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AONB Office, Shears Building, Stone Lane Industrial Estate,  

Wimborne, BH21 1HB  Tel: 01 725 517417   
Email: info@cranbornechase.org.uk  Web site: www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk  

 
Sally Gardner 
Project Co-Ordinator 
Blandford Forum Town Council 
Town Clerk’s Office 
Church Lane 
Blandford Forum 
DT11 7AD 
 
By email: sally@blandfordforum-tc.gov.uk 

17 December 2018 
 

 
Dear Sally 
 
NEW BLANDFORD + NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2 
INFORMAL CONSULTATIONS  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Pre-submission version of the 
Blandford + Neighbourhood Plan 2. As you will be aware this AONB attended a 
meeting with members of the Neighbourhood Plan Group, some of their advisors, and 
my colleague from the Dorset AONB just a few days before the Pre-submission Plan 
was released for consultation. It is obvious that points raised in that discussion were 
not incorporated in the Pre-submission document.  
 
In the light of the previous comments and advice from this AONB Partnership to the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group it will come as no surprise to you that this AONB 
Partnership OBJECTS to the Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan 2 as currently 
drafted.  
 
National Policy Position 
The Cranborne Chase Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is a national designation of 
landscape that has been judged to be of national significance. The purposes of 
designation under the 1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, 
reiterated in the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, are to conserve and enhance 
natural beauty. Further details on the national status and significance of this AONB are 
set out in Annex 1 to this consultation response.  
Nevertheless it is of crucial significance that the NPPF starts from the premise that 
major development should be refused in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty except 
in exceptional circumstances. Local interests are rarely regarded as ‘exceptional 
circumstances’. Nevertheless a general strategic aim to provide more housing does 
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not constitute exceptional circumstances when related to a specific AONB location or 
AONB setting.  
 
Overview and fundamental concerns 
 As you will be aware this AONB Partnership has followed the progress of the original 
Neighbourhood Plan, its Examination in Public, the Examiners’ Report, and the 
decision to withdraw the Neighbourhood Plan rather than adopt the recommendation 
of the Examiner. The AONB Partnership is acutely aware that it was the policy relating 
to land to the north and north east of Blandford, on the outside of the bypass, that 
attracted considerable attention at the Examination in Public. It was also that policy 
that the Examiner found to be unacceptable. It is, therefore, very surprising that the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group has chosen to bring forward again that policy for 400 
houses and community facilities in the Cranborne Chase AONB and the setting of it. 
There does not appear to be any relevant change to the reasoning behind the proposed 
development allocation beyond the District’s shortage of a five year house supply. That 
issue does not overcome the strategic, location, and AONB issues that led to the 
rejection of the development location in the original Neighbourhood Plan. Indeed, it 
appears that the Neighbourhood Plan Group have failed to learn from the Examination 
of the Neighbourhood Plan that due and realistic weight has to be given to the 
conservation and enhancement of the landscapes of the nationally designated and 
nationally significant Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
 
Having carefully read the Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan 2 and the SA document 
produced by AECom the national status, and national importance, of Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty is not clearly and explicitly set out in the documents. It is 
important to do that otherwise the Neighbourhood Plan Group risk failing in their duty 
to give due regard to their duty under Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way 
Act 2000 in each and every decision relating to land, or affecting land, in an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan Group explains that it is seeking to make allocations in 
advance of the review of the North Dorset Local Plan. That could be regarded as being 
overly ambitious and seeking to take on a role that might more properly, and with a 
wider and more holistic appreciation of the issues impacting on the whole District, be 
undertaken by the District’s Planning Policy Team. 
 
One fundamental matter that appears to have been completely sidestepped in both the 
Pre-submission plan and the SA is the fact that once a landscape has been converted 
to housing, employment facilities, education establishments, or other built community 
facilities that land has effectively been changed for ever. 
 
Whilst it is understandable that the Town Council should be keen to be seen to lead 
on making a significant contribution towards the forward planning of Blandford, the 
restriction of the Neighbourhood Plan Area to just the Town and parishes of Bryanston 
and Blandford St Mary significantly limits the options for finding solutions to the 
planning problems that the Group have identified. With the exception of the south east 
quadrant, the Town is surrounded by the nationally important landscapes of the 
Cranborne Chase and Dorset Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Nevertheless that 
south east quadrant provides the major link between the market town of Blandford 
Forum and the South East Dorset conurbation and, in particular, the town and harbour 
of Poole. The land on the south west side of the River Stour Valley, south east of 
Blandford, is outside both of the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and therefore 
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that potential limitation on development is significantly decreased.  Furthermore there 
is the long established aspiration to have a bypass of the villages of Spetisbury and 
Charlton Marshall. The realisation of the bypass could restore the village character to 
both of those communities whilst facilitating development in relatively close proximity 
to Blandford and thereby supporting and invigorating its role as a key market town in 
the District. 
 
The Pre-submission Plan excludes any consideration of Blandford Camp. Not only is 
this currently a significant influence on the economic and social life of Blandford but it 
may not remain as a military establishment in the long term. The Ministry of Defence 
has a track record of downsizing its land holding and training requirements, and the 
future of the camp has been seriously questioned in the past. Clearly any planning in 
the Blandford area should take into account the presence of the Camp and the 
possibility of it ceasing as a military base and therefore becoming available as a village 
on the periphery of Blandford. 
 
Clarity 
Understanding of the Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan 2 could be improved by, for 
example, including in the key to the plans at the end of the document all the items that 
are shown on the Plan. For example, there is no explanation of the areas identified A, 
B or C.  
 
The Sustainability Appraisal mixes up the paragraph references of the NPPF in its 
original form 2012 and the new NPPF 2018. For example in paragraph 5.24 where it 
refers to ‘para 116 of the NPPF (2018)’. Nevertheless the Sustainability Appraisal 
appears to focus on the up-to-date NPPF whereas the Pre-submission plan makes 
reference to the original 2012 Framework. I note, however, that paragraph 3.3 of the 
Pre-submission plan states that in relation to the 2012 NPPF ‘an assessment of their 
(policies) degree of consistency with the 2018 Framework should be made’. 
Unfortunately the Pre-submission document does not take forward that assessment.  
 
Particular relevance in this context is that the protection of Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty has been strengthened by the emphasis in NPPF 2018 paragraph 170 
that planning policies should contribute to an enhanced natural and local environment 
by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes in a manner commensurate with their 
statutory status. Clearly AONBs, being nationally important and nationally designated, 
are valued landscapes. Paragraph 171 of the current NPPF is quite clear that plans 
should distinguish between the hierarchy of international, national and locally 
designated sites as well as planning for the enhancement of natural capital at a 
catchment or landscape scale across local authority boundaries.  
 
Of particular importance for Neighbourhood Plans generally is that the NPPF 
strengthens protection for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty by adding in the full 
purpose of AONB designation so that the first sentence of paragraph 172 reads ‘Great 
weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in 
National Parks, the Broads, and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the 
highest status of protection in relation to these issues’. That paragraph is also 
reinforced by the addition of ‘The scale and extent of development within these 
designated areas should be limited’.  
 
It is clear that planning permission should be refused for major development and that 
consideration of such proposals should include the need for the development including 
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nationally considerations, and the scope for developing outside of the designated area 
and detrimental effects on the environment. The documentation produced in the 
Strategic Assessment and the Pre-submission Plan do not actually identify detrimental 
effects which therefore makes it difficult to conclude to what extent assessments and 
judgements are, in fact, valid.  
 
Detailed Comments on the Pre-submission Documents 
Figure A on page 9 indicates, despite not showing the Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty, the self-imposed limitations by including only the three parishes in the 
Neighbourhood Planning process.  
 
A number of references are made to informal consultations in July 2018. This was, 
however, simply a two week opportunity for anyone to support proposals being put 
forward by the Neighbourhood Plan Group rather than a consultation of a meaningful 
time on a wider range of options and opportunities. Paragraph 2.1 is not strictly 
accurate as the two AONBs, Cranborne Chase and Dorset, come together to the north 
west of Blandford. Clearly there is an incomplete understanding of landscape character 
and landscape character assessment as the named character areas are not 
referenced to a particular landscape character study nor is the scale of the landscape 
character identified. Paragraph 2.3 misses the opportunity to identify the full range of 
facilities and opportunities at Blandford Camp.  
 
Although paragraph 3.3 mentions the intention to assess the consistency of the policies 
with the 2018 NPPF that does not materialise, possibly because the protection for the 
AONBs is significantly enhanced by the revision of the NPPF in July 2018.  
 
It is noted that policy 16 of the North Dorset Local Plan part 1 is quoted at length. It is 
particularly relevant to note that sustainable development would be within the 
settlement boundary and within the bypass. Neighbourhood Plan Policy B1, Blandford 
Forum – Blandford St Mary Settlement Boundary, seeks to change the settlement 
boundary to include significantly larger areas, and particularly areas to the north and 
north east of the bypass, within a revised settlement boundary. The supporting text to 
Policy B1 is less than explicit and by referring to other policies in the Pre-submission 
Neighbourhood Plan within the context of the Local Plan, it is giving the false 
impression that the proposed boundary relates to the Local Plan commitments. 
 
The Local Plan Policy 4 quoted in paragraph 3.8 is clear that development within 
AONBs or their setting ‘will be managed in a way that conserves and enhances the 
natural beauty of the area’. However, unless the site happens to be a derelict or 
brownfield site it is inherent that new development is very unlikely to conserve or 
enhance the natural beauty of the locality. Paragraph 3.15 provides no reasons why 
the Councils have concluded that allocations in this AONB are unavoidable. Wider 
opportunities for providing development have been excluded from consideration by the 
limited boundaries of the Neighbourhood Plan Area. The review of the Local Plan is a 
more appropriate vehicle for considering the sale of major development being 
promoted by the Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that the provision of a waste transfer station and household 
recycling centre is ‘excluded development’ in terms of the Neighbourhood Plan it 
should be noted that this AONB has objected to that allocation in the Bournemouth, 
Dorset and Poole Waste Plan. The report of the examiner is awaited. Nevertheless, 
the comments in paragraph 3.20 indicate a lack of understanding of the topography of 
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the site and the landscape issues involved. If locating the facility at ‘the front of the site’ 
is meant to mean nearest to the roundabout then this would maximise the visibility of 
the facility. Furthermore, a simple review of a topography plan would show that the 
‘ground at the back’ is not higher. Impacts on the AONB could be mitigated by locating 
the facility on the northern part of the site close to the existing buildings, and utilising 
the access that currently exists from Sunrise Business Park.  
 
Paragraph 3.21 only partially sets out the situation with regard to the duty on public 
bodies in relation to section 85 Rights of Way Act 2000. Relevant authorities have to 
be able to demonstrate how they have had regard to the purposes of conserving and 
enhancing natural beauty in all of the decisions in relation to land in, or affecting land 
in, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. That is considerably more challenging than 
what is set out in the printed paragraph.  
 
Vision 
Paragraph 5.1, The Vision, is misleading in that it appears to support development and 
re-development within the settlement boundary. Later on in the document the first 
policy proposes moving the settlement boundary. This is clearly misleading and the 
Vision needs to be amended to be clear. Furthermore it is arguable whether 
sustainable growth can be achieved when the majority of it is proposed outside of the 
bypass and hence with that major transportation route separating proposed 
development from the heart of the town. 
 
Point e refers to the provision of strategic landscaping but this is not referred to in the 
policies and neither is the height of development to reduce skyline impacts followed 
through in relation to allocations.  
 
The Vision for meeting local housing needs seems to accept unquestioningly the 
provision of 1700 homes. If this is a local need then that implies there are that number 
of families lacking homes locally. Recent developments indicate that there is a 
significant inward migration to new housing and that, of course, indicates that a 
significant portion of the need is not local and it should be met at source. That is clearly 
the reason why Government is looking to Local Authorities to negotiate housing 
provision across their boundaries.  
 
In reference to creating/supporting jobs items m and n do not indicate that these 
locations are within this AONB, neither is there any reasoning, other than a willing 
landowner, to justify the extension of Sunrise Business Park.  
 
I have already referred to the Spetisbury and Charlton Marshall bypass and 
safeguarding the route for that is recognised as an important issue.  
 
Policy B1 Settlement boundaries 
The AONB sees this policy as being misleading. Clearly the Supporting Statements 
are descriptive but, as previously pointed out, it is not clear that it is the Neighbourhood 
Plan that is proposing to modify this settlement boundary not simply undertaking a 
regularisation of something already shown in the Local Plan. The proposed Policy B1 
seeks to make subsequent policies compliant with the Local Plan by changing the 
settlement boundary rather than respecting the settlement boundary at the time the 
Local Plan was adopted. Since this Policy extends into this AONB and land that is in 
the setting of the AONB, and that land is outside of the bypass, this AONB 
Partnership OBJECTS to Policy B1.   
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Policy B2 land north and east of Blandford Forum 
This policy is substantially the same as the one that was rejected by the Examiner in 
the Examination in Public of the original Neighbourhood Plan. There is no substantive 
reasoning why the situation has changed significantly to warrant this policy now being 
taken forward. Furthermore the provision of some 400 dwellings in the AONB and the 
setting of the AONB conflicts with NPPF guidance that development in AONBs should 
be limited. The location of the proposed development, separated from the main body 
of the Town and the Town communities by the bypass, does not appear to be 
sustainable development. 
 
The proposal in point v to relocate the allotments seems overly simplistic. How is the 
soil depth and fertility created by years of work by the individual allotment holders going 
to be relocated on the thin and stony chalk downland?  
 
The highways aspects identified in paragraph vi would significantly urbanise what is 
currently a rural bypass with significant verges that contributes to the local landscape 
character.  
 
Item viii does not realistically address how development would conserve and enhance 
the AONB.  
 
As I have already indicated a fundamental weakness of the Pre-submission 
Neighbourhood Plan is that it does not consider a wide enough area to accommodate 
the scale of development and that the area of search for development opportunities 
needs to include areas south east of Blandford. Furthermore paragraph 5.12 is 
misleading as Blandford is historically a valley town and the proposed development is 
on the northern and north eastern sectors which are the most elevated parts, on the 
edge of the downland plateau, and not part of the historic structure. Paragraph 5.13 
confirms that these development proposals are landowner driven ‘which have a 
development agreement in place and have made the land available for the purposes 
of the Neighbourhood Plan.’ Paragraph 5.14, and other relevant parts of the 
Neighbourhood Plan fail to recognise that the Local Planning Authority and the AONB 
have worked together proactively to take a pragmatic view of potential development 
within the bypass that is, therefore, readily accessible to the town centre and 
community facilities.  
 
The provision of doctors’ surgery and a school on the outside of the bypass is not good 
planning. Furthermore, the proposed housing development appears to be justification 
for the provision of additional school places, and the need for places in other locations 
associated with other development options does not appear to have been considered. 
Again the location of a school outside the bypass indicates that even with the provision 
of the existing pedestrian bridge the school itself will attract considerable traffic and 
that will not contribute to sustainability. 
 
Paragraph 5.21 appears to be over egging the argument as the provision of school 
places is a local issue rather than a national one. The national importance and national 
status of the AONB are clearly recognised in statute. This Cranborne Chase AONB 
Partnership OBJECTS to Policy B2.   
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Policy B3 Employment 
Item b, Land off Shaftesbury Lane, has been the subject of discussions between the 
Planning Authority and the AONB. This site is within the bypass and therefore readily 
accessible from the town. Criteria for development that could minimise impacts on the 
AONB have been discussed and criteria passed to potential developers.  
 
Item c is a proposal to extend the Sunrise Business Park. This development is an 
historical anomaly and additional development would exacerbate the impact on the 
AONB. The current wording, particularly in relation to iii, would exacerbate the impact 
and to reduce impacts there would need to be significant reductions in dimensions as 
well as significant landscape treatments. Item v assumes changes to the A350 frontage 
and this would have significant negative landscape impacts. Access to the proposed 
waste transfer and household recycling centres, together with any possible use of 
associated land, should be via the existing access to Sunrise Business Park. It is 
noticeable that there is no proposal within this Policy to control lighting within the 
AONB. For all the reasons set out above this Cranborne Chase AONB Partnership 
OBJECTS to Policy B3.   
 
Lack of Compensation 
The Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan proposes substantial and significant impacts 
on this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. There is nothing in the implementation 
section by way of compensation for the impacts on the AONB. Any development 
proposed or allocated within this AONB, or within the setting that impacts on the AONB, 
should provide compensation. That compensation could take the form of financial 
contributions to AONB Management Plan purposes. 
 
Sustainability Statement  
This document has a particularly helpful structure and it is relatively easy to follow the 
process. Nevertheless there are a number of shortcomings. For example, the 
assessments fail to address the loss of landscape flowing from the proposed 
development allocations. Despite identifying that the developments proposed to the 
north and north east, paragraph 4.4, are on land ‘most sensitive from a ground water 
perspective’ because this is a ground water source protection zone 1, there is no 
assessment of the drainage impacts of those development allocations. 
 
Again it is helpful to have the Sustainability Assessment set out in sections. However 
the division of topics does lead to a lack of focus on landscape issues. Combining 
‘landscape and historic environment’ into a single topic mixes up the AONB landscapes 
with the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas of the Town and villages. 
Furthermore, the assessments provide no indication of the scale and nature of the 
impacts of the proposed development on the AONB landscapes. In addition there 
seems to be unequal weight given to the impacts of development in the two AONBs 
with a clearer and more explicit statement that development would have ‘significant 
adverse effects on landscape character’ in relation to the Dorset AONB and the less 
explicit ‘likely damage to the special qualities of the AONB, impacting upon its inherent 
value and beauty’ for the Cranborne Chase AONB.  
 
Table 4.9 is potentially helpful but the ‘scores’ against the options are not explained so 
it is unclear how those scores are derived and what their relative value means. 
Furthermore it seems that there have been further complications by combining 
landscape and historic environment rather than allowing these two issues to be 
separately considered and assessed. It is also worrying that section 5.22 to 5.31 avoids 
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setting out an explicit statement of the impacts of the potential development on the 
AONBs. Paragraph 5.31 is contradictory where it states that the Neighbourhood Plan 
‘will lead to uncertain long term adverse effects in relation to the landscape and historic 
environment’ and then states ‘this has the potential to reduce the residual adverse 
effects’.  
 
The Strategic Assessment refers to the concerns of the AONBs in paragraph 5.22 
through to 5.24. The latter paragraph refers to an opinion sought by the Neighbourhood 
Plan Group in relation to paragraph 172 of the NPPF (previously paragraph 116 of 
NPPF 2012). That overview is rather selective and overlooks the guidance in 
paragraph 11 b(i) and footnote 6, which indicates that the application of policies in the 
Framework that protect areas, such as AONBs, of particular importance provides a 
strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development. 
Furthermore the opinion overlooks paragraph 69 which indicates that Neighbourhood 
Planning groups should consider the opportunities for allocating ‘small and medium 
sized sites (of a size consistent with paragraph 68a) suitable for housing in their area’. 
That paragraph 68a refers to ‘sites no larger than one hectare’. Clearly the Pre-
submission Neighbourhood Plan 2 is seeking to allocate substantially larger sites and 
therefore is not complying with the NPPF. Furthermore, by restricting their search to 
the town and the two adjoining parishes the Neighbourhood Plan Group has restricted 
its opportunities. That self-imposed restriction does not, in the wider context, override 
the significance of the AONBs or the guidance to give great weight to their conservation 
and enhancement.  
 
To conclude, this AONB Partnership advises that the Neighbourhood Plan Group has 
been overly ambitious. Where is focuses on matters of scale and community facilities 
appropriate to villages and a small market town, it promotes policies of merit. However, 
with regards to Policy B1 where it seeks to change the settlement boundary in order to 
make subsequent policies compliant with the Local Plan it stretches boundaries 
artificially to include allocations that conflict with the NPPF. Policy B2 promotes 
development of a much larger scale than indicated in paragraphs 68a and 69 of the 
NPPF as well as conflicting with paragraphs 170 and 172. Furthermore without 
stretching the settlement boundary by Policy B1, Policy B2 would be contrary to Local 
Plan Policy 16. As it is Policy B2 proposes development outside the bypass which also 
conflicts with Local Plan Policy 16. In addition, Policy B3c Sunrise Business Park, 
conflicts with NPPF 170 and 172. The highway changes would also have significant 
adverse impacts on the character of the rural bypass. For these reasons this AONB 
Partnership OBJECTS to these three policies. This objection was confirmed by the 
Cranborne Chase AONB Partnership Board at its meeting on Monday 10th December 
2018. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 


 
Richard Burden BSc DipCons MSc FLI PPLI 
Principal Landscape and Planning Officer (part-time Monday to Wednesday) 
 
For and on behalf of the CCWWD AONB Partnership 
richardburden@cranbornechase.org.uk   
 
ENCS: Annex A - AONB status and significance 
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Annex A   AONB status and significance 
 
The Cranborne Chase and West Wiltshire Downs AONB is nationally important. It has 
been designated under the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 to 
conserve and enhance the outstanding natural beauty of this area which straddles 
three County, one Unitary, and five District councils.  It is clear from the Act, 
subsequent government sponsored reports, and the Countryside and Rights of Way 
Act 2000 that natural beauty includes wildlife, scientific, and cultural heritage.   
 
It is also recognised that in relation to their landscape characteristics and quality, 
National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are equally important aspects 
of the nation’s heritage assets and environmental capital.  
 
Local government (including planning authorities), Ministers of the Crown, individual 
councillors, any public body and their employees, statutory undertakers, and holders 
of public office also have a statutory duty in section 85 of the CRoW Act to have regard 
to the purposes of AONB designation, namely conserving and enhancing natural 
beauty, in exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land 
in an AONB. 
 
This AONB’s Management Plan is a statutory document that is approved by the 
Secretary of State and is adopted by the constituent councils. It sets out the Local 
Authorities’ Objectives and Policies for this nationally significant area, as required by 
section 89 (2) of the CRoW Act. The national Planning Practice Guidance [Natural 
Environment paragraph 004] confirms that an AONB and its Management Plan are 
material considerations in planning. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (2018) is clear that the ‘presumption in favour 
of sustainable development’ does not automatically apply within AONBs, as confirmed 
by paragraph 11 footnote 6, due to other policies relating to AONBs elsewhere within 
the Framework. Paragraph 11 (b) indicates that for plan-making being in an AONB 
‘provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of 
development.’  It also indicates in 11 (d) that for decision-making the application of 
policies in the NPPF that protect areas such as AONBs ‘provides a clear reason for 
refusing the development proposed.’ 
 
NPPF paragraph 170 states that planning policies and decisions should contribute to 
and enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued 
landscapes, which include AONBs, in a manner commensurate with their statutory 
status. Paragraph 171 explains that plans should distinguish between the hierarchy of 
international, national and local sites whilst taking a strategic approach to enhancing 
habitats and green infrastructure, and planning for the enhancement of natural capital 
across local authority boundaries. 
 
It is explicit (paragraph 172) that great weight should be given to conserving and 
enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in AONBs, which have the highest status of 
protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The conservation and 
enhancement of wildlife and cultural heritage are important considerations in these 
areas. Furthermore, the scale and extent of development within these designated 
areas should be limited. 
 

http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/publications/aonb-management-plan/
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More detailed information in connection with AONB matters can be found on the AONB 
web site where there is not only the adopted AONB Management Plan but also Position 
Statements and Good Practice Notes (Planning Related Publications). In particular 
when considering construction within the AONB I would draw attention to our Good 
Practice Note on Colour in the Countryside 

 
As you may be aware, the AONB is concerned about light pollution. Any external 
lighting should be explicitly approved by the Local Planning Authority and comply with 
the AONB’s Position Statement on Light Pollution and the more recent Good Practice 
Note on Good External Lighting  and Paper by Bob Mizon on Light Fittings.  

 
This AONB is, as I expect you know, in one of the darkest parts of Southern England 
and hence the visibility of stars and, in particular, the Milky Way, is a key attribute of 
this AONB. Development that could contribute to light pollution, and hence impact 
adversely on those dark night skies, has to be modified so that such impacts are 
eliminated.  
 
Greater details of the landscape, buildings and settlement characteristics can be found 
in the Landscape Character Assessment 2003   and the Cranborne Chase and Chalke 
Valley LCA 2018. Those documents are available and can be viewed in FULL  on our 
web site. 
 
 
 
 

 

http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/publications/aonb-management-plan/
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/publications/planning-related-publications/
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Planning/FactSheet6_Colour_Integration.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Planning/FactSheet6_Colour_Integration.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Planning/Pos1_Light.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Planning/Good_Practice_Note_on_Good_External_Lighting.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Planning/Good_Practice_Note_on_Good_External_Lighting.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Our_Work/AONB_lights_fittings_BMizon.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Planning/Planning_and_the_AONB.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Publications/CCCV_LPS_Opt.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Publications/CCCV_LPS_Opt.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/uploads/docs/Publications/LandscapeCharacterAssessment_FULL.pdf
http://www.ccwwdaonb.org.uk/

