
NDDC Formal Response: 
 
From: Ed Gerry  
Sent: 17 December 2018 16:49 
  
Dear Sally, 
  
Thank you for consulting North Dorset District Council on the pre-submission version of the neighbourhood 
plan. The Council welcomes receipt of the document and looks forward to continuing to work with the 
neighbourhood plan group as the submission version of the plan is finalised early in the new year. 
  
Kind regards, 
  
Edward Gerry 
Planning Policy Team Leader 
  
 
 

 
NDDC informal Comments: 
 
My colleague, Olly Rendle (Environmental Assessment Officer), has been through the Draft SA/SEA of the 
Blandford + NP and has sent me the comments set out in the email below. However, as was the case with 
previous comments that I sent you, I haven’t had an opportunity to consider or review his comments in any 
detail. Nevertheless, I am of the view that it would be of benefit for you to have sight of these comments 
sooner rather than later. I would be happy to discuss these comments in due course once we have both 
had an opportunity to consider them. 
  
Kind regards, 
  
Ed 
  
Edward Gerry 
Planning Policy Team Leader 
  
  
From: Oliver Rendle  
Sent: 04 December 2018 15:25 

To: Ed Gerry 
Subject: RE: Blandford + NP (Version 2) 
  
Hello Ed, 
  
I’ve had a look at the SEA of the Blandford Plus NP, particularly the consideration of alternatives as this is 
often the focus of legal challenge. 
  
There are 3 requirements to the consideration of options set out by legislation and case law: identification 
of options; assessment of options; and reasons for selecting and rejecting the alternatives. Each is 
considered in my comments below. 
  
Identification of options (paras 4.4 to 4.22) 
  
The SEA explains that the possible development locations were derived by using the SA of the Issues and 
Options stage of the Local Plan Review, which indicated that areas A, B, E, F and J have development 
potential. 
  
In terms of the type and quantum of development, the SEA states that a ‘development specification’ for the 
NP of 400 homes, 2/3 FE primary school, 2ha employment land, and highways improvements was agreed 
with NDDC. 
  



A ‘simple capacity assessment’ was undertaken to determine the extent to which the land at areas A, B, E, 
F and J could accommodate the development specification agreed with the council. No further details of 
this assessment or process were provided but following this, 5 options were derived which included various 
combinations of areas A, B, E and F, but not area J. 
  
‘Validation’ of these options was undertaken prior to any assessment, which included a consideration of 
land availability. The five earlier options were reduced to four, with area J now included. 
  
Overall, the identification of options is not entirely clear, lacks some detail, and is difficult to follow in parts. 
  
Assessment of options (paras 4.23 to 4.24) 
  
Whilst I haven’t gone through each score to check for the accuracy and consistency, it appears that the 
SEA has quite extensively assessed the options against the sustainability objectives. 
  
Reasons for selecting/rejecting the alternatives (paras 4.26 to 4.28) 
  
The allocation to the north and north-east of Blandford was selected on the basis of the SEA scoring and 
the Local Plan policies B2 and B3. It provides no reasoning for rejecting options 2, 3 and 4. 
  
Cumulative impacts 
  
In addition to the consideration of alternatives, the SEA doesn’t appear to give any regard to the potential 
cumulative effects with development of this scale with existing development or approved development, for 
example through the Local Plan or existing permissions. Cumulative impacts are only mentioned with 
respect to the potential cumulative light pollution impacts with respect to options 3 and 4, and the in-
combination effects with the existing Blandford Camp. 
  
  
I would recommend that the SEA gives a clearer account of the identification of options, reasons for 
discounting options 2 to 4, and gives full consideration of the cumulative impacts. 
  
Hope this helps, let me know if you’d like anything more, 
  
Regards, Olly 
 
 

From: Ed Gerry  
Date: Friday, 30 November 2018 at 14:27 
  
Hello Jon, 
  
Thank you for your email below. In terms of significant comments I will aim to get these to you as soon as I 
can although as always it is a juggling act with a number of different work pressures my end!  
  
One of my colleagues has been through the pre-submission version of the plan and has emailed me a few 
comments. However, I haven’t had an opportunity to consider or review his comments in any detail. 
Nevertheless, I think it would be of benefit for you to have sight of these comments sooner rather than later 
and consequently I have set them out below. I would be happy to discuss these comments in due course 
once we have both had an opportunity to consider them. 
                                                                                     
  
Policy B10 and the Local Green Spaces Study (2018) – Further consideration may need to be given to the 
choice of sites selected/not selected for LGS status. Looking at their 2018 ‘study’ I note that the conclusion 
under most sites that I consider to be important is: “The site will not be designated as a Local Green Space 
… as it is already protected as Natural and Semi Natural Green Space in the North Dorset Open Space 
Audit & Assessment of Local Need.” The fact that sites are identified in the audit confers no automatic 
policy protection. The audit is somewhat dated and NDDC is unlikely to use it for any future plan or decision 
making. I would strongly urge sites like the Milldown, Angus Wood,  the Marsh and Ham, Woodhouse 
Garden, etc. to be re-considered for LGS status. 



  
By contrast, I note that areas of recently created amenity green space have been identified for LGS (e.g. 
LGS7, around Gurkha Road). I would dispute that these areas, although important to the amenity of local 
residents, are in the spirit of the LGS designation, in that they are not “demonstrably special .. and hold a 
particular local significance” – as per NPPF.  
  
It should also be noted that the final page of the 2018 LGS study is not readable due to formatting issues.  
  
With regards to Policies B11, B12 and B13, they make reference to conservation sub-areas (i to ix) – 
however these sub-areas derive from LP2003 Policy BL2 which is now deleted. I would therefore suggest 
removing reference to the sub-areas from the NP policies as it does not appear to add anything substantive 
to them.  
                                                                                     
  
Kind regards, 
  
Ed 
  
Edward Gerry 
Planning Policy Team Leader 
 


