent of retaining its rural character), 

and the character of the countryside setting of the western edge of the village by 

changing this from farmland to more actively used accessible greenspace and solar 

arrays. 

4.28 Whilst the application is outline in terms of the design, it is my experience that, given the 

scale of the development, the housing areas are also likely to be clearly identifiable as being 

built by a limited number of volume housebuilders, with a higher degree of homogeneity 

based on the repetition of designs (albeit with some variation) and use of materials than is 

typical of the early village footprint.  There is also some uncertainty regarding the area that 

the business park will require or the scale of units at this outline stage (the 10,000m² in the 

description refers to the amount of employment space in the form of a business park, and 

the land use budget is not fixed), and as such whether the employment area would be 

“small scale to reflect the rural character.” in accordance with the development plan 

requirement Policy CEDLP PC4. 

The relationship of the development to Alderholt and other settlements and their facilities 

Development Plan Context 

4.29 The Settlement Hierarchy is set out in Policy CEDLP KS2 and has been covered in the first 

section on this issue.  Policy CEDLP KS9 adds further to this, setting out the Transport 

Strategy, and states that “development will be located along and at the end of the Prime 

 
11 A density map is included at the start of Chapter 3 of the ANP  
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Transport Corridors in the most accessible locations and supported by transport 

improvements that will benefit existing and future communities”  Map 4.6 of the CEDLP 

identifies the Prime Transport Corridors, and there are none in Alderholt parish.  Policy 

CEDLP KS11 the requires development to “be in accessible locations that are well linked to 

existing communities by walking, cycling and public transport routes.”. 

4.30 Policy CEDLP LN7 and PC5 together allow for local facilities and services to support existing 

and future population growth in Alderholt (LN7 relating to facilities such as education, 

health, and community buildings, and PC5 to shops and leisure facilities which provide for 

people’s day to day needs).  In relation to community facilities, preference is given to the 

efficient use and expansion of existing buildings (where well-located) to allow for the co-

location of facilities and services, and where this is not feasible, new facilities are supported 

with preference given to the clustering of services.  In all cases, the loss of existing facilities 

and services is resisted if it would result in a substantial decline in the range and quality of 

facilities and services for local people.  The supporting text to LN7 highlights that the Core 

Strategy Infrastructure Delivery Plan sets out what services and facilities will be required, 

and that this has been identified in partnership with service providers and utility companies.   

4.31 Policy CEDLP PC1 sets out the Employment Land Hierarchy which is intended to influence 

the location of employment uses.  There are no employment sites or proposals identified 

for Alderholt.  Policy CEDLP PC4 on the Rural Economy encourages economic development 

“in or on the edge of existing settlements where employment, housing, services and other 

facilities can be provided close together” (and as such applies to Alderholt) provided that 

the development would be “small scale to reflect the rural character.”   

National Planning Policy and Guidance 

4.32 NPPF paragraph 109 states that the planning system should actively manage patterns of 

growth, focusing significant development on locations which are or can be made 

sustainable. It recognises that opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions 

will vary between urban and rural areas, and this should be taken into account in both plan-

making and decision-making. 

4.33 NPPF paragraph 97 requires planning policies and decisions to plan positively for the 

provision and use of community facilities (such as local shops, meeting places, sports 
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venues, open space, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship) and other local 

services to enhance the sustainability of communities and residential environments, 

supports the retention and improvement of established shops, facilities and services for the 

benefit of the community, and encourages an integrated approach to considering the 

location of housing, economic uses and community facilities and services.  Paragraph 99 

places a particular emphasis on having a sufficient choice of school places available to meet 

the needs of existing and new communities.  Paragraph 88 states that planning policies and 

decisions should enable the sustainable growth and expansion of businesses in rural areas, 

and the retention and development of accessible local services and community facilities. 

A brief overview 

4.34 Whilst Alderholt is one of the larger villages in East Dorset, like many villages it looks to a 

number of settlements for its higher level functions.  The 2019 village survey sought to 

establish a better understanding of what services, facilities and employment opportunities 

parishioners accessed in the village, and where they accessed these further afield.  A total 

of 420 responses were received, representing 939 parishioners and approximately one third 

of all households in the parish.  Key statistics from this survey, relating to people’s travel 

patterns and use of facilities, are included in Appendix A5.  These show: 

− In terms of work patterns, there was no ‘main’ destinations with the workforce 

scattered across the area.  The data suggests that about 16% work in Alderholt, 

including 7% working from home, and a further 11% have no fixed place of work.  

This leaves 73% of workers based outside of the village, with the most common 

workplaces being Fordingbridge, Bournemouth, Ringwood, Salisbury and 

Southampton, each accounting for between 6 – 10% of the work-related traffic. 

− In terms of shopping patterns, for groceries this is primarily split between 

Ringwood, Verwood and Fordingbridge.  Most respondents (65%) said that they do 

their food shopping as a single-purposes trip, with work journeys being the main 

factor for a combined trip (12%).  Whilst many parishioners (81%) said that they use 

the local Co-op Food Store at least weekly, very few (7%) use it regularly for their 

main food shop.  People tend to travel further for other goods, with Salisbury and 

Bournemouth being the most common centres visited for items such as clothing. 
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− In terms of local facilities, parishioners responding to the survey said they frequently 

use the Co-op Food Store, with the village hall, recreation grounds, Wolvercroft 

Garden Centre (where there is a café / restaurant), churches and pub (and also at 

that time the branch surgery for the medical practice) being reasonably well used 

(i.e. at least 1 in 4 households said that they used these facilities at least once a 

month).  The main facilities and services that parishioners felt were missing or could 

be improved were the bus service, healthcare, and having a greater range of local 

shops and services.   

4.35 The Appellant seeks to make the case that the provision of additional employment and 

facilities to support the existing and proposed housing would be beneficial in reinforcing 

and enhancing the function of Alderholt as a Rural Service Centre.  The Appellant’s SoC 

notes the past loss of shops, the petrol filling station, Doctor’s surgery and veterinary 

practice and purports that the development would provide a range of services to reduce the 

requirement for residents to have to travel to other locations.   

4.36 With reference to the lack of a veterinary practice – whilst the former owner and 

practitioner retired in 2023, the practice was passed on and is now run as Ocean Vets from 

its premises at The Beeches on Fordingbridge Road12. 

4.37 The other points are also strongly disputed, for the reasons set out below and in the 

following section relating to highways matters. 

Shops and services and the proposed Local Centre 

4.38 In terms of retailing and other main town centre uses, as confirmed by Cllr Logan and 

referenced in the Alderholt Archives, the significant increase in population between 1971 

and 2001 did not result in an increase in local shops and services – whilst there was public 

investment in a new school, the petrol filling station closed during this time, as did the 

Surplus Store, a local restaurant (formerly the village bakery) on Pressey’s corner, several 

smaller shops and one of the branch surgeries, with the Post Office (which had been 

opposite the Churchill Arms) amalgamated into the enlarged convenience store.  The 

 
12 As can be seen from visiting the village and through their website https://www.oceanvets.uk/ and facebook pages 
https://www.facebook.com/oceanvets/?paipv=0&eav=AfbVNVBaIFwhlVzALKt2GajWUnMUl7GFBasSbWG8nBVwqtLA
CdJ1ewaMPfgBCdQTMN4&_rdr  

https://www.oceanvets.uk/
https://www.facebook.com/oceanvets/?paipv=0&eav=AfbVNVBaIFwhlVzALKt2GajWUnMUl7GFBasSbWG8nBVwqtLACdJ1ewaMPfgBCdQTMN4&_rdr
https://www.facebook.com/oceanvets/?paipv=0&eav=AfbVNVBaIFwhlVzALKt2GajWUnMUl7GFBasSbWG8nBVwqtLACdJ1ewaMPfgBCdQTMN4&_rdr
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potential for additional shops opposite the school site, as suggested in the Village Plan, 

never materialised.  It is clear from this that there is no direct correlation between 

population and the sustainability of shops and services. 

4.39 Dorset Council’s latest Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment13 explains how “the 

challenging economic conditions and growth in online sales have had a significant and 

permanent impact on consumer shopping and spending behaviour. This has created 

significant challenges for traditional ‘bricks-and-mortar’ retailing and the high street.”  It 

quotes data showing that the UK lost 11,000 shops in 2020, with a further 18,000 estimated 

to close in 2021.  It notes the high numbers of retailers that have either closed or have 

significantly reduced their store portfolios, and the move away from the provision of new 

large store grocery supermarkets (with the main growth in new stores coming from ‘deep 

discount’ food operators such as Aldi and Lidl).  I note that Aldi and Lidl are currently 

advertising an interest in new stores with a catchment of 15 - 20,000, on a prominent main 

road frontage with good visibility and access, customer parking for at least 100 cars14 

(Appendix A6).  Site size requirements start from a minimum of 1.5 or 2 acres (0.6 – 0.8ha) – 

more than half of the suggested land area for the local centre.  Within the local area, Aldi 

are specifically targeting the much larger towns of Dorchester and Winchester, and Lidl are 

targeting Salisbury, Sherborne and Wimborne.  Furthermore, the Retail and Leisure Needs 

Assessment forecasts that the potential capacity (based on predicted levels of housing 

growth across the county) is likely to be modest and not of a sufficient quantum to justify 

identifying and allocating new sites, particularly as the capacity can be met by the take-up 

and/or repurposing of vacant units and sites within the main centres and prime shopping 

locations.  The Assessment goes on to conclude that: 

Today, many of our traditional towns and shopping centres simply have too much 

retail space. The critical challenge over the short, medium and long term will be how to 

retain existing businesses, fill/replace the voids and attract new investment.  

and 

 
13 Dorset Retail & Leisure Study - 2022 Update, prepared by Lambert Smith Hampton for Dorset Council, January 2023 
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/dorset-council-local-plan-evidence-and-background-papers  
14 https://www.realestate-lidl.co.uk/new-store-site-requirements  and 
https://www.aldi.co.uk/corporate/property/required-towns  

https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/dorset-council-local-plan-evidence-and-background-papers
https://www.realestate-lidl.co.uk/new-store-site-requirements
https://www.aldi.co.uk/corporate/property/required-towns
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It will be important to maximise residential provision in the most sustainable locations, 

particularly in centres, as part of a balanced mix of uses. Therefore, consideration 

needs to be given to planning policies and allocations enabling the growth of other 

uses, such as education, leisure and recreation, within centres, which, along with 

residential, are particularly positive in terms of enhancing the vitality of centres.  

4.40 Based on the above data and current shopping patterns as recorded in the 2019 survey, 

whilst additional shops may be welcomed by parishioners, it seems highly unlikely that the 

proposed local centre will be attractive to a larger format supermarket store operator to 

change the current dispersed pattern of shopping evidenced in the 2019 survey.  There is 

also no evidence that it will provide a suitable site for a new petrol filling station (and this is 

not included in the planning application), and no evidence of any significant demand for 

new retail outlets in this location, particularly taking into account the vacant premises in 

larger centres.  The letter of support from Neighbourhub Limited, to deliver the local 

centre, comes from what appears to be a dormant company (127164615) incorporated in 

July 2020 and which has returned three sets of accounts detailing zero employees and 

assets of £2, and their website https://www.neighbourhub.uk/ is also lacking details of any 

past projects or experience (Appendix A7). 

4.41 Whilst the committee report outlines the negotiation and potential financial contributions 

(to be secured through a S106 agreement) in relation to sports and recreation facilities, 

these are not facilities that any significant number of local residents identified as 

inadequate through the 2019 survey, and several facilities (swimming and 3G sports 

pitches) are proposed as off-site contributions that would not be readily accessible to local 

residents as they are unlikely to be built in Alderholt.  The committee report also included 

the potential for a £1.5 million financial contribution to a community hall within the local 

centre, which the applicant is suggesting could cater for indoor sports (they suggest it could 

provide a single sports court and could also be used for fitness classes) – but as evidenced 

on the village hall’s website16, (Appendix A8) the hall already caters for these types of 

activity (short mat bowls, badminton and pilates being examples of regular activities), and 

 
15 https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/12716346  
16 https://www.alderholtvillagehall.org.uk/activities/  

https://www.neighbourhub.uk/
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/12716346
https://www.alderholtvillagehall.org.uk/activities/
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therefore there is no clear additional benefit to parishioners other than mitigating potential 

harm.   

4.42 With reference to the medical practice, whilst the Appellant’s infrastructure plan refers to 

‘confirmed interest from a local GP practice’, for both doctor and dental services, no 

evidence of this has been forthcoming.  Alderholt Parish Council contacted the two local GP 

surgeries at Cranborne and Fordingbridge regarding the appeal proposals, and both have 

indicated that new premises in Alderholt (linked to their current practice) would be 

appropriate to serve the area based on the projected population increase that would arise 

from this appeal, and that there are no current plans or funding to make such provision 

(recent correspondence with the two GP surgeries is contained in Appendix A9).  The email 

from the Cranborne Practice indicates that they would not be able to absorb the increase in 

patient numbers from their existing resources without significantly compromising their 

current services, and the consultation response from NHS Hampshire and IoW ICB, who 

cover the Fordingbridge surgery, highlights that the existing practice in Fordingbridge 

could not absorb the additional patients within its current site.  The ICB have suggested 

that an initial building of 300m² should be available as part of the first phase of 

development, expanding to an eventual 600m² (and the committee report includes 

reference to a £1million allowance).  It is not clear whether this level of provision is also 

appropriate should the Dorset-based Cranborne Practice provide services for the village.  At 

the time of drafting this proof there was no detail regarding how the provision of a new 

surgery would be secured, and timescales for its delivery that relate to avoid adversely 

impacting on local services. 

Education provision 

4.43 The Appellant’s Education Mitigation Strategy submitted to the Inquiry in early May 2024 

seeks to clarify the proposed strategy to address education needs.  This proposes the 

expansion of the existing first school site to accommodate 2FE with a capacity of 30017.  The 

report includes an indicative plan showing a 2 storey school including one year’s equivalent 

of nursery provision (totalling 1,103m² ground floor, 1,945m² total floor area) located to the 

 
17 It is noted that the assessment of additional pupil numbers is based on historic pupil numbers, and as such may not 
be accurate.  The falling birth rate referenced may also linked to the Covid-19 pandemic.   
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rear of the site alongside a MUGA and area of informal play (600m²), with a sports pitch 

(2,100m²) and car park at the front.  This plan would require the removal of a large group of 

Category A trees within the centre of the site, and building on the Local Green Space as 

proposed through the Neighbourhood Plan. 

4.44 The Dorset Council Assessment indicates the need for an unconstrained site area of 

11,100m², and whilst the site measures 11,775m² it is particularly constrained by the tree 

coverage.  The Appellant’s strategy notes that the plan has a small under-provision of float 

area, and suggests that the playing fields could be located off-site.  This appears to be likely 

to be required given the site constraints and Dorset Council’s initial analysis of space 

requirements.  The nearest area where playing fields could be accommodated within the 

Appeal site appears to be adjoining the play area and recreation ground marked as a 

recreation park with LEAP (on the masterplan).  This space is approximately 320m from the 

site (reducing the time available for sports whilst classes move to and from the facility) and 

the shared use of facilities is not optimal for school safeguarding.   

4.45 The data analysis for school trip patterns is available for the 2016-17 school year18 - a year 

on from that used by the Appellant in their analysis.  This was based on a sample of 78 of 

the 114 pupils on the school role at that time, and shows 77% of pupils walking to the school 

(with an average walking distance was 370m), and 88% of pupils live within 800m 

(described as the realistic walking distance threshold).  13% of pupils living within 800m of 

the school undertake the journey by car – an increase on the previous year’s data.  Only 4% 

of the students were out of catchment, and 22% of pupils were driven to school by car / van.  

Assuming that 15 - 20% of all children at the school come by car (given the above), this 

would equate to some 45 – 60 cars dropping off and picking up children – far higher than at 

present. 

4.46 The impact on pre-school nursery school provision does not appear to have been assessed.  

The First School currently makes provision for children from 2+ years (term time only) and 

there is separate provision through the privately owned Kingswood Day Nursery on 

Daggons Road, which runs year-round and caters for children aged 0 – 4 years.  At the time 

 
18 http://sthc.co.uk/portals/dorset/Distance_School_Current.html?school_id=835_3000 as referenced in the Appellant’s 
Education Mitigation Strategy 

http://sthc.co.uk/portals/dorset/Distance_School_Current.html?school_id=835_3000
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of the last Ofsted report in March 202219 the nursery had 87 children on its roll and capacity 

for 42 places (Appendix A10).  Unless capacity is increased for younger children and outside 

of term time, it is likely parishioners will be unable to find local provision to meet their 

needs.   

Employment provision 

4.47 The most recent Employment Land Study for the Dorset area20 indicates that: 

− The office market is very muted, but the industrial market has active business 

requirements for new space; 

− Demand is particularly strong nearer to the BCP urban area along the A31 and A35, 

and is also strong at Blandford Forum, Dorchester, Weymouth and Sherborne (via 

Yeovil). The secondary market towns all also show requirements for business space; 

− It would be reasonable for Dorset’s market towns to be seeking to achieve close to 

or above 15 sqm of employment space per dwelling; 

− It would also be reasonable to expect concentrations of new space at: settlement 

expansions / mixed use sites, high levels of A Road connectivity and/or proximity to 

BCP urban area (where demand is reportedly particularly strong and viability best), 

notable economic drivers (Dorset Innovation Park, Portland Port), and 

interrelationships with more rural towns, with larger scale strategic sites potentially 

more deliverable than dispersed sites, including Eastern Dorset / proximity to BCP. 

− There are issues around deliverability and viability.  This is particularly true for 

employment sites further from the BCP conurbation where rental values for 

speculative industrial units are too low in the face of ongoing rises in construction 

costs alongside achievable land values.  This means that developers are not 

incentivised to bring forward new speculative units even where there is clear 

occupier demand, and further interventions are suggested to deal with this. 

4.48 The guidance of a minimum of 15m² per dwelling would suggest that the proposed business 

park should seek to provide at least 25,500m² of employment space (2.5 times that 

 
19 https://files.ofsted.gov.uk/v1/file/50181483  
20 Dorset and BCP Employment Land Study Final Report, March 2024, Iceni Projects 
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/employment-land-study - paragraphs 8.5 to 8.21 

https://files.ofsted.gov.uk/v1/file/50181483
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/employment-land-study
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proposed by the Appellant), in order to provide sufficient employment space for the new 

residents.  This would rise to over 45,000m² if Alderholt were to become more self-

sufficient in this regard.  However it is also noted that the Appellant’s Commercial Property 

Development Viability Report recognises that even at 10,000m² the business park is likely 

to be speculatively built and delivered on a phased basis (despite there being no such 

employment site in the area and the current size of the village) – which appears to confirm 

the viability issues and concerns noted in the Dorset Council study.   

4.49 I have also considered alternative sources for substantiating the relationship between 

employment and population, and these are set out below.   

4.50 The 2021 Census data records 1,591 parishioners being in employment (Appendix A11) – an 

average of 48.5 workers for every 100 houses.  As this was during a difficult economic 

climate due to the Covid-19 pandemic, I have also considered the equivalent figure from the 

2011 Census (which produces an average of 51.1).  It is therefore reasonable to assume that 

a development of 1,700 homes should give rise to a working population increase of at least 

825 people.  As referenced above, the 2019 village survey indicated that about 7% of the 

workforce worked home at that time and a further 11% had no fixed place of work.  The 

2021 Census survey is considered an unreliable indicator, given that furloughing 

arrangements relating to the Covid-19 pandemic were still in place at that time21.  The 

equivalent figure from the 2011 Census is 24%  (Appendix A11).  These figures will have 

been influenced by the lack of local employment opportunities  - meaning that people 

would have a greater propensity have jobs based from home (the Dorset-wide equivalent 

being marginally lower in both Census records, and nationally the latest figures for fully 

home working was 16%22).  As such, it is considered reasonable to assume that in the region 

of 25% of the workforce would not require employment premises.  On this basis, a 

development of 1,700 homes would require workplace premises for at least 619 people in 

order to adequately cater for its own population. 

 
21 The data from the 2021 Census records home working at 32%, with 18% of employees having no fixed place of work 
22 Characteristics of homeworkers, Great Britain: September 2022 to January 2023 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/charact
eristicsofhomeworkersgreatbritain/september2022tojanuary2023  

https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/characteristicsofhomeworkersgreatbritain/september2022tojanuary2023
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/characteristicsofhomeworkersgreatbritain/september2022tojanuary2023
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4.51 The Appeal proposals include the potential for employment in terms of 10,000m² of 

employment space in the form of a business park, together with retail, commercial, 

community and health facilities in the local centre, and the potential for an 80 bed care 

home.  The details of these are not clear at this stage, the Appellant’s viability report refers 

simply to the sale of the land for employment, PH and village centre at a total value of just 

over £10million, and makes no mention of the care home, and there are some assumptions 

made on the split within the more recently submitted Retail Impact Assessment.  The 

Appellant’s marketing report refers to the village centre including 4,000m² of retail, 

healthcare and community space, and that the employment land would incorporate Class E 

(former B1 light industrial/B1a offices), B2 general industrial and B8 storage and distribution 

uses, with a suggested split of 1000m² offices and 9,000m² as a mix of light/general 

industrial and storage and distribution use.   

4.52 It is possible to estimate the number of jobs this scheme would therefore provide through 

these areas, and the method and calculations for this are set out in Appendix A12.  These 

calculations suggest that the employment areas would cater for a workforce equivalent of 

between 553 – 640 people, falling to 484 – 558 people if office use is prohibited in the 

business park (as this falls within the definition of a main town centre use) and the local 

centre were to accommodate a Lidl / Aldi type supermarket.  This is around the quantum 

referenced in the committee report (564 jobs under Section 14.0).  It is significantly 

different from the 2,035 jobs suggested by the Appellant23.  As with the conclusions of the 

most recent Employment Land Study, this too indicates that the provision made in the 

development mix is unlikely to provide sufficient jobs in the long term to cater for the 

workforce generated by the proposed housing.  It is accepted that the actual degree of 

shortfall is difficult to accurately predict due to the assumptions that have to be made, and 

uncertainties relating to other factors (such as vacancy rates and take-up) that should also 

be factored in. 

4.53 Both the Employment Land Study and my research indicate that the Appellants claims of 

the employment provision being beneficial in reinforcing and enhancing the function of 

 
23 Paragraph 6.23, Alderholt Meadows, Alderholt, Transport Assessment, October 2022, Paul Basham Associates Ltd – 
there is not further explanation of this in the Appellant’s planning statement or SoC 
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Alderholt as a Rural Service Centre are not substantiated.  Indeed, the figures suggest that 

the development is likely to increase the level of net out-commuting. 

4.54 Finally, I note that, whilst the Appellant has provided a letter to evidence that a commercial 

developer is interested in providing some of the industrial floorspace (although this relates 

to 10,000sqft as opposed to 10,000m²), there is no indication that they accept the proposed 

valuation nor have signed any option to deliver this.  As referenced in the previous section, 

there is also little evidence to suggest that the local centre will be purchased and built by a 

third party. 

The development’s connection to the highways network 

4.55 I defer to Mark Baker’s expertise on this matter, and briefly summarise the key points from 

his proof of evidence here. 

Development Plan Context 

4.56 Policy CEDLP KS9 sets out the Transport Strategy which states that “development will be 

located along and at the end of the Prime Transport Corridors in the most accessible 

locations and supported by transport improvements that will benefit existing and future 

communities”  Map 4.6 identifies the Prime Transport Corridors, and there are none in 

Alderholt parish.  Policy CEDLP KS11 the requires development to “be in accessible 

locations that are well linked to existing communities by walking, cycling and public 

transport routes.”. 

National Planning Policy and Guidance 

4.57 NPPF paragraph 74 deals specifically with the location of large numbers of new homes, 

including significant extensions to villages, and states that these should be “well located 

and designed, and supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities (including a 

genuine choice of transport modes).”  Paragraph 109 is also relevant, as it refers to actively 

managing patterns of growth, and makes clear that significant development should be 

focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to 

travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes.  Paragraph 114 also sets out a 

number of criteria relating to the assessment of potential sites, and seeks to ensure that: 
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− sustainable transport modes are promoted; 

− safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users;  

− any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of 

capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to 

an acceptable degree. 

A brief overview 

4.58 Mark Baker’s evidence considers the proposed provision of public transport, evidence on 

travel patterns in relation to the higher order settlements, and concludes that the appeal 

proposal is likely to lead to considerable levels of out-of-village movements for access to a 

wide range of services and facilities that residents can typically be expected to use on a 

regular / daily basis.  It fails to offer a genuine choice of transport modes.  To access the 

closest high-order settlements (Fordingbridge and Verwood) is a distance of at least 4.3km 

- nearly four times the maximum accepted distance to facilities – and this distance and the 

high-speed nature of the road network (or off-road route across the Common) would be a 

general deterrent to walking to facilities and services beyond the village itself.  Similarly, 

the higher speed and nature of the local roads (between Alderholt and either Fordingbridge 

or Verwood) are likely to act as a significant deterrent to all but the most experienced 

cyclists, unless there were significant improvements to cycling infrastructure, and whilst 

some improvements have been suggested, significant improvements that are 

demonstrably deliverable have not been offered.  The proposed public transport frequency 

and timings are poor and unlikely to be conducive as an alternative to the private car, 

onward links from Fordingbridge are particularly lengthy, and there is limited evening and 

weekend coverage.  As such, the public transport benefits (including the proposed 

dedicated bus service) are highly unlikely to make any notable difference to the traffic 

levels.  Overall, Mark Baker concludes that the proposal cannot be said in the context of the 

NPPF to be one which is or can be made sustainable through the proposals put forward in 

this Appeal.  

The emerging Neighbourhood Plan 

4.59 The Parish Council has for some time considered the need to prepare a Neighbourhood 

Plan, and I was appointed to assist on this matter in late 2022.  During 2023 work 
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progressed on identifying the vision and objectives for the Plan, testing the housing target 

for the area, followed by an assessment of potential site options, and work on design 

guidance.  Several consultations took place, as outlined in the Consultation Statement, 

including  the Options Consultation during July 2023 which asked for feedback on the 

various potential site options, local green spaces and views, and matters of design.   

4.60 The Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Consultation was approved by the Parish Council and 

ran between December 2023 and January 2024.  This showed that the Plan was broadly 

supported by parishioners, and further changes were made to the Plan as necessary.   

4.61 Local residents have been very much engaged in the Neighbourhood Plan process – with 

lay persons being part of the Neighbourhood Plan Committee, and more than 200 residents 

responding to the Options Consultation, and just under 100 residents responding to the 

Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Consultation (despite the potential for consultation fatigue 

arising from the earlier ANP consultations and developer consultations). 

4.62 The revised Plan was agreed at the Parish Council meeting in April 2024, and submitted to 

Dorset Council.  The Council confirmed by letter dated 13 May 2024 that they were satisfied 

that the proposed Plan is compliant with the relevant legal requirements and that they 

intended to commence the Regulation 16 consultation,  The consultation started on 15 May 

and runs for a period of 6 weeks. 

4.63 As part of the Basic Conditions the ANP is legally required to contribute to the achievement 

of sustainable development.  The Plan includes site allocations and policies, and its 

compliance with this requirement is demonstrated through the Strategic Environmental 

Assessment by AECOM24 that accompanies the submission ANP.  

Key policies relevant to this appeal 

4.64 I have identified the following Neighbourhood Plan policies as most relevant to the main 

issues identified in this appeal: 

 
24 https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/alderholt-np-sea-submission-
er_29-april-24.pdf  

https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/alderholt-np-sea-submission-er_29-april-24.pdf
https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/alderholt-np-sea-submission-er_29-april-24.pdf
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Figure 4. Neighbourhood Plan policies and main issues 

Issue NP policies Main areas of conflict identified 

Housing Need 

and Supply 

Policy 7. Meeting Local Needs – 

Housing 

Sets the local strategy for meeting 

the Neighbourhood Plan housing 

target, and resists open market 

housing on unallocated greenfield 

sites outside of the village envelope.  

Also covers the size and type of new 

dwellings, including the provision of 

affordable housing and housing and 

accommodation for vulnerable 

people. 

Policy 11. Revised Village Envelope 

Updates the village envelope. 

The proposed development would 

release an unallocated greenfield 

site outside of the village envelope 

for open market housing. 

NB Policy 7 also reflects the HRA 

requirements and would be relevant 

should adequate mitigation not be 

achieved.  The policy also includes 

requirements relating to the size and 

type of housing, including the 

provision and allocation of affordable 

housing, that would need to be 

considered in the imposition of 

conditions / the S106 agreements 

The character of 

the site and its 

surroundings 

Policy 1. Settlement pattern, layout 

and densities  

Policy 6. Landscaping 

Policy 17. Key Landscape Features 

Includes the approach to design and 

layout on the edge of the settlement 

and green spaces within the village.  

Includes the importance of the 

winding hedge lined lanes, and 

mature oak trees that line the lanes 

around and approaching the village, 

the sense of tranquillity and dark 

night skies outside of the street-lit 

areas within the village. 

Based on the indicative layout, the 

density and spacing between 

dwellings would not reinforce the 

area’s green and rural character, 

and does not provide for lower 

density, more dispersed 

development on the edge of the 

village with visual connections 

through to the countryside.  The 

development would be likely to 

harm the character of the lanes 

approaching the village, the sense 

of tranquillity of the countryside, 

and the dark night skies as 

appreciated outside of the village. 

The relationship 

of the 

development to 

Alderholt and 

other 

Policy 8. The Village “High Street” 

Identifies the area in which retail and 

other E class or similar uses 

appropriate to a local centre are 

encouraged. 

The development of a local centre 

would be significantly outside of 

the area identified for such uses 

(along Daggons Road / Station 

Road) which is aimed at reinforcing 
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Issue NP policies Main areas of conflict identified 

settlements and 

their facilities 

Policy 10. Meeting Local Needs – 

Employment 

Sets the local strategy for 

employment.   

Policy 16. Local Green Spaces  

Is also relevant should the proposed 

development be reliant on the 

eastern section of the school, 

although this is not included in the 

planning application. 

the sense of a village centre/high 

street in this location. 

The scale, suggested mix and 

indicated location of the 

employment area is also considered 

likely to adversely impact on the 

rural character of the area.  However 

the LVIA does not appear to assess the 

immediate views of this area and the 

transport analysis does not provide 

details on HGV and similar trips to 

rigorously assess this.   

The school playing field (if required 

for the expansion of the First 

School) is protected as a Local 

Green Space. 

NB Policy 10 also includes 

requirements relating to the removal 

of PD rights allowing future conversion 

to residential use where new business 

premises are proposed on greenfield 

sites outside the village envelope, that 

would need to be considered in the 

imposition of conditions. 

 

Weight considerations 

4.65 National Planning Policy (paragraph 48 of the NPPF) provides clear guidance on the factors 

that should be taken into account in determining the weight to be given to emerging policy.  

This should be based on assessment of: 

− (a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its 

preparation, the greater the weight that may be given); 

− (b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less 

significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); 

and 
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− (c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to this 

Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the 

Framework, the greater the weight that may be given). 

4.66 In terms of the first criteria (a), the plan is at an advanced stage, with the end of the Local 

Planning Authority publicity period on the draft plan being passed on 25 June (this is 

acknowledged as “at an advanced stage” within NPPF paragraph 49).  It is anticipated that 

an Examiner will have been agreed prior to the conclusion of the Regulation 16 

consultation, and it is likely that the Examiner's report should be issued within 

approximately 2 months of the consultation of the Regulation 16 consultation based on 

recent plans and experience25 – i.e. prior to the end of August 2024.  A decision on the 

Examiner’s recommendations, including whether the Plan should proceed to referendum, 

must be taken within 5 weeks of the report’s receipt, and this decision is delegated to the 

Planning Portfolio Holder in Dorset Council.  At that stage, Section 70(2) of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990, requires that, in dealing with an application for planning 

permission, the authority shall have regard to the post-examination draft neighbourhood 

development plan, so far as material to the application, effectively giving it the same full 

weight as a newly made Plan. 

4.67 In terms of the second criteria (b), the NPPG26 references the use of the consultation 

statement27 to reveal the quality and effectiveness of the consultation that has informed 

the plan proposals.  Representations may also be made during the Regulation 16 

consultation (which ends during the first week of the Inquiry).  A summary assessment of 

the degree and significance of objections relating to the most relevant Neighbourhood Plan 

policies at this stage is contained in Appendix A13, based on the consultation statement.  It 

should be possible to update this following the close of the consultation. 

4.68 In terms of the third criteria (c), an assessment of the degree of consistency of the relevant 

policies in the emerging plan to the NPPF is contained in the submitted Basic Conditions 

 
25 Most recently, the Sturminster Marshall Neighbourhood Plan concluded its Regulation 16 consultation on 1 March 
2024, and the Examiner’s report was received on 8 May.  Prior to this the Hazelbury Bryan Neighbourhood Plan 
concluded its Regulation 16 consultation on 12 January 2024, and the Examiner’s report was received on 28 February. 
26 Reference ID: 41-007-20190509 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2#decision-taking  
27 https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/consultation-statement-
240513-v3.pdf     

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2#decision-taking
https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/consultation-statement-240513-v3.pdf
https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/consultation-statement-240513-v3.pdf
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Statement28, and the findings from this relating to the most relevant Neighbourhood Plan 

policies is contained in Appendix A14.  It is worth noting that Dorset Council did not raise 

any fundamental concerns regarding the policies and the NPPF at Regulation 14 - their full 

response is included as Appendix A15.   

4.69 From the above, it is clear that some weight should be given to the Neighbourhood Plan 

policies, noting that it is at an advanced stage, and its consistency with the Framework as 

demonstrated.  Whilst there are some unresolved objections, a number of these have been 

addressed by the revisions to the Neighbourhood Plan.  Furthermore, there is no 

suggestion in the NPPF that any unresolved objections (however small) would require only 

limited weight to be given to the ANP - the weight is a matter of planning judgement for 

the decision maker, taking into account the extent and significance of these objections.   

4.70 To assist in guiding the Inspector on this matter, my findings on each of the three factors 

and potential weight advised against each of the most relevant policies and possible 

conflicts with the ANP is shown in the table below.  This will need to be checked and 

updated as the ANP progresses, particularly in relation to the nature and relevance of 

comments made through the Regulation 16 consultation with reference to the test under 

48(b).   

Figure 5. Potential weight to be given to the most relevant policies in the emerging ANP. 

Issue ANP policy 48(a) 

stage 

48(b) 

objections 

48(c) 

NPPF 

Proposed 

weight 

Housing Need and 

Supply 

7. Local Needs – 

Housing 

Advanced More significant 

objections 

Consistent Limited / 

Moderate 

11. Revised 

Village Envelope 

Advanced More significant 

objections 

Consistent Limited / 

Moderate 

The character of the 

site and its 

surroundings 

1. Settlement 

pattern etc 

Advanced Limited and 

largely resolved 

Consistent Moderate-   

6. Landscaping Advanced Limited and 

largely resolved 

Consistent Moderate-   

17. Landscape 

Features 

Advanced Limited and 

largely resolved 

Consistent Moderate-   

 
28 https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/alderholt-np-basic-
conditions-statement-240329-v2.pdf  

https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/alderholt-np-basic-conditions-statement-240329-v2.pdf
https://consultation.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/spatial-planning/alderholt-np/user_uploads/alderholt-np-basic-conditions-statement-240329-v2.pdf
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Issue ANP policy 48(a) 

stage 

48(b) 

objections 

48(c) 

NPPF 

Proposed 

weight 

The relationship of 

the development to 

Alderholt and other 

settlements and 

their facilities 

8. The Village 

“High Street” 

Advanced More significant 

objections 

Consistent Limited / 

Moderate 

10. Local Needs 

– Employment 

Advanced Limited and 

largely resolved 

Consistent Moderate-   

16. Local Green 

Spaces 

Advanced Limited and 

largely resolved 

Consistent Moderate-   

 

Prematurity Considerations 

4.71 National Planning Policy (paragraphs 49 and 50 of the NPPF) sets out when it may be 

justified to refuse a planning permission on the grounds of prematurity.  This is summarised 

below: 

− the emerging plan must be at an advanced stage, in the case of a neighbourhood 

plan this usually means it will have concluded the local planning authority publicity 

period on the draft plan (i.e. the Regulation 16 consultation); and 

− the proposal must be so substantial, or its cumulative effect would be so significant, 

that to grant permission would undermine / prejudice the plan-making process by 

predetermining decisions about the scale, location or phasing of new development 

that are central to an emerging plan. 

4.72 The ANP has clearly reached an advanced stage in that the publicity period on the draft 

plan will have concluded on 25 June 2024.  It is also evident that a development of this 

scale, which exceeds the Neighbourhood Plan housing target nearly ninefold, introduces a 

local centre away from the area identified in the Neighbourhood Plan, and allocates 

completely different sites to those being promoted in the Plan, would undermine the plan-

making process by predetermining the amount, type and distribution of development in 

the area.   

4.73 Having reviewed a number of appeal decisions where the issue of prematurity has been 

discussed, there are none that are directly comparable to this case.  The only appeal 

decision that I have located where the issue of prematurity was raised and the NP at a 

similar stage, dates from October 2020 (APP/Q3630/W/20/3253944) and is included in 
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Appendix A16.  Paragraphs 5 - 8 and 26 include the main points on this matter.  In this case, 

the Inspector takes into account the Neighbourhood Plan’s objectives and policies, 

including the housing target of at least 74 dwellings, and its stance on the appeal site (which 

differed from the appellant’s proposals for the site, with the Neighbourhood Plan allocating 

the appeal site for 24 dwellings and public amenity space in its policy TH2(i), whereas the 

appellant was proposing up to 83 dwellings).  The Inspector’s view was that “the scale of the 

proposal and the conflict with Policy TH2(i), the proposal would be so substantial, and its 

cumulative effect would be so significant, that to grant permission would undermine the 

plan-making process by predetermining decisions.”    

Conclusions in Issue 2 

4.74 The Inspector has brought a number of related matters under this issue to help consider 

whether the development would be appropriate in this location.  In my professional 

opinion, having reviewed the evidence, the answer, on all of the factors considered taken in 

turn, is “no, it is not appropriate”.  I summarise briefly below the main points that lead me 

to this conclusion: 

− The development clearly conflicts with the spatial strategy – it is of a significant 

scale wholly out of proportion to the size of the village and its place in the hierarchy, 

and has not benefitted from the forward planning associated with the new 

neighbourhoods proposed at the higher tier settlements29.   The spatial strategy is 

broadly consistent with the NPPF, is not overly restrictive (taking into account how 

it was applied by Dorset Council and the Planning Inspector as reported in another 

appeal decision also outside of the village envelope), and still of relevance in 

achieving sustainable development; 

− The scale of this development will have a notable impact on the character of the 

village and its surrounds, which in my opinion will be harmful; with the built-up area 

increasing by approximately 60%, areas of comparably high density development, a 

change to the character of Ringwood and Hillbury Roads and their relationship with 

 
29 This is very evident from what could, at best, be described as an evolving application, with the Appellant providing 
new or updated evidence and suggesting further changes both during the application and at a very late stage in the 
Appeal process.   
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the countryside (as experienced by users of those roads), more traffic on the wider 

rural roads, more activity in the remaining countryside immediately adjoining the 

village, and a shift in the functional centre of the village away from its historic focus 

along the B3078 Daggons Road / Station Road, which is and always has been the 

historic focus of these activities; 

− The contention that this scale of development will notably improve the employment 

prospects for the village and the provision of local facilities is not borne out by the 

evidence.  Not only is there significant uncertainty over their delivery (linked to the 

poor forward planning for this proposal), but the benefits are limited – the main one 

being a new health centre linked to one of the existing nearby practices that already 

serve this area.  The lack of clarity on the education provision, particularly at First 

School and also pre-school provision, is a further concern. 

− The development is likely to lead to considerable levels of out-of-village movements 

for access to a wide range of services and facilities.  It fails to offer a genuine choice 

of transport modes, and the public transport benefits (including the proposed 

dedicated bus service) are highly unlikely to make any notable difference to the 

traffic levels.   

− The scale and location of the development clearly conflict with key policies in the 

emerging Neighbourhood Plan, which by the start of the Inquiry will be at an 

advanced stage.  The decision to approve this development would, in my opinion, be 

so substantial that to grant permission would undermine the plan-making process 

through predetermination. 

5. S106 LEGAL AGREEMENT / PROPOSED CONDITIONS 

5.1 There are no drafts (other than the headings in the SoCG) on the conditions or S106 

agreement yet available for scrutiny and comment, and these are proposed to be provided 

by 11 June 2024.  The Parish Council reserves the right to comment on these in terms of 

their suitability and potential omissions.   



Page 44 

6. THE PLANNING BALANCE 

6.1 The starting point to the decision on the Appeal is based on whether the proposal accords 

with the development plan (read as a whole), followed by considering whether there are 

material considerations that would indicate that a different decision should be made.  

Whilst a number of policy conflicts identified in the reasons for refusal are capable of being 

resolved, a fundamental conflict that remains is that the scale and location of the 

development is contrary to the settlement hierarchy and related housing provision 

distribution (Policies CEDLP KS2 and KS4) and the transport strategy (Policy CEDLP KS9), 

which together are intended to direct development to the most sustainable locations.  

Furthermore, it has not been demonstrated that the scale and mix of the proposed 

development could be developed in a manner appropriate to the landscape and rural 

character of the area (Policy CEDLP HE3 and CEDLP PC4), nor has it been demonstrated 

that there would not be an unacceptable impact on highways safety, or that the residual 

cumulative impacts on the road network would not be severe (Policy CEDLP KS11).  A 

further fundamental point that remains unresolved at this stage is whether the adverse 

impacts on the European wildlife sites can be appropriate avoided through mitigation 

(Policies CEDLP ME1 and ME2) 

6.2 The conflicts with the development plan policies are part of the balancing exercise, with the 

weight accorded to this a matter of planning judgement.  Subject to the adverse impacts on 

the European wildlife sites being resolved, it is accepted that the tilted balance would be 

engaged under NPPF paragraph 11(d)(ii).  If this has not been resolved, then it becomes a 

decisive matter on which the application should be refused (as it has not been 

demonstrated that there are no alternative solutions, that there are imperative reasons of 

over-riding public interest for this development, and whether and what compensatory 

measures are necessary and whether these can be secured).  The consequence of using the 

tilted balance is that permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so 

would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 

policies in the Framework taken as a whole.   
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6.3 I have identified the following matters that are relevant to the planning balance, and briefly 

comment on each in turn in light of my professional opinion, taking into account Dorset 

Council’s and the Appellant’s stated position in their SoC.   

− Housing – including affordable housing and care provision; 

− Local employment / economic benefits; 

− Provision of a new local centre, services and facilities – including healthcare and 

education; 

− Public transport benefits (including the proposed dedicated bus service); 

− Impacts on highway network (taking into account the potential highway 

improvements); 

− Spatial strategy / sustainability of location 

− Impacts on local character (including landscape character); 

− Impacts on the National Landscape 

− Impact on European Habitats Sites  

− Biodiversity Net Gain including SANG / Green Infrastructure; 

− Public open space (other) 

− Loss of best and most versatile agricultural land 

− Flood risk and drainage strategy 

− Energy strategy / solar array 

− Prematurity in relation to the Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan 

6.4 In coming to my view on these issues, I have taken into account proposed mitigation (as far 

as this is known) and the degree to which this is expected to resolve issues.  I have also 

endeavoured to avoid ‘double counting’ matters.  For example, I have dealt with the conflict 

with the Local Plan and emerging Neighbourhood Plan within the topics, and as such do 

not have conflict with these plans as a harm in its own right.  I do however deal with the 

issue of prematurity which I consider to be a separate matter. 

Housing – including affordable housing and care provision 

6.5 The shortfall in the strategic housing land supply for the area is at least 1.1years (3.9 year’s 

supply vs 5 years’ requirement).  There is also a significant level of affordable housing need 

across Dorset, with over 5,000 households on the Dorset Council register (May 2024), as 
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well as a large shortage in specialist accommodation for older people.  This would suggest 

that very significant weight should be accorded to the benefit of housing provision, taking 

into account the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes and 

ensuring that the size, type and tenure of housing meets the needs of the different groups 

in the community.  Set against this starting point, are several factors: 

− the healthy housing land supply within Alderholt with regard to its local needs, and 

Government policy that, in rural areas, planning decisions should be responsive to 

local circumstances and support housing developments that reflect local needs; 

− the positive actions being taken by Dorset Council to address the wider shortfall; 

− the lack of certainty regarding the speed of delivery from the proposed 

development, given the lead-in times associated with outline nature of the 

application, phasing and likely need for prior minerals extraction. 

6.6 The above factors in my opinion should reduce the weight to be given to these benefits.  I 

would therefore attribute significant weight collectively to this benefit. 

6.7 I have also considered the fact that the provision of housing outside of the proposed revised 

village envelope is contrary to Policies 7 and 11 of the ANP, but such a conflict can only be 

given limited to moderate weight at this time, and does not alter the above conclusion.  

This is likely to alter as the ANP makes further progress. 

6.8 With regard to the reduced level of affordable housing provision (relevant to Policy CEDLP 

LN3) due to viability issues, I am assuming that the main parties will be able to satisfactorily 

resolve this matter to ensure that the maximum amount of affordable housing that can 

reasonably be expected will be delivered.  Should this not be the case, then the weight 

should be moderated further. 

Local employment / economic benefits 

6.9 The provision of additional employment both in the short-term (as part of the construction 

phase) and long-term (through the provision of the employment area and local centre, and 

the increased potential for local expenditure from the larger population base) would clearly 

benefit the local economy and workforce, helping to create conditions in which businesses 

can invest, expand and adapt in line with NPPF paragraphs 85 and 88(a).   
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6.10 However, my evidence indicates that the quantum of development is unlikely to be 

sufficient for the increase in workforce (therefore representing a net loss), and furthermore 

there are concerns regarding its delivery based on market evidence, as the area’s poor 

transport links mean that it may be difficult to attract inward investment, and that take-up 

will depend on locally-driven business needs that are more likely to be smaller enterprises.  

As with housing, there is also a lack of certainty regarding the speed of delivery given the 

lead-in times associated with the outline nature of the application, phasing and likely need 

for prior minerals extraction. 

6.11 The above factors suggest that the weight to be given to these benefits should be reduced.  

I would therefore attribute moderate weight to this benefit.  I note that should this 

Appeal be dismissed, the creation of further employment space on land adjoining the 

village would nonetheless be possible under existing policy. 

6.12 I have also considered whether there is a conflict in relation to the provision of employment 

space outside of the proposed revised village envelope with reference to ANP Policy 10.  

The policy does not in principle resist development in such locations provided that it meets 

certain criteria, and in relation to this appeal these relate more to the impact on the rural 

character of the area.  As such I deal with this potential policy conflict under the section on 

impacts on local character (and have not applied any weighting on this point here). 

Provision of a new local centre, services and facilities – including healthcare and education 

6.13 Whilst the provision of additional local services and facilities would generally be considered 

beneficial in terms of increasing the sustainability of a settlement through greater self-

containment (and in principle is supported by Policies CEDLP KS2, LN7 and PC5), there is 

little evidence to justify that this would be delivered as envisaged and or that it would make 

the settlement more self-contained.  There would be conflict with policy LN7 should the 

delivery of the school or healthcare provision be delayed – and therefore it will be necessary 

to ensure the timely delivery of these facilities to avoid any short-term harm (which I have 

assumed to be the case but this will be a matter for the S106 / planning conditions).  The 

policy also expresses a preference for new facilities to be clustered – and whilst a local 

centre would achieve this to a degree, the nature of the development means that there are 

limited opportunities to consider co-location other than with the sports / social grounds.   
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6.14 There is evidence of a willingness to provide GP services within the village from both local 

practices should the need arise, and that a new branch surgery is unlikely to be justified 

without significant growth.  At the time of drafting this proof, it was envisaged that this 

would form part of the local centre, but there was no detail regarding exactly what, how or 

when this would be secured and whether the provision would be sufficient to meet local 

needs in a reasonable timescale.  It is assumed that this detail will be provided as part of the 

S106 / conditions, and demonstrates the timing of delivery in relation to anticipated 

increased needs, particularly as the Phasing Plan suggests that the local centre would not 

be built until Phase 4 of the development.  

6.15 There is no evidence of any clear, tangible benefits from the additional community building, 

other than mitigating the impact of the additional population on the capacity of the 

existing facilities.  

6.16 There is no credible evidence to demonstrate that a larger food convenience store could be 

attracted to this location, wherever the local centre is located within the development.  

Should such a store be delivered in this location, the retail impact assessment 

acknowledges that there is a possibility that this would result in the loss of the existing 

convenience store, given the projected and significant short-term deficit in revenue that 

would result30.  This would be an indirect adverse impact from the development, but not 

strictly contrary to Policy CEDLP PC5 given that alternative provision in the local centre 

would not result in the loss of this service to the village.  It is not clear whether the same 

applies to the Churchill Arms public house (as the assessment does not factor in the existing 

pub in the village but only the impact on such provision in Fordingbridge and Verwood). 

6.17 The issue of school provision will be resolved in time (given Dorset Council’s statutory to 

ensure that there are sufficient schools in their local area to provide primary and secondary 

education appropriate for pupils’ ages, abilities and aptitudes) but there are outstanding 

issues regarding how this is achieved and in what timescales.  Based on the evidence for 

this Appeal at this point, it would appear that on-site expansion of St James First School 

places would, at the least, necessitate the provision of playing fields off-site, resulting in a 

 
30 See paragraphs 5.53 - 5.64 of Retail Impact and Sequential Test Assessments C10327, DPDS Consulting, November 
2023 
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less favourable offer.  In another appeal case from Chilcompton, Somerset31, where the 

village primary school expansion plans remained uncertain at the time of the decision, the 

Inspector described this as “a deeply unsatisfactory position for the inquiry where the 

sustainability credentials of [that settlement] are a critical issue” and considered the lack of 

a solution for providing sufficient school places at that point to be a significant adverse 

impact of the scheme (the appeal decision is provided in Appendix A17).  The lack of 

evidence regarding pre-school provision and childcare is also a concern, including provision 

outside of term time, and whilst this could come forward as part of the development (within 

the range of Class E uses in the Local Centre) there are no clear plans to allow for this or 

consideration of their space requirements. 

6.18 Based on these points, the potential benefits of improved access to local healthcare which 

clearly weight in favour of the scheme are, in my opinion, negated by the issues relating to 

education.  The potential provision of the other services and facilities are uncertain or 

neutral in their impact, and on that basis I would attribute very limited (negligible) weight 

to this matter overall. 

6.19 I have also considered whether there is a policy conflict in relation to the provision of these 

facilities and potential impact on the viability of existing facilities in relation to the 

emerging policies of the ANP.  Most relevant is Policy 8 The Village “High Street”.  The 

proposed development would undermine the aim clear aim of this policy, which is to 

reinforce the sense of a village centre/high street in this location, and as such there is a clear 

conflict.  Whilst at this stage I only give this policy limited to moderate weight, I consider 

that it does tip my conclusions on this issue into one of attributing overall harm, albeit 

limited.   

Public transport benefits (including the proposed dedicated bus service) 

6.20 The provision of what I understand to be a half hourly bus service (peak) and hourly service 

(off-peak) guaranteed to run for 7+1 years is clearly an improvement on the existing lack of 

provision.  The evidence provided by the Appellant32 includes a suggested timetable, but 

does not clarify whether this would cover weekend services, and as such the previous 2-

 
31 Appeal Decision APP/Q3305/W/21/3280802 at [42] and the Inspector’s conclusion at [62] 
32 in Appendix D of the TA addendum and Figure 11 (page 40) of the TA 
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hourly timetable covering weekends (albeit only Saturdays) in the original TA has been 

assumed for the purpose of this assessment.  This creates the following profile for journey 

links.  No other higher order settlements are proposed to be directly served. 

Figure 6. Profile for bus journey options 

To / from: Cranborne Fordingbridge Ringwood 

Day M-F Sat Sun M-F Sat Sun M-F Sat Sun 

Frequency 30min 

– 1hr 

2hr - - 30min 

– 1hr 

2hr - - 30min 

– 1hr 

2hr - - 

Morning departures 

(out of Alderholt)  

07:00 08:48 - - 07:35 07:15 - - 07:35 07:15 - - 

Arrival at destination 07:12 08:57 - - 07:50 07:27 - - 08:10 07:47 - - 

Evening departures 

(out from destination) 

20:15 19:00 - - 19:35 18:30 - - 19:15 18:20 - - 

Arrival in Alderholt 20:25 19:09 - - 19:50 18:42 - - 19:50 18:42 - - 

 
6.21 The provision of a service along these lines has a number of drawbacks.  These include: 

− the limited destinations served (Mark Baker’s proof covers onward journeys via 

other services and the impracticality of these);  

− the limited evening coverage (with social and leisure activities having to conclude 

early in order to catch the bus home – for example, a trip to the Regal cinema in 

Fordingbridge would not be possible as films generally commence at 7pm);  

− the lack of service provision on Sundays and less frequent service on Saturdays and 

inter-peak;  

− the fact that access to after-school clubs and activities for those attending the 

Upper School in Wimborne will be reliant on the parent’s ability to collect the child 

by car (as the suggested service does not link to Wimborne); and  

− the uncertainty regarding ongoing provision of a commercially viable service and 

prospects of future cuts or withdrawal as a result. 

6.22 Having regard to these factors, I would attribute limited weight to this benefit.  This may 

change should further clarity on, and improvements to, the service be made through the 

S106 agreement. 
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Impacts on highway network (taking into account the potential highway improvements) 

6.23 Mark Baker’s proof of evidence highlights a range of concerns regarding the robustness of 

the Appellant’s Transport Assessment, that means that the development impact is likely to 

be underreported.  He also refers to the character of the various local roads as covered in 

the proof of evidence of Action for Alderholt.  His concerns reflect the concerns raised 

initially by Dorset Council and set out in RfR7 insofar as it is simply not possible to correctly 

identify the highways impacts arising from the proposal and ensure that these can be 

adequately mitigated.  Furthermore, even without certainty on the extent of highway 

impacts, it is clear that a large proportion of trips will be external, car-based and medium to 

long distance, on roads that do not form part of the Prime Transport Corridors.  He 

concludes that the proposed development simply and manifestly fails all three tests 

contained within NPPF paragraph 114, and in addition paragraphs 115 and 116.   

6.24 Having regard to these factors, I concur with Dorset Councils assessment of weight in 

their Statement of Case, and would attribute significant weight to this harm.   

Spatial strategy / sustainability of location 

6.25 The adopted spatial strategy does not identify Alderholt as a suitable location for the scale 

of growth proposed.  In this respect there is a clear conflict with the spatial strategy (in 

particular Policies CEDLP KS2, KS4 and KS9),.  The spatial strategy remains relevant, and 

reflects national planning policy.  The proposed development seeks to focus development 

in an area of comparatively low demand for housing and employment, is unlikely to result in 

a higher degree of self-containment, undermines the effective and efficient provision of 

services and focused infrastructure investment, and will result in a higher number of car-

based trips to higher order settlements as a result, with associated adverse impacts.  Under 

this issue I include climate change impacts given that, until such time that all vehicles are 

genuinely zero-carbon, the traffic arising from the development will generate C02 

emissions, which would not be the case if directed to a more sustainable location where 

shorter trips could be made.  I would therefore agree with Dorset Council’s assessment in 

their SoC and attribute very significant weight to this harm.   
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Impacts on local character (including landscape character) 

6.26 Whilst matters of scale, layout, landscaping and appearance are not fixed at this stage, and 

impact on local character was not identified as a reason for refusal, it is evident that the 

scale and location of development will alter the character of the village and its surrounds. 

6.27 Policy CEDLP HE3 indicates that the decision-maker must be satisfied that the proposals 

have taken the character of the settlement and its landscape setting into account, and 

CEDLP HE2 requires development to be compatible with or improve its surroundings.   

6.28 The change in character  is likely to be harmful for the reasons outlined in my evidence, in 

particular how the historic centre of the village will become more peripheral (both 

physically and functionally), the changes to the rural character of the lower parts of Hillbury 

and Ringwood Roads (as currently appreciated by a range of users), and the changing 

character of the immediate countryside (as a result of the greater use and management of 

the proposed SANGs).  This does not appear to me to be an unreasonable position, given 

that in the Chilcompton case (Appendix A18, and context map provided in Appendix A19) 

where an extension of 95 homes to a village of about 800 dwellings was considered to be 

“out of scale in relation to the smaller estates in the main core of the village”, and it was 

acknowledged that the “proposed change from open pasture to residential housing estate 

would fundamentally change the rural character of the site”.   

6.29 Whilst the immediate countryside is not a valued landscape, both the CEDLP and national 

policy still expect development to be sympathetic to local character and history, including 

the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, and to recognise the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside.  I would therefore attribute moderate weight to 

this harm. 

6.30 Policies in the emerging ANP reflect some of these points – in particular the relationship 

between the village and countryside - but tend to be more focused on detailed design 

matters.  Whilst I would accord these moderate weight at this stage, and it is a matter of 

concern that the indicative Masterplan has not been updated to consider their implications 

and demonstrated that these can be achieved, I do not consider this fundamentally alters 

the overall weight that I have attributed to this matter at this stage of the ANP.  
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Impacts on the National Landscape 

6.31 In considering the impacts on the Cranborne Chase National Landscape, the Parish Council 

wish to defer to Dorset Council’s expertise on this matter, and I have adopted Dorset 

Council’s assessment in their SoC and attribute moderate weight to this harm, but note 

that this may change subject to further evidence on this matter.   

Impact on European Habitats Sites  

6.32 In considering the impacts on the European Habitats, the Parish Council wish to defer to 

Dorset Council’s expertise on this matter.  I have adopted Dorset Council’s assessment in 

their SoC and recognise that this is a Decisive Issue given the absence of evidence to 

demonstrate that the legal requirements in relation to the protection of these sites has 

been met.  Should evidence be forthcoming that the adverse effects on the site’s integrity 

can be satisfactorily mitigated, then there may be a limited degree of harm or some benefit 

not already accounted for that should go into the planning balance. 

Biodiversity Net Gain including SANG provision 

6.33 In considering the biodiversity net gain and SANG heathland mitigation, the Parish Council 

defers to Dorset Council’s expertise on these matters.  I note the appellant’s contention 

that the level of gain exceeds the now introduced statutory requirement of 10%  - achieving 

a 10.74% net gain in relation to hedgerow units,  a 13.16% net gain in relation to habitat 

units and a 69.80% net gain in relation to habitat units (all of which will be subject to the 

agreement of the relevant mitigation and enhancement strategies), and that the Council’s 

Heathland Mitigation Coordinator is largely satisfied with the proposed SANG provision 

(subject to detailed matters on future management and monitoring), and also the wider 

multifunctional / recreational benefits of this network, and I have adopted Dorset 

Council’s assessment in their SoC and attribute significant weight collectively to this 

benefit.   

Public open space (other)  

6.34 The land use budget includes 19.1ha of green / blue infrastructure in addition to the SANG 

provision, and there is some detail on how this is intended to be used in the committee 

report to achieve the standards relevant to Policy CEDLP HE4.  This could deliver an 
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extension to the Alderholt recreation ground (potentially providing 2 on-site football 

pitches and a tennis centre), additional allotments (about 1.0ha) , as well as range of play 

spaces, active sports space, and amenity greenspace.  This replaces existing countryside 

which is valued by local residents, and is primarily intended to mitigate the adverse impacts 

of the increased population on existing provision and will provide only limited additional 

benefit as, for example, the local play areas will be within the new housing areas, and the 

play facilities elsewhere within the village meet existing local needs to a large extent.  On 

this basis, I would attribute limited weight to these benefits. 

Loss of best and most versatile agricultural land 

6.35 Although not a reason for refusal, the potential loss of best and most versatile (BMV) 

agricultural land is relevant in the planning balance, and something that cannot be 

mitigated through a condition or planning obligation.   

6.36 An agricultural land appraisal has not been submitted as part of the application, but the 

Environmental Statement refers to the site being Grade 3 farmland.  The provisional 

Agricultural Land Classification Grade Map (as digitised from the published 1:250,000 map) 

indicates the area is Grade 3, and more recent (post 1988) classification of land to the east 

side of Hillbury Road shows a mix of Grades 3a and 3b land in that location, with some 

Grade 2 in the wider vicinity (Appendix A18).  Whilst it is not possible to quantify the extent 

of loss of some of the best and most versatile agricultural land (given the lack of detailed 

evidence), taking a precautionary principle this could amount to a loss of 41.9 hectares of 

productive farmland33. 

6.37 NPPF paragraph 180(b) and footnote 62 makes clear that planning decisions should 

recognise the benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land and direct 

development to areas of poorer quality.  This would include both its contribution to food 

production and its role as a carbon sink. 

6.38 Whilst it is reasonable to assume that given the shortfall in housing, some agricultural land 

will have to be developed in order to meet housing needs, there is no evidence to show that 

 
33 This calculation is based on the proposed extent of the neighbourhood, employment and local centre areas and 
excluding those areas used for SANG, green corridors, the solar array, and recreation as provided in the Appellant’s 
Land Use Budget 
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this has been minimised and alternative sites of poorer quality prioritised.  The loss of less 

than 40ha of BMV land has been deemed to be a significant material harm on other appeal 

decisions that I am familiar with.  I would therefore attribute at least moderate weight to 

this harm.  Should evidence be forthcoming on the actual extent and grade of farmland 

that will be lost, then this may be revised. 

Flood risk and drainage strategy 

6.39 With regard to flood risk, whilst I am aware of concerns that have been raised by 

parishioners, it is accepted that Dorset Council are satisfied that the risk can be mitigated 

subject to conditions, and the Parish Council defers to their expertise on this matter.  I am 

not aware of any evidence demonstrating that the proposals would improve flood safety 

elsewhere.  I have therefore considered this as having negligible influence on the 

planning balance. 

Energy strategy / solar array 

6.40 The late submission of an Energy Strategy including a possible solar farm outside of site 

boundary is noted, but it is uncertain whether this is deliverable as part of the current 

application, for the reasons outlined by Dorset Council in their SoC.  I have adopted Dorset 

Council’s assessment in their SoC and attribute limited weight to the benefit of the 

solar array included within the original planning application.   

Prematurity in relation to the Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan 

6.41 The proposed development clearly conflicts with the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, which 

is at an advanced stage.  Whilst the three tests outline in NPPF paragraph 48 suggest that 

impact of this conflict should be moderated in light of the unresolved objections, the issue 

of prematurity is dealt with separately under paragraphs 49 and 50, and it is that issue 

which I now turn to consider.   

6.42 Neighbourhood Plans are recognised as an important element of the plan-making process, 

they have the same legal status as a local plan (as part of the development plan), and as 

explained in the NPPG34 give communities the power to develop a shared vision for their 

neighbourhood and shape the development and growth of their local area.  Given that the 

 
34 Reference ID: 41-001-20190509 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2


Page 56 

ANP will have concluded the local planning authority publicity period on the draft plan on 

25 June 2024, prior to the determination of this Appeal, it is at an advanced stage and 

therefore fulfils the requirement of paragraph 49(b).  It is my professional opinion that the 

proposal would be so substantial that to grant permission would undermine the plan-

making process by predetermining decisions, and I have outlined the reasons for this in my 

evidence.  On this basis, I would attribute significant weight to the harm on the grounds 

of prematurity. 

Conclusions on the Planning Balance 

6.43 The above factors are summarised simplistically in the following table: 

 Benefit <<  >> Harm 

Weight35 → 
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Housing – inc affordable & care provision  ✓        

Local employment / economic benefits   ✓       

Provision of local centre, services etc       ✓    

Public transport benefits     ✓      

Impacts on highway network         ✓  

Spatial strategy / sustainable location         ✓ 

Impacts on local character        ✓   

Impacts on the National Landscape       ✓   

Impact on European Habitats Sites         DI 

Biodiversity Net Gain / SANG / GI  ✓        

Public open space (other)    ✓      

Loss of BMV agricultural land       ✓   

Flood risk and drainage strategy     ✓     

Energy strategy / solar array    ✓      

Prematurity in relation to the ANP        ✓  

DI = decisive issue under law 

 
35 It is noted that the various terms used for the weight accorded to issues tends to vary and there is no agreed 
definition of these in national policy.  For the purpose of this appeal, I have used the term very significant weight to be 
broadly synonymous with substantial weight, and the term significant weight to be broadly synonymous with great 
weight. 
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6.44 Turning to other considerations, whilst there may be potential adverse impacts arising from 

matters such as residential amenity, it is assumed that these can and will be addressed as 

part of the detailed design requirements and as such are not matters to which I would 

attribute any weight in the planning balance.  The weight relating to issues such as 

archaeology, trees, mineral safeguarding, and public rights of way are also capable of being 

suitably conditioned and likely to have negligible / limited impact, and I have similarly 

excluded these as they are unlikely to result in any notable shift in the planning balance.  I 

have taken into account the points made by both Dorset Council and the Appellant in their 

respective SoC and there are no other matters that I consider would make a material 

difference. 

6.45 It is my professional opinion that, notwithstanding the benefits that would accrue from the 

proposal, the adverse impacts of the scheme would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies of the Framework taken as a 

whole.  The proposal would not therefore be sustainable development.  This is based on 

applying the ‘tilted balance’ on the assumption that the adverse effects on the European 

wildlife site’s integrity can be satisfactorily mitigated. 

6.46 Respectfully, the Inspector is asked to dismiss this appeal. 
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Appendix A1. Appellant Options Stage and Regulation 14 Consultation 

   Stage Responses 

Options Consultation Stage  
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Regulation 14 Stage 
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Appendix A2. Affordable housing needs data, December 2022 and May 2024 

From: [redacted]< [redacted]@dorsetcouncil.gov.uk>  
Sent: 12 December 2022 09:33 
To: [redacted] 
Subject: RE: Alderholt Neighbourhood Plan - Housing Target 

 
Hello Ed 
 
Below are the number of live applications on the Housing Register for people who have 
declared a connection to Alderholt, there are 18 of these and this broken down in more 
detail in the table below.. There are a further 8 applications that have been submitted but 
not yet assessed and most of these will become live applications. I note this number is 
higher than the one quoted in the Housing Target document you sent over. This may be 
because we now have a new allocation policy with slightly different rules for people joining 
the register. I expect this will lead to an increase in most East Dorset areas, in total there 
are 3549 households on the housing register. 
 
 

Count of Band Bed need 
     

Alderholt 1 2 3 5 (blank) Grand 
Total 

Band A - Urgent Housing 
Need 

   
1 

 
1 

Band B - High Housing 
Need 

1 1 2 
  

4 

Band C - Medium 
Housing Need 

2 2 2 
  

6 

Band D - Low Housing 
Need 

4 1 2 
  

7 

(blank) 
      

Grand Total 7 4 6 1 
 

18 

 
If you need anything else please let me know. 
 
Paul 
 

[redacted] 

 

Housing Enabling Team Leader 

Housing  

Dorset Council 

01305 252447  

dorsetcouncil.gov.uk  

 

mailto:paul.derrien@dorsetcouncil.gov.uk
tel:01305%20252447
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/
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From: housingenabling <housingenabling@dorsetcouncil.gov.uk>  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 8:41 AM 
To: [redacted] 
Cc: [redacted] 
Subject: RE: Alderholt Affordable Housing Needs 
 
Good morning Jo, 
 
The current housing need for Alderholt is listed below. 
 
Submitted Online means applications that are still being processed so do not yet have a housing band – 
some of these will not progress due to lack of information/change in circumstances.   
The Preferred Area numbers are in addition to those with a local area connection.  
 

Alderholt - Local Connection housing need: 

20/05/2024 

Count of Band Bedrooms   

Row Labels 1 2 3 5 
Grand 
Total 

Submitted online 1 3     4 

Band A - Urgent Housing Need   1   1 2 

Band B - High Housing Need 2 1     3 

Band C - Medium Housing Need 1   3   4 

Band D - Low Housing Need 5 5 2   12 

Grand Total 9 10 5 1 25 
 

Alderholt - Preferred Area housing need: 

20/05/2024 

Count of Band Bedrooms   

Row Labels 1 2 3 4 
Grand 
Total 

Submitted online 3 3 1   7 

Band A - Urgent Housing Need 1   1   2 

Band B - High Housing Need 2   4   6 

Band C - Medium Housing Need 4 3 2   9 

Band D - Low Housing Need 10 7   1 18 

Grand Total 20 13 8 1 42 
 

If you use the housing Enabling inbox email address for housing need we can usually get back to 

you pretty quickly, and let me know if I can help with anything else        
 
Kind regards 
 

[redacted] 

Technical Officer Assistant 
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Housing Enabling 

 

Dorset Council 

01305 252445  

dorsetcouncil.gov.uk  

tel:01305%20252445
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/
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Appendix A3. Vision of Britain Census Records 
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Appendix A4. 2017 Village Survey 

Extract from  
Report from Alderholt Parish Council (APC) to Simon Trueick at EDDC on the findings of the 
Village Expansion section of the Alderholt Local Plan Survey undertaken in March & April 2017 
 
https://www.alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/Your%20Council/Local%20Plan/Repor
t%20from%20APC%20to%20EDDC%20on%20LPS%20%20Village%20Expansion.pdf  

 

 

https://www.alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/Your%20Council/Local%20Plan/Report%20from%20APC%20to%20EDDC%20on%20LPS%20%20Village%20Expansion.pdf
https://www.alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/Your%20Council/Local%20Plan/Report%20from%20APC%20to%20EDDC%20on%20LPS%20%20Village%20Expansion.pdf
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Appendix A5. 2019 Alderholt Village Survey questions and results 
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Q3. How often your household uses the following facilities in Alderholt. 
 

frequently - at least 

weekly 

less frequently but at 

least monthly 

rarely / never 

Co-op 81.3% 13.6% 3.1% 

Wolvercroft 10.3% 50.7% 37.0% 

Recreation Ground 23.2% 18.2% 57.2% 

Village Hall 8.6% 16.7% 73.4% 

Churches 13.5% 10.3% 73.1% 

Churchill Arms 7.2% 15.6% 69.1% 

Cranborne Common 9.1% 9.8% 76.3% 

Play area 5.5% 12.9% 81.1% 

Sports Social Club 5.8% 5.0% 87.5% 

Doctor's surgery 1.0% 8.1% 74.2% 

St James School 7.7% 1.2% 89.7% 

Outdoor Gym 2.9% 4.1% 91.8% 

MUGA 1.0% 3.6% 95.2% 

Some 15% of respondents also referred to using the garage, and 10% to using the Reading Rooms, 
under the ‘free text’ field for what other services or businesses they use. 
 

Q4 What facilities or services are missing and are really needed in Alderholt? 
 

Top priority Second priority Total mentions 

Bus Service 128 1 130 31.0% 

More shops  34 35 85 20.2% 

Doctors 29 22 63 15.0% 

Traffic management / improved roads 30 11 52 12.4% 

Bus shelters 1 31 46 11.0% 

Footpaths 9 10 30 7.1% 

Suggestions of other facilities or services were mentioned by less than 5% of the responses. 
 

Q5: Where do you do your main shopping for food and groceries? 
 

Most Frequent Top 3 destinations 

Ringwood 133 32.0% 305 73.3% 

Verwood 105 25.2% 218 52.4% 

Fordingbridge 58 13.9% 197 47.4% 

Internet delivery 47 11.3% 77 18.5% 

Bournemouth 21 5.0% 75 18.0% 

Salisbury 14 3.4% 72 17.3% 

Ferndown 12 2.9% 23 5.5% 
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Alderholt 11 2.6% 30 7.2% 

Southampton 9 2.2% 20 4.8% 

 

Q5: Where do you do your main shopping for other goods? 
 

Most Frequent Top 3 destinations 

Salisbury 105 59.8% 251 25.0% 

Bournemouth 131 58.6% 246 31.2% 

Ringwood 45 37.9% 159 10.7% 

Internet delivery 76 32.4% 136 18.1% 

Southampton 20 25.5% 107 4.8% 

Fordingbridge 19 16.2% 68 4.5% 

Verwood 1 2.9% 12 0.2% 

Ferndown 0 1.0% 4 0.0% 

Alderholt 0 0.2% 1 0.0% 

 

Q6: Is your regular food shopping normally combined with other trips? 

No 65.3% 

Yes – work 11.7% 

Yes - school run 1.2% 

Yes - other 21.8% 

The most common ‘other’ was for social events, which accounted for 3.7% of responses. 
 

Q8a. Is anyone in your household in paid employment? 

No 189 

Yes 216 

Total working: 381 persons (based on answers to Q8b) 
 

Figure 7. Q8b. If yes, please state where those people work? 

Alderholt 62 16.3% 

Not fixed 40 10.5% 

Fordingbridge 38 10.0% 

Bournemouth 32 8.4% 

Ringwood 29 7.6% 

Salisbury 28 7.3% 

Southampton 24 6.3% 

Other workplaces counted for less than 5% of the responses. 
 

Q8c. What form of transport do they normally use for most of that journey? 

Car (driver) 82.3% 
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At home 6.6% 

Walk 2.4% 

Car (passenger) 2.4% 

Cycle 1.9% 

Motorbike or Scooter 1.6% 

Van or Lorry 1.3% 

Train 0.8% 

Bus 0.5% 

Other 0.3% 

 

Q12. Anything of particular value in the village 

Rural setting 214 51.0% 

Shops 156 37.1% 

Village feel 156 37.1% 

Public footpaths 128 30.5% 

Recreation ground 98 23.3% 

Garage 83 19.8% 

Community Spirit 71 16.9% 

Churches 68 16.2% 

Views 40 9.5% 

Pub 33 7.9% 

Peace and quiet 25 6.0% 

Location 21 5.0% 

Other suggestions counted for less than 5% of the responses. 
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Appendix A6. Aldi and Lidl website extracts 
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Appendix A7. Neighbourhub  

https://www.neighbourhub.uk/ extract 24/05/24 

https://www.neighbourhub.uk/
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(map shown scrolling further down) 
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https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/12716346 

https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/12716346
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Latest accounts provided 26 March 2024, made up to 31 July 2023 
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Appendix A8. Alderholt Village Hall Activities 

https://www.alderholtvillagehall.org.uk/upcoming-events/ extracted 24/05/24 

 

https://www.alderholtvillagehall.org.uk/upcoming-events/
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Appendix A9. Emails from Cranborne and Fordingbridge GP Practices 

From: [redacted] (Cranborne Practice)  
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2024 10:24 AM 
To: Alderholt Parish Council <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Subject: The Cranborne Practice 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed development in Alderholt. 

We have not been formally briefed on the residential mix of the 1700 homes and the potential demand 
for GP services. 

We have established from a media release that the homes would consist of 43 one-bedroom, 150 two-
bedroom, 138 three-bedroom, and 64 homes with four or more bedrooms—including an 80-bed care 
home. 

It is understood that the development includes the provision of a medical centre (source Dorset 
villagers worried over plans for 1,700 new homes - BBC News) 

As of December 2023, the average number of patients per GP practice in England amounted to ten 
thousand, The Cranborne Practice supports patients more than the average with 12,800 patients.   

To support these patients the practice has: 

• 12 GP’s 

• 7 Nurses 

• 6 Health Care Assistants 

• 8 administrators 

• 9 Medical Receptionists (some part-time) 
• 5 Dispensing staff 

To allocate resources this means that.  

• Each GP is responsible for 1,066 patients. 
• Each nurse has a potential patient list of 1,828  

Each week, the Practice receives over 1,900 phone calls and issues 1,300 repeat prescriptions. We 
also see over 900 patients in person and undertake over 1,400 telephone consultations. 

An additional 17,000 homes and an 80-bed nursing home would potentially add an additional 3,400 
people of all ages, some of whom will require more intensive GP support.  

In making provision for Health Care, it is also prudent not just to plan for today but to ensure that there 
is the strength and depth of service provision to support an ageing population in Alderholt which is a 
rural community. 

Cranborne Practice position: 

We could not initially support the increased number of residents from our existing resources without 
significantly compromising our current services and high patient satisfaction, which currently stands at 
98%. 

However, The Cranborne Practice is recognised as one of the top-performing surgeries in the area and 
has systems, processes, and experience that, with the right resources, can be reapplied for Alderholt 

mailto:clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-dorset-62008006
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-dorset-62008006
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to support the new community created as a result of 1700 new homes to deliver exceptional 
healthcare. 

Based on our existing support and to deliver a consistent service, we would require: 

• An additional 3 full-time GP’s 

• An additional 2 Nurses 

• Additional reception staff to cover surgery hours 

• 2 additional admin staff 
• An additional pharmacist 

 

These are only outline numbers and are subject to a proper business case. In addition there is: 

• IT 

• Staff recruitment 

• Training 

• Maintenance 

• Housekeeping 

• Security etc 

Neither the Cranborne Practice nor the PCN is in a position, based on current budgets, to provide these 
services. We are unable to accommodate the increased demand for the practice from the new 
development, but with the right funding our Lake Road Surgery Branch could bring the new proposed 
medical centre under our wing and management. 

  

I hope you find this response of help. 

  

Kind regards 

  

Jo Morris (Cranborne Practice) 

Managing Partner 

 

From: SURGERY, Fordingbridge (FORDINGBRIDGE SURGERY) <fordingbridgesurgery@nhs.net>  
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2024 9:34 AM 
To: Alderholt Parish Council <clerk@alderholtparishcouncil.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: CONFIDENTIAL: Potential Development in Alderholt 
 
Dear Mrs Brooker 
  
Thank you for your email.  
 
We made a submission to the original planning and do not wish to make any further comment 
other than we will make every effort to provide services to all our catchment population and have 
no plans to alter our catchment area.  
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The Fordingbridge GP practice provides GP services to most of the population of Alderholt, the 
majority of residents travel to our Fordingbridge site. 
  
Should the population of Alderholt grow significantly we would like to operate a dedicated health 
centre in Alderholt, providing a range of clinical and complimentary services. To do this we would 
require a site capable of supporting such facilities but more importantly a larger population base to 
underpin such services and to guarantee NHS funding for such a facility. 
  
We have listened to the plans from Dudsbury Homes. We feel that if Alderholt is to enlarge it 
should have a new health facility providing a comprehensive 21st century service to Alderholt and 
its wider community. We would aim to provide GP services but also offer space to other 
practitioners such as physiotherapists to deliver a health facility where residents need them. 
  
Dudsbury Homes’ concept masterplan seeks to provide services and facilities to provide for the 
needs of all the new and old residents and should this development be granted we would look 
forward to taking an active role in delivering health services in Alderholt. 
  
You will need to contact the relevant Commissioners in Hampshire and Dorset for advice on any 
criteria for provision of new premises based on population numbers. 
  
Kind regards 
  
The Fordingbridge Surgery 
 
The Fordingbridge Surgery  

Dr P Downes & Partners  

Bartons Road  

FORDINGBRIDGE  

Hampshire  SP6 1RS  

Tel:  01425 652941  

www.fordingbridgegps.co.uk  

 

Information in this message is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the person to whom it 

is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender, and please delete the message from your 

system immediately. This e-mail and any attachments have been checked for viruses however you should carry out your 

own check before opening any of the attachments. 

http://www.fordingbridgegps.co.uk/
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Appendix A10. Pre-school Nursery provision 

Extract from https://www.alderholt.dorset.sch.uk/come-and-join-our-nursery/ 24/05/24 

 
Extract from https://files.ofsted.gov.uk/v1/file/50181483 24/05/24 

https://www.alderholt.dorset.sch.uk/come-and-join-our-nursery/
https://files.ofsted.gov.uk/v1/file/50181483
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Appendix A11. 2011 and 2021 Census data downloads 

QS702EW - Distance travelled to work 

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 6 March 2019] 

population All usual residents aged 16 to 74 in employment the week before 
the census 

units Persons 

date 2011 

Distance travelled to work uacounty09: 
Dorset 

parish2011: 
E04003362 : 
Alderholt 

   

All categories: Distance 
travelled to work 

190,903 
 

1,619 
 

   

Less than 2km 35,084 18.4% 84 5.2%    

2km to less than 5km 23,729 12.4% 202 12.5%    

5km to less than 10km 28,769 15.1% 205 12.7%    

10km to less than 20km 29,388 15.4% 328 20.3%    

20km to less than 30km 10,486 5.5% 229 14.1%    

30km to less than 40km 6,476 3.4% 62 3.8%    

40km to less than 60km 4,090 2.1% 31 1.9%    

60km and over 7,195 3.8% 87 5.4%    

Work mainly at or from home 28,022 14.7% 223 13.8%    

Other 17,664 9.3% 168 10.4%    

 

TS058 - Distance travelled to work 

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 14 April 2023] 

population All usual residents aged 16 years and over in employment the 
week before the census 

units Persons 

date 2021 

Distance travelled to work lacu2021:Dorset Alderholt 
(calculated from 
columns to right) 

lsoa202
1:E0102
0373 : 
Dorset 
007A 

lsoa202
1:E0102
0374 : 
Dorset 
007B 

oa2021:
E00103
309 

Total: All usual residents aged 
16 years and over in 
employment the week before 
the census 

167,777 
 

1,591 
 

717 700 174 

Less than 2km 20,688 12.3% 57 3.6% 31 22 4 

2km to less than 5km 13,127 7.8% 140 8.8% 80 53 7 

5km to less than 10km 16,944 10.1% 139 8.7% 57 66 16 

10km to less than 20km 18,176 10.8% 212 13.3% 105 90 17 

20km to less than 30km 8,677 5.2% 133 8.4% 55 62 16 
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30km to less than 40km 6,296 3.8% 39 2.5% 17 15 7 

40km to less than 60km 4,856 2.9% 45 2.8% 22 19 4 

60km and over 3,641 2.2% 27 1.7% 13 12 2 

Works mainly from home 47,397 28.2% 508 31.9% 200 243 65 

Works mainly at an offshore 
installation, in no fixed place, or 
outside the UK 

27,975 16.7% 291 18.3% 137 118 36 
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Appendix A12. Workspace Equivalence Calculations 

The calculations are based on average workspace densities as researched and updated in 2015 by 

the Homes and Community Agency36 and the more recent but London-focused research by CAG 

Consultants37.  These suggest the following densities for the land uses proposed as part of this 

appeal (or best proxies), and the FTE equivalents based on the project units are shown in the final 

column.   

Figure 8. Workforce equivalent calculations 

Use Class HCA density 

(sqm per FTE) 

CAG (sqm per 

employee)38 

Floorspace 

estimate 

Workforce 

equivalent  

B2 Industrial & Manufacturing 36 36.0  
= 34.2 adjusted 

3,000m² 83 – 88 

B8 Storage & Distribution (final 
mile) 

70 63.0  
= 50.0 adjusted 

3,000m² 48 – 60 

C2 Nursing Home using C1 
Hotels (upscale / luxury) 

1 – 2 per 1 bed 0.8 – 1.6 
beds/employee 

80 bedspaces 50 – 100 

E(a) (formerly A1) Retail 
(excluding retail warehouse) 

15 – 20 17.5 1,258m² 72 

E(b) (formerly A3) Restaurants 
& Cafes 

15 – 20 17.5 673m² 38 

E(d) (formerly D2) indoor sport, 
using budget fitness centre  

100 90 316m² 4 

E(e) (formerly D1) medical 
using A2 (Finance & 
Professional) as proxy 

16 16.0 724m² 45 

E(g)(i) (formerly B1a) General 
Office 

10 – 13 11.9 – 13.5  
= 11.3 adjusted 

2,026m² 160 – 179 

E(g)(iii) (formerly B1c) Light 
Industrial 

47 55.8 3,000m² 54 

Total    553 – 640 

 
In coming to these figures, the following assumptions were made: 

 
36 Employment Density Guide 3rd edition, November 2015, Homes and Community Agency 
https://www.kirklees.gov.uk/beta/planning-policy/pdf/examination/national-
evidence/NE48_employment_density_guide_3rd_edition.pdf  
37 London Employment Sites Database 2021, June 2022, CAG Consultants 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/lesd_2021_final_report_22jun2022.pdf  
38 The LESD report converts the HCA to sqm per density equivalent and also considers adjustments based on market 
experience. 

https://www.kirklees.gov.uk/beta/planning-policy/pdf/examination/national-evidence/NE48_employment_density_guide_3rd_edition.pdf
https://www.kirklees.gov.uk/beta/planning-policy/pdf/examination/national-evidence/NE48_employment_density_guide_3rd_edition.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/lesd_2021_final_report_22jun2022.pdf
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− With the exception of the 1000m² office space, the other employment uses at the business 

park (9,000m²) are distributed evenly between light industrial, general industrial and 

warehousing, and office space is considered acceptable in this  location (as a main town 

centre use).  An adjusted calculation showing the removal of office space from the business 

park is provided below. 

− The local centre uses are distributed between main town centre uses as indicated in the 

Appellant’s Retail Impact Assessment.  As the proposal includes a community building 

potentially focused on sport, the ‘budget’ end of D2 fitness centre use is used as a proxy, with 

the CAG adjustment pro-rata’d from the mid-market fitness centres.  It is evident from the 

store requirements set out by Aldi and Lidl that this would accommodate their store formats 

which require 1,672m².  A further 2 x 50m² units should also be factored in (noting that the 

Appellant is suggesting up to 7 retail units).  An adjusted calculation showing a minimum of 

1,672m² + 2 x 50m² = 1,772m² retail space (and a further reduction of 514m² in office space) 

within the local centre is provided below. 

− The C1 hotel is the best proxy for a care home, using the upper range (upscale – luxury 

hotels).  This is based on my recent involvement in care home applications, their evidence 

suggests a 1:1 ratio at around 40 – 50 bed spaces, becoming more efficient the more bed 

spaces services.  

Figure 9. Workforce equivalent calculations (adjustments for business park restriction on offices 

and Aldi / Lidl store formats applied) 

Use Class HCA density 

(sqm per FTE) 

CAG (sqm per 

employee)39 

Floorspace 

estimate 

Workforce 

equivalent  

B2 Industrial & Manufacturing 36 36.0  
= 34.2 adjusted 

3,333m² 83 – 88 

B8 Storage & Distribution (final 
mile) 

70 63.0  
= 50.0 adjusted 

3,333m² 48 – 60 

C2 Nursing Home using C1 
Hotels (upscale / luxury) 

1 – 2 per 1 bed 0.8 – 1.6 
beds/employee 

80 bedspaces 50 – 100 

E(a) (formerly A1) Retail 
(excluding retail warehouse) 

15 – 20 17.5 1,772m² 101 

E(b) (formerly A3) Restaurants 
& Cafes 

15 – 20 17.5 673m² 38 

 
39 The LESD report converts the HCA to sqm per density equivalent and also considers adjustments based on market 
experience. 
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Use Class HCA density 

(sqm per FTE) 

CAG (sqm per 

employee)39 

Floorspace 

estimate 

Workforce 

equivalent  

E(d) (formerly D2) indoor sport, 
using budget fitness centre  

100 90 316m² 4 

E(e) (formerly D1) medical 
using A2 (Finance & 
Professional) as proxy 

16 16.0 724m² 45 

E(g)(i) (formerly B1a) General 
Office 

10 – 13 11.9 – 13.5  
= 11.3 adjusted 

512m² 40 – 45 

E(g)(iii) (formerly B1c) Light 
Industrial 

47 55.8 3,333m² 54 

Total    484 – 558 
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Appendix A13. Unresolved objections to the most relevant ANP policies 

As summarised from the submitted Consultation Statement 

NP policy Policy objections Response 

Policy 1.  

Settlement 

pattern, layout 

and densities 

Not all properties require a front 

garden, and some variation can be 

positive. 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

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. 

 The phrase "strong rhythm within the 

areas of planned development" is not 

clear enough for a planning policy. 

Resolution proposed 

This can be clarified by including the 

word ‘repetition’ and making clear 

that this is in regard to layouts. 

Policy 6. 

Landscaping 

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. 

Resolution proposed 

Amendment suggested to reflect 

PINS model conditions which 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. 

 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. 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

The policy is not proposing the 

imposition of a blanket TPO on any 

sites / areas.   

 The woodland corridor linking 

Cranborne Heath and Drove End 

should be recognised as of great 

environmental importance and for 

potential heathland restoration.  

Links from this to the Avon Valley are 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

The area of woodland running in a 

south-westerly direct from Drove End 

along the parish boundary is noted as 

a priority habitat (deciduous 

woodland) in the Natural England 
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NP policy Policy objections Response 

important wildlife corridors which 

should not be lost. 

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. 

Policy 7.  

Meeting Local 

Needs – 

Housing 

The indicative housing target of 192 is 

in principle agreeable to Natural 

England, however there could be a 

shortfall in mitigation provision over 

the plan period.   

Resolution proposed 

This issue was raised by Natural 

England, and following discussions 

with Natural England and Dorset 

Council, amendments have been 

made to resolve this objection.   

 Question whether the Surplus Store 

site should be included in the supply 

calculations 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

Whilst the Surplus Stores site did 

stall, construction recommenced in 

late 2023 and the first homes are now 

at roof height (April 2024). 

 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. 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

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. 

Dorset Council are supportive of the 

housing target, as noted in Appendix 

1.   
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NP policy Policy objections Response 

Also comments made that the 

number of homes overall should be 

limited. 

 Question the need for the habitat 

regulation requirements to be 

repeated within the NP. 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

The Parish Council has been guided 

by Natural England’s advice on this 

matter. 

 The approach will not provide the 

affordable housing required to meet 

local need identified in household 

surveys.  The proposed allocation will 

be unlikely to deliver any affordable 

homes at all. 

Additional comments that developers 

will not build any affordable housing 

(given reduction on recent sites due 

to viability), 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

The 2019 household survey results 

was based on a degree of speculation 

and could include double counting.  

More recent evidence on affordable 

housing need was taken into account. 

The reduced provision elsewhere was 

specific to those sites.  The Parish 

Council has liaised closely with the 

relevant landowners, who have 

confirmed that they have not 

identified any issues that would raise 

viability concerns or require a 

reduction in the amount of affordable 

homes proposed. 

 The M4(2) requirement may result in 

space that may be used for storage or 

living space being used for 

accessibility. Most people do not 

need an M4(2) specification home.  A 

proportion of 30-50% M4(2)dwellings 

may be more practical.  

Resolution considered unnecessary  

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.  

 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 

Resolution proposed 

The policy as worded does contain a 

degree of flexibility, but is intended to 

provide clear guidance on the broad 
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NP policy Policy objections Response 

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. 

mix of homes expected based on the 

evidence available.  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 has been amended to 

clarify that viability reasons may be 

used to vary the mix. 

Policy 8.  

The Village 

“High Street” 

Whilst the intentions behind the 

policy are understood, it is uncertain 

how this will be assessed and what 

would be reasonable to expect. 

Having to future proof houses for 

conversion will have a negative effect 

on the character of the entrance to 

the village. 

Resolution proposed 

Supporting text amended to explain 

the likely requirements in more detail, 

based on the typical requirements of 

a premises falling within Class E (as 

the main use class for most High 

Street premises). 

 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. 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

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, 

the policy highlights this potential, 

and if necessary further actions can 
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NP policy Policy objections Response 

be considered through a future 

review of the plan. 

Policy 10.  

Meeting Local 

Needs – 

Employment 

The small level of employment 

proposed, coupled with the overall 

low level of growth, is very unlikely to 

be achieved. 

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. 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

There is no employment land target 

set for the area.  The policy is 

supportive of employment, and does 

not restrict development provided 

that it is of a nature and scale 

appropriate to its location.  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.   

 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.   

Resolution proposed 

Policy and supporting text to clarify 

that adverse environmental impacts 

may include noise / light pollution. 

Policy 11 

Revised Village 

Envelope 

It will be important to ensure that the 

increased village envelope  and 

associated sites avoid causing harm 

to the historic environment. 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

This issue was raised by Historic 

England.  The advice on heritage 

matters has been followed, and the 

Conservation Team’s responses were 

considered and where possible 

followed. 

 Generally support, however the 

wording is a little confusing. 

Resolution proposed 

Policy wording amended 

 Concerns about the loss of greenfield 

sites and that the village was already 

‘big enough’.   

Resolution considered unnecessary  

If the Neighbourhood is to be 

effective it has to be based on an 

understanding of housing need and 

seek to meet such needs.   
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NP policy Policy objections Response 

Policy 16.  

Local Green 

Spaces 

Objection to LGS5 (no reasons given). Resolution considered unnecessary  

The landowner was consulted earlier 

and their previous points of objection 

were considered, but not deemed to 

be sufficient to delete the proposed 

designation.   

 Objection to LGS10 (within the 

appeal site) as it forms part of a more 

strategic approach to the future 

growth of Alderholt being promoted 

through the Local Plan making 

process, and that it does not meet 

LGS criteria as it is not demonstrably 

special to a local community or of 

particular significance. 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

Appendix 2 of the ANP includes a 

more detailed description of each site 

and their reason for their designation.  

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. 

 Additional LGS suggested for 

inclusion 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

The suggestions did not meet the 

NPPF criteria. 

Policy 17.  

Key Landscape 

Features 

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. 

Resolution proposed 

This issue was raised by Cranborne 

Chase National Landscape 

Partnership.  Policy and supporting 

text amended to reference these 

points. 

 Suggest addition of further views 

towards New Forest, along Ringwood 

Road and around Pressey's Corner 

Resolution considered unnecessary  

Additional views were previously 

considered at the meeting in June 

2023 but not considered to merit 

inclusion.  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. 
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Appendix A14. Consistency of the most relevant ANP policies with the NPPF 

As summarised from the submitted Basic Conditions Statement 

NP policy NPPF: key paragraphs (summarized) Consistency conclusions 

Policy 1.  

Settlement 

pattern, layout 

and densities 

and 

Policy 6. 

Landscaping 

NPPF 128. Planning policies and decisions 

should support development that makes 

efficient use of land, taking into account  

a) the different types of housing needed, 

and the availability of land suitable for 

accommodating it; 

b) local market conditions and viability; 

c) the availability and capacity of 

infrastructure and services and scope to 

promote sustainable travel modes; 

d) the desirability of maintaining an area’s 

prevailing character or of promoting 

regeneration and change; and 

e) the importance of securing well-designed 

and beautiful, attractive and healthy places. 

NPPF 135. Requires planning policies and 

decisions to ensure that developments: (a) 

will function well and add to the overall 

quality of the area; (b) are visually attractive 

as a result of good architecture, layout and 

appropriate and effective landscaping; (c) 

are sympathetic to local character and 

history, including the surrounding built 

environment and landscape setting, while 

not preventing or discouraging appropriate 

innovation or change (such as increased 

densities); (d) establish or maintain a strong 

sense of place; (e) optimise the potential of 

the site to accommodate and sustain an 

appropriate amount and mix of 

development (including green and other 

public space) and support local facilities and 

transport networks; and (f) create places 

These policies are based on 

design code work undertaken 

by AECOM, which has been 

reflected in the policies to 

ensure that the requirements 

for the plan to be clearly written 

are met.  The requirement for 

streets to be tree-lined is 

included in Policy 6 
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NP policy NPPF: key paragraphs (summarized) Consistency conclusions 

that are safe, inclusive and accessible and 

which promote health and well-being. 

NPPF 136. Planning policies should ensure 

that new streets are tree-lined, that 

opportunities are taken to incorporate trees 

elsewhere, and the long-term maintenance 

of trees is secured wherever possible. 

NPPF 139. Explains that development that 

is not well designed should be refused, 

especially where it fails to reflect local 

design policies and government guidance 

on design, taking into account any local 

design guidance. 

Policy 7.  

Meeting Local 

Needs – 

Housing 

and 

Policy 11 

Revised Village 

Envelope 

NPPF 60. To support the Government’s 

objective of significantly boosting the 

supply of homes, it is important that 

sufficient land can come forward where it is 

needed to meet as much of an area’s 

identified housing need as possible.  

NPPF 63. The size, type and tenure of 

housing needed for different groups in the 

community should be assessed and 

reflected in planning policies. 

NPPF 65. Provision of affordable housing 

should not be sought for residential 

developments that are not major 

developments. 

NPPF 66. Where major development 

involving the provision of housing is 

proposed, planning policies and decisions 

should expect at least 10% of the total 

number of homes to be available for 

affordable home ownership (subject to 

certain exemptions).  

NPPF 82. In rural areas, planning policies 

and decisions should be responsive to local 

Policy 7 sets out how the 

housing target for the area is 

proposed to be met, and the 

house types to be delivered 

including affordable housing.   

The amount of housing reflects 

national policy requirements to 

boost the supply of homes, and 

also takes into account the 

spatial strategy in the adopted 

Local Plan.  The Neighbourhood 

Plan group has liaised with the 

Council to understand the likely 

target as set out in the NP 

appendices.   

The housing mix broadly 

conforms to both national and 

local plan policies.   

The policy encourages 

dwellings to be designed to 

meet the higher M4(3) Building 

Regulations standard for 

wheelchair users, but does not 

set this as a requirement, in 
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NP policy NPPF: key paragraphs (summarized) Consistency conclusions 

circumstances and support housing 

developments that reflect local needs.   

NPPF 83. To promote sustainable 

development in rural areas, housing should 

be located where it will enhance or 

maintain the vitality of rural communities. 

Planning policies should identify 

opportunities for villages to grow and 

thrive, especially where this will support 

local services. Where there are groups of 

smaller settlements, development in one 

village may support services in a village 

nearby. 

NPPF 84. Planning policies and decisions 

should avoid the development of isolated 

homes in the countryside (subject to certain 

exemptions). 

NPPF 135. Requires planning policies and 

decisions to ensure that developments 

create places that are safe, inclusive and 

accessible and which promote health and 

well-being, with a high standard of amenity 

for existing and future users 52. 

NPPF 180. Planning policies and decisions 

should contribute to and enhance the 

natural and local environment, by: 

protecting and enhancing valued 

landscapes; recognising the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside, 

and the wider benefits from natural capital 

and ecosystem services. 

NPPF 182. Great weight should be given to 

conserving and enhancing landscape and 

scenic beauty in Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty which have the highest 

status of protection. 

light of the higher costs of such 

designs that could impact on 

viability.  This aligns with 

footnote 52 of paragraph 135 in 

the NPPF which suggests that 

planning policies for housing 

should make use of the 

Government’s optional 

technical standards for 

accessible and adaptable 

housing. 

The policy would not prevent an 

Affordable Housing Exception 

Site from coming forward, 

should there be an unmet need. 

The proposed site allocations 

and more general policies on 

housing and employment have 

taken into account their 

potential to harm the setting of 

the Cranborne Chase National 

Landscape and the locally 

designated Area of Great 

Landscape Value.  No major 

development is proposed in 

these areas, and no objection 

has been raised by the 

Cranborne Chase partnership in 

this respect.  The village of 

Alderholt is some distance from 

the National Landscape 

boundary, and together with 

the small scale of development 

proposed should have 

negligible impacts.   



Appendices Page 56 

NP policy NPPF: key paragraphs (summarized) Consistency conclusions 

Policy 8.  

The Village 

“High Street” 

 

NPPF 88. Planning policies and decisions 

should enable: the sustainable growth and 

expansion of all types of business in rural 

areas; the development and diversification 

of agricultural and other land-based rural 

businesses; sustainable rural tourism and 

leisure developments which respect the 

character of the countryside; and the 

retention and development of accessible 

local services and community facilities. 

The policy identifies an area 

where retail and other E class or 

similar sui generis uses 

appropriate to a local centre 

would be encouraged, including 

through the design of new 

buildings within this area to be 

flexible to allow for potential 

change to such uses.  This is 

broadly in line with both 

national policy. 

Policy 10.  

Meeting Local 

Needs – 

Employment 

NPPF 88. Planning policies and decisions 

should enable: the sustainable growth and 

expansion of all types of business in rural 

areas; the development and diversification 

of agricultural and other land-based rural 

businesses; sustainable rural tourism and 

leisure developments which respect the 

character of the countryside; and the 

retention and development of accessible 

local services and community facilities. 

The policy is broadly in line with 

the Local Plan but looks to 

reflect the issues known to be 

relevant to the local area and 

the slightly less restrictive 

approach taken in the NPPF. 

Policy 11 See Policy 7  

Policy 16.  

Local Green 

Spaces  

NPPF 105 – 107.  Local communities can 

give special protection to green areas of 

particular importance by designating land 

as Local Green Space.  This rules out new 

development other than in very special 

circumstances. These spaces should be 

capable of enduring beyond the end of the 

plan period. The designation should only be 

used where 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; and is local in character and is 

not an extensive tract of land.  Local policy 

The Local Green Spaces (LGS), 

have been considered against 

the criteria established through 

NPPF and are considered to 

meet the criteria.  The wording 

of the policy is considered to be 

consistent with policy for Green 

Belts (which references the 

need to preserve openness of 

the Green Belt and not conflict 

with the purposes of including 

land within it).   
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for managing development within a Local 

Green Space should be consistent with 

policy for Green Belts. 

Policy 17.  

Key Landscape 

Features 

NPPF 180. Planning policies and decisions 

should contribute to and enhance the 

natural and local environment, by: 

protecting and enhancing valued 

landscapes; recognising the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside, 

and the wider benefits from natural capital 

and ecosystem services. 

NPPF 191. Planning policies and decisions 

should identify and protect tranquil areas 

which have remained relatively undisturbed 

by noise and are prized for their 

recreational and amenity value for this 

reason; and limit the impact of light 

pollution from artificial light on local 

amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and 

nature conservation. 

The policy supports a more 

detailed understanding of the 

key features that are important 

to local landscape character, 

and ensures that these features 

are protected and enhanced.   
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Appendix A15. Dorset Council Regulation 14 Consultation Response 

Dorset Council response 

19 January 2024 

Summary 

Dorset Council welcomes progress of the Alderholt neighbourhood plan. We are pleased to see 

that many of our comments on previous drafts have resulted in improvements to the plan and that 

currently we have no fundamental concerns with the plan. The comments provided below are 

intended to be constructive and to help with finalising the plan ready for submission and 

examination. Comments are from the Community Planning Team unless otherwise specified.  

Section / paragraph Comments 

Diagram on page 3 

And Para 1.2.10 

The diagram misses the Regulation 16 consultation which provides a second 

opportunity for public consultation after the plan has been submitted but 

before the plan goes to the examiner. This detail is also missed from para 

1.2.10 

Map 3 on Page 12 As Policy 1 relies on this map, it would be useful if the areas weren't hatched or 

at least not hatched so heavily as it makes it very difficult to view the details of 

the base map underneath (necessary to understand where the boundaries of 

the character areas are). 

Para 2.1.6 Regarding Camel Green Road being unpaved, I note that it, and roads leading 

off it, are unadopted highway, and therefore their maintenance is the 

responsibility of the residents. It might be useful to note this, as it explains why 

there is a difference in maintenance and road surfaces.  

Para 2.3.7  I’m not sure I’d agree that all the bungalows at the end of Apple Tree Road are 

of a unique style – there appear to be two distinct designs.  

Para 2.4.1 Suggest changing first sentence to “…other than sites that are allocated for 

development…” to give greater certainty. (Otherwise someone might argue 

that an unallocated site could be developed before it is allocated.) 

Para 3.1.5  I think this should refer to Map 9 (not Map 8) 

Policy 1 Noted and supported – although see comments above regarding making Map 

3 clearer.  

Para 3.2.3 Typo “…should be designed…” 

Para 3.2.4 Typo “…and street trees in well-designed pits…” 

Policy 2 Noted and supported 

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. 

Para 3.4.2 Just to note, repetition can be attractive. The Royal Crescent in Bath is often 

cited as an example, but many desirable historic streets feature repetition of 
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Section / paragraph Comments 

design, with this approach copied in new developments such as Poundbury. 

However, I appreciate that you may be looking for a more organic approach in 

a village.  

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 3.4.4 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 I’m not sure that modern-day 

features (such as meter boxes and solar panels) would feel out of place. While 

some features, such as meter boxes, can be placed discretely, I’m not so sure 

about solar panels. I think that given the wider environmental benefits that 

solar panels afford (silent, green energy), a bit of visual disruption has to be 

tolerated, particularly away from listed buildings and conservation areas. 

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). Also bearing in mind the neighbourhood plan basic condition of 

contributing to the achievement of sustainable development, I suggest that 

you could have a policy that generally supports solar panels rather than 

seeking to restrict them.  

Policy 4 Noted and generally supported.  

Policy 5 Noted and supported.  

We suggest that the NP could also refer to the Sustainability Guidance and 

Checklist that Dorset Council has recently published, and from 15 January 2024 

is a requirement for planning applications. https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/-

/planning-for-climate-change  

Para 3.6.6 Regarding existing and potential wildlife corridors, we suggest referring to the 

Eco-networks produced by DERC and shown on Dorset Explorer.  

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  

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  

I think it would be unreasonable / unrealistic to require the maintenance to last 

longer than 30 years. Therefore I suggest removing this requirement for 

lifetime maintenance from the policy.  

https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/-/planning-for-climate-change
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/-/planning-for-climate-change
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/biodiversity-net-gain-exempt-developments
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/understanding-biodiversity-net-gain
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Para 4.1.2 Suggest changing “the main Council’s policy” to “the Council’s main policy” for 

clarity.  

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 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. However, if the survey results haven’t been used to formulate 

policy, it might be sensible to remove these references in order to make the 

plan clearer and shorter.  

Para 4.1.8 and Policy 7 Comments from the Housing Enabling Team 

Para 4.1.8 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.” If the Neighbourhood 

Plan omits 4 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. 

Para 4.1.15 on page 37 “over-wintering birds” not “bords” 

Policy 7 Noted and supported.  

Policy 8 Appreciate the intentions behind the policy but have reservations about how 

reasonable or effective it will be, 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? Does there have to be a 

front room with a minimum floorspace and shopfront type window? What is 

meant by suitable customer parking for a business that doesn’t exist. These are 

not necessarily objections, just practical considerations which will legitimately 

be asked. 

Policy 9 Noted and supported. 

Policy 10 Noted and supported. 

Para 4.2.2 “The 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”. I know it is the sites 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 – you 

could to refer to that or copy the table into this section.   
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Policy 11 Generally support, however I find the wording confusing. The policy appears to 

be saying that the revised village envelope defines the extent of the smaller 

hamlets, which I don’t think is the case. I think the situation is that village 

envelope defines the extent of the main village, and everything else in the 

parish is classed as ‘countryside’.  

Policy 12 Noted and supported. 

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.  

Policy 13 Noted and supported. 

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”? Do you know 

if there are plans for the highways authority to adopt this road?  

Para 4.2.18 Refers to “9 Blackwater Close” but I think this should be “9 Blackwater Grove”  

Policy 14 Noted and supported. 

Policy 15 Noted and supported. 

Policy 16 Noted and supported. 

I believe that the following sites are owned by Dorset Council:  

• LGS6 – Tudor Close amenity area 

• LGS7 – Kestrel Way amenity area 

• LGS8 – Windsor Way kickabout area 

• LGS9 – Alderholt School playing field 

The Assets and Property team have been consulted and have no objections.  

Policy 17 Noted and supported. 

Table 2 (page 53), V1 Just to note that this refers to “the iconic block of conifers” – can I check 

whether this contradicts Policy 17, which describes conifer plantations as a 

detracting feature? 

Policy 18 Noted and supported. 

Policy 19 Noted and supported. 

“Features associated with railway” – should this read “Features associated with 

the former railway”? 

Other Comments from the Transport Planning Team 

Due to the scale of development included with the Neighbourhood Plan, there 

is limited scope to 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. 

SEA report Environmental Assessment Officer comments 

The scope of my review of the SEA was to check whether it meets the statutory 

requirements of Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of 

certain plans and programmes on the environment (‘SEA Directive’), which is 

transposed into UK law through the Environmental Assessment of Plans and 
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Programmes Regulations 2004 (‘SEA Regulations’). The Basic Conditions 

require conformity with this legislation, since there is a requirement that the 

making of the plan “does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU 

obligations”. 

My review didn’t pick up any non-compliance issues, as the requirements of 

Annex II of the Habitats Directive and Regulation 12(3) and Schedule 2 of the 

SEA Regulations have been met. AECOM have written the reports which are 

thorough and prepared to a high standard, as expected. However, the SEA 

process is iterative and we would require there to be further assessment 

undertaken at the later stages of the plan preparation process and updated 

SEA reports. This is noted by AECOM in the ‘Next Steps’ section though, 

presented in para 6.64 onwards, so I am confident that this will be undertaken. 

My only comment at this stage is that I would perhaps like to see more 

explanation of the reasons for selecting/rejecting each of the nine sites 

considered in the analysis of reasonable alternatives when it comes to the final 

Environmental Report. Some explanation is provided in para 5.15, but I would 

expect more specific reasons for each individual site. The assessment of 

reasonable alternatives is the part of the SEA most susceptible to legal 

challenge, and so it’s important to be as thorough and precautionary as 

possible here. 

HRA Report Environmental Assessment Officer comments 

AECOM have submitted an HRA report with the purpose of providing Dorset 

Council with the information to inform the HRA.  

Once again, 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 7, doesn’t reflect 

the most recent progress which has been made with developing a 

SAMM strategy for the New Forest. This is probably because the 

SAMM strategy is still in progress, and isn’t public at this stage. 

Therefore it’s more a case of AECOM not being aware of what’s 

happening behind the scenes understandably, rather than an oversight 

on their part; and 

• the air quality section doesn’t have regard to the Dorset Heathlands 

Interim Air Quality Strategy despite the proximity to the Dorset 

Heaths. 

Note that our environmental assessment officer (Oliver Rendle) has contacted 

James Riley at AECOM directly regarding the identified issues with the HRA.  
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Appendix A16. Appeal decision APP/Q3630/W/20/3253944. 
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Appendix A17. Appeal decision APP/Q3305/W/21/3280802 
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Appendix A18. Chilcompton appeal – context map 
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Appendix A19. ALC Maps  


