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      Appendix 2:  Consultation Report  

Statement of Community Involvement 

 

BCP Council consulted on the draft Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) for 6 weeks from 7 October 2019 to 18 November 2019. The 

Council contacted everyone who registered an interest in being contacted about local planning consultations. The Communications teams raised 

awareness through social media and a press release. Hard copies of the SCI were displayed in every library in the BCP Council area and the 

SCI was available on the Council’s website. The consultation attracted 27 responses, of which 7 responses were from organisations and 20 

responses were from the public. As a result of the responses, Highcliffe & Walkford Parish Council was added to the BCP database of general 

consultees. There were changes made to the SCI to update CIL procedures and commitments, and to include support to town and parish 

councils in neighbourhood plan making. Additional minor modifications were made to update the SCI and set out temporary changes to public 

consultation arrangements as a result of COVID-19.   

The table below shows the full representation, officer response and where relevant, the changes effected to the content of the SCI.  
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ID Comment by: Para 
 
Representation, Officer response, Action 

1 Cllr Nigel Brooks 
  

 Representation: The Highcliffe & Walkford Parish Council has commenced (September 2019) the process of bringing forward 
a Neighbourhood Plan for its Parish area. The Parish has appointed Jo Witherden Bsc (Hons) DipTP DipUD MRTPI, Dorset 
Planning Consultant Ltd as its consultant adviser.  In this respect please note that I am the contact for the Parish. 
Officer comment: Noted that the Parish Council formed in 2019. 
Actions: Check / Amend database contact. Add Highcliffe & Walkford Parish Council to the BCP database/list of General 
Consultees.  

2 Ms Jacqui Gissane 
 

 Representation: I believe it is important that all neighbours of a development area are informed by letter. This does not just 
include immediate neighbours. This is for tree work as well. It is not up to the council employees to decide whether or not it 
affects neighbours. Council staff are sometimes not familiar at all with the area. Notices on poles fences lampposts et cetera 
do not always remain where they are fixed. 
Officer comment: Noted. Case officers will ensure that an appropriate number of site notices are erected to bring the matter 
to the attention of those affected. Consultation is carried out in accordance with the statutory requirement. Actions: None. 

3 Mr Allen Hodges 
 

 Representation:  I agree with your aims in the above and hope these are implemented in full, which in my opinion were not 
always followed by the previous Poole council. In my area (Merley) we have been informed by website and councillor flyers 
outlining surgery meetings. If the subject is of special interest, like the planning application for land north of Merley, we meet 
as required at Merley Social Club. 
Officer Comment: Support noted.  
Action: None. 

4 Mr Chris Kelly  Representation: With the Brexit farrago still to be settled, I have absolutely no confidence that anything the public suggests / 
wants will have the slightest difference / influence on council decisions. 
Officer Comment: Noted. There is a statutory requirement for councils to produce a SCI every five years. When responses 
are received to local plan consultations, these are used to inform development of a plan..   
Action: None. 

5 Mr David Laidler  Representation: All planning applications for HMOs should require letters to neighbours and site notices in the locality. 
Officer Comment: Noted. Case officers will ensure that an appropriate number of site notices are erected to bring the matter 
to the attention of those affected. Consultation is carried out in accordance with the statutory requirement. Action: None. 

6 Mr Richard Laws  Representation: Regarding planning applications I consider it a retrograde step to reduce displays of the yellow notice of 
intended development that used to be automatically displayed for any development. It is of genuine public interest for all sorts 
of neighbours [ not necessarily simply the neighbours either side especially where a proposed development could ’set a 
precedent’ and may impact greatly on the larger community as a result. 
The planning officer may consider it a minor change/ development but that may not be the view of the larger community 
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ID Comment by: Para 
 
Representation, Officer response, Action 

considering the long-term impact. 
Please consider reintroducing these for all planning applications.  
Officer comment:  We are committed to engagement and consultation on planning applications in line with legal 
requirements. .  See SCI Section 3, Table 1 which sets out statutory consultation requirements for various categories of 
planning application. 
Actions: None.   

7 Mr Martin Smalley  Representation:  I believe that plans that directly effect the neighbours of a planning application should be notified in person 
In addition details should be posted next to the property where the application is being made 
Officer comment:  Noted.  The statutory requirements for advertising and consulting on categories of planning application 
differ according to development type but where relevant these requirements are exceeded to ensure that notification reaches a 
wider audience to ensure affected parties are made aware of an application. 
Actions: None. 

8 Mr B Walker  Representation:  We live close to the new home building site, just by the junction of Hayes lane and Wimborne road west, 
that has several hundred houses being built. We were sent no details or plans of the site. We were not notified of details of the 
road works etc. The amount of houses being built is what it is, homes for people that need them. Not a problem, it's a matter of 
having to be built everywhere nationally. 
The problem is the lack of change of info structure. Wimborne road west is already falling to pieces. The large lorries are just 
totally destroying it. Is a new medical centre being built to assist our already very overcrowded Doctors surgery. Is the hospital 
at Poole going to get back an A & E rating. Is a new larger road planned to cope with all the increased traffic. Are the local 
(already overcrowded) schools being increased in size/ funding. Is a bus service actually going to run along Wimborne road 
west!  Sorry, very boring questions I'm sure, but very important to all of this areas thousands of residents, very many of 
whom are not youngsters, but still pay all taxes and put many thousands of pounds into the areas economy. If nobody says 
anything, nothing gets done. 
Officer comment:  Noted. Comments relate to the local plan and planning application processes.  , The BCP SCI sets out 
that the council is committed to engagement and consultation on planning applications and plan making in line with legal 
requirements. On large sites or for major applications, normally more than one site notice is posted and site allocations are 
subject to public consultation through the local plan process.  
Actions:  None. 

9 Mr Oliver Ward 
 

 Representation: In response to your news email about “Community Involvement in planning” I think there needs to be serious 
consideration to the whole neighbourhood/community when considering planning applications for Houses of Multiple 
Occupancy / Bedsits. I don’t think there is enough consideration to the impact these can have on more than just the houses 
adjacent to the proposed site. Having gone through this personally (a HMO backs onto our property) and raising complaints / 
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Representation, Officer response, Action 

challenges to the proposal, I think if you had considered the whole neighbourhood then there would be some serious 
challenges to having one of these in an area that is predominantly a family neighbourhood with close proximity to a school. 
The impact of a HMO is the increase in waste, more vehicles, anti-social behaviour (in our case the first occupants who’s room 
was within a couple of metres of our garden were very boisterous with a poor choice in language who stayed up late – not 
great in a family location!) I know that the law allows these properties to be converted with limited planning approval but I’m 
sure the council has the power to control where these properties are built/converted, especially if the whole community was 
made aware and rejected the proposal. 
Officer comment: Noted. We are committed to engagement and consultation on planning applications in line with legal 
requirements. See SCI Section 3, Table 1 which sets out statutory consultation requirements for various categories of planning 
application. 
Actions: None. 

10 Mr M Watts 2.29 Representation: If ‘Community Involvement’ is a key objective of these proposals then I believe that ‘The Community’ should 
have more involvement in how Community Infrastructure Levy monies is spent. I would like to see some proposals on how 
priorities for spending CIL monies is determined such as; Those living closest to the development that is funding the CIL would 
be involved, Local Planning Groups in the affected area would be involved, proposals for the spend could be published or 
notified for residents to comment, Communities are asked to propose schemes for CIL involvement and a register of them 
kept/published for residents to ‘vote’ on best use of the monies…. 
Officer comment:  15% of CIL is set aside in a neighbourhood portion fund (or 25% in areas where there is an adopted 
neighbourhood plan).   Any community group or individual affected by development can apply for funding for community 
projects via the bidding process for that area, set up for communities to identify how they want their neighbourhood portion to 
be spent. The Council is currently reviewing the 3 legacy area approaches to CIL spend to align across the BCP area.  
Actions: Update CIL spend procedure. 

10 Mr M Watts  3.0 Representation:  I object strongly to proposed changes in section 3 where BCP propose to make sending letters to 
neighbouring properties, an alternative option to a site notice, subject to Officer discretion. 
I object to this proposal because I believe it reduces Community Involvement for residents in Poole 
I believe it will lead to Officers always or in the most part, opting for a site notice. This proposal will effectively reduce 
Community Involvement  as it is a big step to removing individual neighbouring residents from the consultation process and 
leaving things solely to the discretion of the BCP Planning Dept. who have other interests than protecting neighbours from 
intrusive developments, it has a high risk of residents being completely unaware of proposed developments opposite or next 
door to them. 
Site notices posted on nearby lamp posts do not satisfactorily replace a letter to neighbouring residents, as there are many 
householders who are unable to scour the street every day looking for site notices, and the site notices get deliberately cut 
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Representation, Officer response, Action 

down or 'blown away’ (Possibly by the applicant so that they get fewer objections), they are more likely to mean that the time 
to comment has closed before a resident spots the notice. This part of the proposal should be rejected in favour of ensuring 
property owners that ‘neighbour’ proposed developments should be individually notified by letter (or eMail if the resident has 
agreed that option). 
Officer comment:  Noted. Case officers will ensure that an appropriate number of site notices are erected to bring the matter 
to the attention of those affected. Consultation is carried out in accordance with the statutory requirement.  
.  
Actions: None. 

11 D.T Wootten  Representation: Good morning, Firstly, I don’t live in the Bournemouth part of the BCP patch. However along with, and I 
suspect many others, I have long been uncomfortable with the idea of one part of The Council, the BID, applying to another 
part for planning permission. To me this smacks of “marking your own homework !!” Quite how you sort this I don’t know, apart 
from importing some independent “consultants “ and that sounds very expensive 
Officer comment:  Noted.   
Actions: None 

12 N Maclaren 
 

 Representation: When a planning application is submitted it would be helpful if leaflets could go out to all households in the 
nearby streets. All those with land and property that directly joins the land that the planning application is for at the very least 
could receive a letter. The current method of putting a small, coloured notice on a lamp post is just too easy to miss. 
Officer comment:  We are committed to engagement and consultation on planning applications in line with legal 
requirements. See SCI Section 3, Table 1 which sets out statutory consultation requirements for various categories of planning 
application. 
Actions: None 

13 Gorny. K.  
 

 Representation: I believe neighbour notification letters should be sent out as well as posting site notices. It should also be the 
Council's responsibility to remove out-of-date site notices, including the string or ties that affix them to lampposts or other 
street furniture. 
Officer comment: We are committed to engagement and consultation on planning applications in line with legal requirements.  
See SCI Section 3, Table 1 which sets out statutory consultation requirements for various categories of planning application. 
Actions: None. 

14 Jayne Browning  Representation:   Please consider an easily accessible app for all local statutory services ( health and social care) local 
charities , schools, clubs , local business initiatives ( ie philanthropy groups ) etc to be able to advertise their events or 
activities  . This could also be individuals setting up groups. A great social prescription service directory that all in the 
community can feel part of will be invaluable. 
Put in your postcode or interest for a list of events nearby. Or be able to put a call out for help with a project or to suggest a 
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Representation, Officer response, Action 

c25k event or put together a bh live or Poole park associates  free walking event aimed at age groups , shared car shopping 
trips , carers events and a help link for bcp staff to put travel plans together to enable people to attend.. I could go on and on! 
I’m an occupational therapist in bcp Asc Poole and know just how invaluable this resource would be for staff as well as public. 
It would need.to be managed by full time staff with a commitment to keep the adds up to date, relevant and authenticated. 
I have another suggestion regarding transport issues please forward to correct area for consideration ... why not consider a 
boardwalk style pathway along the entire beachfront . So that Bikes , scooters , skateboarding is allowed and encouraged .. 
pedestrians have to wait to cross - think LA Venice beach . Our beach is as good as that but the shared pedestrian walkway 
causes accidents and prevents commuting opportunities. It’s lovely and flat and a great way to join Christchurch Bournemouth 
and Poole together easily. What would be nicer than hiring a beryl bike and doing all three towns when on holiday. 
Officer comment: Noted. Feedback forwarded to corporate team responsible for BCP Community Engagement Strategy.   
Actions: None. 

15 Judiith Atkinson 1.2  Representation: My husband and I were involved in the planning process and seriously engaged in deciding the fate of 
houses 5 and 7 Clarendon Road, by writing our objections along with many other residents. However, at Appeal all our 
"engagement" was for nothing as the houses and gardens are to be demolished and replaced by 19 flats.  Why would 
residents and myself bother to become involved and engaged in planning again if all to no avail? I agree with  paragraph 1.10, 
but again, what is the point if the Appeal Inspector grants planning permission to the developer after the community objects to 
the development? Is this system really democratic when large numbers of residents object to planning proposals, and time 
and time again they are overruled on Appeal 
Officer comment: Noted.  
Actions: None. 

16 Gladman 
Developments 
 

 Representation:  It is noted that the Council has also prepared a Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) published 
alongside the Issues Consultation. The SCI sets out policy on the involvement of those who have an interest in matters 
relating to development in their area. Section 19 of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) requires 
development plans to be prepared in accordance with the Local Development Scheme, to have regard to national policies and 
guidance and to the Sustainable Community Strategy and to comply with the Statement of Community Involvement.  
Incorporating the requirements of the 2004 Act, BCP Council will need to ensure that the plan has been prepared in 
accordance with the SCI and that the outcomes of consultation submitted with the plan. Ultimate the Council must 
demonstrate that the SCI accords with its aim of engaging a wide section of the community. In taking the plan forward through 
the various consultation stages, the Council should satisfy itself that it has met statutory consultation requirements and that it 
continues to proceed in accordance with its SCI. 
Officer comment: Noted.  
Actions: None. 
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Representation, Officer response, Action 

17 Mrs Diane Campbell 
 

 Representation:  Have read this statement but disagree that you listen to the community. I think you have decided what you 
want to do and no amount of comments will change this plan.  I have spoken with the Leader and other councillors and we 
collected over 2000 signatures to support an Ice rink for Poole after we were unsuccessful in keeping the Ark rink open after 
councillors refused to support it We have tried in vain to get a meeting with Councillors. What are young people supposed to 
do in the evenings/weekends and holidays in Poole. A Christmas rink in Bournemouth is not the answer (and SO expensive) 
The council say they are concerned about drugs and crime figures for young people but that is rubbish if they are not willing to 
support healthy/affordable activities for the people who will soon be voting for their local councillors. When is this new council 
going to wake up and REALLY going to put the residents first. I am not sure why I am wasting my time writing this as I know it 
will be disregarded but I am going to send it anyway. 
Officer comment: Noted. 
Actions: None. 

18 Dorset Local Nature 
Partnership 

 Representation:  
 The Dorset Local Nature Partnership (DLNP) was established in 2012 with a role to:  
• • Provide leadership for those working to protect and enhance the environment in Dorset;  

• • Advocate the good management of Dorset’s natural environment for its own sake and the many benefits it offers;  

• • Articulate the importance of Dorset’s natural environment to economic and social wellbeing;  

• Ensure that the natural environment is taken into account in policy and decision-making.  
 DLNP welcomes this opportunity to comment on the BCP Council’s SCI consultation. We support the principles set out within 
the SCI; however we are disappointed that there is no mention of engagement with (or any reference to) DLNP. We recently 
responded to the Council Plan consultation and were pleased to see the inclusion of ‘Sustainable environment: leading our 
communities towards a cleaner, sustainable future that preserves our outstanding environment for generations to come’ as a 
priority area within the plan – we therefore see that BCP is committed to investing in the area’s natural environment so we 
hope the missing reference to DLNP was simply an oversight.  
While Local Nature Partnerships are not covered under the Duty to Cooperate there is clear guidance that we should be 
engaged with in the development of local plans and other planning documents:  
1) The Guidance on Plan-Making1 (September 2018 – updated March / July 2019) states: a. Statement of Common Ground: 
signatories and arbiters - who are additional signatories to the statement of common ground? (Paragraph: 023)  
 
• Additional signatories will be those bodies who have a role in the matters covered in a statement of common ground, 
and with whom an authority needs to cooperate in order to plan for these matters. These may include: other relevant public 
bodies (such as: Local Enterprise Partnerships, Local Nature Partnerships, and the Marine 
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Representation, Officer response, Action 

b. Paragraph 030: Are other public bodies subject to the duty to cooperate? c. Paragraph 043: What evidence might be 
needed to plan for the natural environment and biodiversity?  
 
Management Organisation in coastal areas); other authorities (such as county councils, combined authorities without plan-
making powers, and strategic policy-making authorities outside of the area covered by the statement); infrastructure providers; 
or any other non-government organisations (such as advisory bodies) the authority cooperates with to address strategic 
matters through the plan-making process.  
Certain other public bodies are also subject to the duty to cooperate. These are prescribed in the Town and Country Planning 
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 as amended. These organisations are required to cooperate with local planning 
authorities and county councils in England, and the other prescribed bodies. All parties should approach the duty in a 
proportionate way, tailoring cooperation according to where they can maximise the effectiveness of plans. Local Enterprise 
Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships are not subject to the requirements of the duty, but local planning authorities and 
county councils in England, and prescribed public bodies must cooperate with them. Local planning authorities must have 
regard to their activities when they are preparing their local plans, so long as those activities are relevant to plan-making.  
All planning policies and decisions need to be based on up-to date information about the natural environment and other 
characteristics of the area including drawing, for example, from River Basin Management Plans, Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty Management Plans, Green Infrastructure Plans (including environmental net gain and Nature Recovery Networks), 
Tree and Woodland Strategies, and landscape character assessments. Working with Local Nature Partnerships and other 
public bodies where appropriate, this should include an assessment of existing and potential components of ecological 
networks, biodiversity resources and landscapes. 
2) The National Planning Policy Framework2 (February 2019) states: a. Paragraph 25: Strategic policy-making authorities 
should collaborate to identify the relevant strategic matters which they need to address in their plans. They should also 
engage with their local communities and relevant bodies including Local Enterprise Partnerships, Local Nature Partnerships, 
the Marine Management Organisation, county councils, infrastructure providers, elected Mayors and combined authorities (in 
cases where Mayors or combined authorities do not have plan-making powers).  
3) The Natural Environment Guidance3 (updated 21 July 2019) states: a. Paragraph 007: The green infrastructure strategy 
can inform other plan policies, infrastructure delivery requirements and Community Infrastructure Levy schedules. In view of 
their potential scope and use, authorities need to collaborate with neighbouring authorities and stakeholders such as Local 
Nature Partnerships, Health and Wellbeing Boards and Local Enterprise Partnerships when developing green infrastructure 
strategies.  
b. Paragraph 10: Planning authorities and neighbourhood planning bodies can work collaboratively with other partners, 
including Local Nature Partnerships, to develop and deliver a strategic approach to protecting and improving the natural 
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environment based on local priorities and evidence. Equally, they need to consider the opportunities that individual 
development proposals may provide to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity and contribute to habitat 
connectivity in the wider area (including as part of the Nature Recovery Network).  
c. Paragraph 11: Local Nature Partnerships and similar partnerships working to conserve wildlife can be a useful source of 
information for existing ecological networks.  
We therefore recommend that the DLNP is included within the SCI and we would welcome reference being made to our 
Strategy and Vision4 (2014) and the engagement with BCP and other stakeholder in line with the inclusion of the Dorset Local 
Enterprise Partnership. BCP is represented on the DLNP Board by Cllr Felicity Rice (with substitute representation from Cllr 
Chris Rigby) and with officer support from Kate Ryan and Larry Austin, and we are keen to continue engaging with the 
Planning Policy Team.  
DLNP has worked with the former councils since its formation and we have continued to engage with BCP Council on areas of 
work including green infrastructure (including the Stour Valley Park), nature-based health and wellbeing and climate change. 
We look forward to continuing to work with BCP Council including in the development implementation of the Local Plan and 
associated documents and strategies. I hope you find the above comments helpful. Please contact me on the details above 
should you require further clarification regarding this response. 
Officer comment: Noted. The SCI signposts the Specific and General Consultee bodies as defined in Town & Country 
Planning Regulations 2012 (in Appendix 3). The SCI also clarifies that BCP hold a consultation database of those who have 
requested to be kept informed of emerging development plan and supplementary planning documents.  The DLNP is an 
existing consultee on the BCP consultation database and will always be consulted on local plans and other planning 
documents and the ongoing working relationship with the DLNP will be welcomed.  
Action:  None.  

19 P Fenning 3.10 Representation:  The current planning system is not working as BCP Planning Committee moves from Christchurch to 
Bournemouth to Poole. This discourages a Christchurch Resident from attending say a planning meeting in Poole when a 
Christchurch planning application is debated. A starting time at 1pm or 2pm discourages many working people from attending. 
The planning system should be bottom up not top down. I consider that recent comments about public participations shows an 
active disrespect for the views of local residents. Often local residents have a greater knowledge of their area than a planning 
committee councillor is who is elected in Poole and has to decide on a Christchurch planning application. Frequently 
Christchurch Planning officers do not know local planning issues because they do not reside in Christchurch. It is high time 
that the practice of permitting amendments to an application during public consultations means more work for officers and 
engenders a hearty disrespect for BCP and its officers. QW eave a case here where an application has forced 3 bouts of 
consultation by last minute changes. The case is 8/19/1212. Neighbour consultation had been completed to a deadline of 
9.10.2019 – public consultation had a deadline of 18/10.2019. But site notice stated 15/10/2019.  On 18/10/2019, new 
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information and drawings were added to the website and consultation extended to 31/10.2019.  Now new items are being 
added to the website but not yet there (on15/11/2019) and the deadline for comments extended to 5/12/2019.  Do the officers 
really expect the public to keep an eye on this website daily?  It is high time that applicants submit an application and that is it.  
Applicants do not bother to pre-discuss with planners, and then when viewing residents comments, make amendments and 
cause re-consultation.  This must stop as certain developers use this procedure on a regular basis. Are some applicants 
charged financially for the time taken in carrying out such reconsultations?  I attend regular meetings of our town centre 
residents (Christchurch Citizens Association) and there is an increasing air of disgust and discomfort on such planning 
matters.  I agree to come forward with constructive proposals to involve the public. 
Officer comment: Noted.  The decision was taken to rotate planning committees across the offices of the three preceding 
council areas.  Residents are able to sign up on the council’s website to receive notifications of planning applications 
submitted in their local area.  Residents and interested parties can also access weekly lists of applications within defined ward 
boundaries. Currently due to the COVID-19restrictions planning committee is being held virtually.  
Actions: None.  

20 Hurn Parish Council 
 

 Representation:  
Councillors consider Parish Councils to be very important representatives of residents within their area. They understand the 
local issues of their residents. The Parish Council is currently a consultee on planning applications with their Parish area, but 
consider that they should also be a statutory consultee on all tree applications in the Parish. Being a rural Parish, this is very 
important. Councillors are very keen to work with BCP on all stages of the development of the Local Plan for the benefit of 
residents. 
Officer response:   BCP Council (Christchurch) consult a small number of parish and town councils that have requested to be 
notified of tree work applications in their area, including Hurn Parish Council.  Treework applications are accessible via the 
Council’s planning applications search facility. Customers can use the online system to search weekly lists/updates of 
treework applications within defined ward boundary.  
Action:  None. 

21 Broadstone 
Neighbourhood Forum   

3.10 Representation:   
While the concept of a flexible approach to publicising planning applications was appreciated it was felt that to leave the 

decision as to how a specific planning application notification should be communicated to the public to a single officer could 

restrict the level of public awareness. This could disadvantage residents who might otherwise want to express a view. It is the 

opinion of the Forum that letters of notification should be sent to all directly interested parties ie those whose properties are in 

direct contact with the application site, or are directly opposite since they could be most affected. In addition site notices 

should be posted. In other words follow what was the process adopted by the former Borough of Poole. 
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Officer comment:  Noted. We are committed to engagement and consultation on planning applications in line with legal 

requirements. See SCI Section 3, Table 1 which sets out statutory consultation requirements for various categories of planning 

application. 

Actions: None.  

22 Christchurch Town 
Council  

After 2.28.  
 

Representation:  It is with deep regret that the draft Statement of Community Involvement does not seek to extend its 
principles of advising and assisting in the neighbourhood planning process other than helping those groups establish 
themselves as a neighbourhood forum under the Regulations/Act. There is no acknowledgement whatsoever of extending 
“advice and assistance” to the existing parish councils and indeed the newly established Christchurch Town Council and 
Highcliffe and Walkford Parish Council. This seems like a missed opportunity for BCP Council in willing to engage with one of 
its key partner Councils and indeed conurbation communities within its own jurisdiction. 
 
This is all the more amplified by the position taken by BCP Council’s immediate neighbouring Local Planning Authority – 
Dorset Council. Dorset Council’ emerging Statement of Community Involvement extends such advice and assistance to a 
“qualifying body” which encapsulates Town and Parish Councils as well as those seeking to establish themselves as “Forums” 
under a forum application. To quote directly from Dorset Council’s draft Statement of Community Involvement there is a clear 
endorsement in seeking to work in partnership and empower all those bodies who qualify under the Act/Regulation: 
 
Dorset Council will also offer support, advice and assistance to groups undertaking neighbourhood planning activities. The 
support offered will be tailored to the needs of the group, but may include attendance at meetings, providing information and 
advice by email and over the phone, and directing the group to external sources of advice and assistance.”  
 
There is a clear direction of travel here and the type of support, advice and assistance available. BCP’s draft currently seeks to 
exclude offering this advice to Parish and Town Councils despite Dorset Council having a very significantly larger number of 
parish/town councils within its area. 
 
It is with regret that the opportunity to help both Christchurch Town and its neighbour Highcliffe and Walkford Parish council 
here in advancing their public commitments to start the Neighbourhood Plan process may be missed.  
 
Secondly, this may create BCP Council and its GIS, Planning Policy teams further resource implications in having to respond 
to numerous Freedom of Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations 2004 requests from both this Town 
council and/or its neighbours given that BCP Council is preparing its new Development Plan Documents also. The resource 
argument here may not be well-founded. In the spirit of co-operation; especially if the Town or its neighbouring parish councils 



12 
 

12 

ID Comment by: Para 
 
Representation, Officer response, Action 

wishes to have housing allocation policies in the emerging Neighbourhood Plans, it would serve surely to have an emerging 
BCP Local Plan and Christchurch Town Council Neighbourhood Plan in general conformity from the outset, rather than an end 
product as the law requires. This would save repeated requests from numerous retained consultants about any evidence-
base(s) being used and would help feed into the philosophy of plans being community led documents.  
 
Currently the approach to Neighbourhood Planning seems to exclude rather than promote inclusivity and this siloed approach 
may undermine lean and agile solutions to shared planning related issues. 
 
Council’s response:   
The SCI complies with the Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017 which introduced a requirement on LPAs to include within their 
SCIs their policies for giving advice or assistance on making and modifying neighbourhood development plans and on making 
neighbourhood development orders. The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 provide further details of the 
process of Neighbourhood Planning, including requirements for consultation and publication of neighbourhood areas, forums 
and plans.   The SCI has set out a table which states how we will discharge these requirements.  However, we can amend the 
text where appropriate to promote inclusivity for Town and Parish Councils where they wish to develop a neighbourhood plan.   
 
Action: 
Insert at para 2.28 on the last sentence after “neighbourhood forums” as well as Town or Parish Councils to become qualifying 
bodies.  Insert at third bullet point after “neighbourhood forum” Town or Parish Councils  

23 Dr Felicity Rice 
 

 Representation:   
I feel that community engagement going forwards will be essential to all the changes that are going to be happening over the 
next decade. I would like you to consider much earlier engagement with communities using skilled facilitators, from within 
BCP, and external community organisations such as Courage to Thrive CIC (or train up staff within the council on various 
innovative facilitation tools) (but mostly, it’s about being brave enough to engage at the beginning with residents and expla in 
the pros and cons in a way that allows discussion, questions and enough time).  
 
I also feel it is absolutely essential to engage in the younger population that will have to suffer the effects of climate change 
and need to be enabled to act in a positive way. The tool ‘Commonplace’ is a web platform that allows fair voice to all 
residents, which helps to balance input to any consultation process.  
Supportive and no comments on the scope or content which appear to be compliant with the requirements of the document.  
Officer Comment: Noted. The SCI clarifies in para 1.11 that when undertaking engagement with local communities on 
planning matters, BCP Council as the local planning authority will apply the Gunning Principles to promote engagement at a 
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formative stage.  We will consult widely reaching as many residents and groups as possible. We also have aspirations to 
change our methods of engagement and consultation as digital technology changes. However resources will be used to 
ensure the most cost effective methods of consultations are employed, coordinating consultations where we can and provide a 
high quality service.  This is set out in the SCI in paras 2.31 – 2.32  
Action: None  

24 Holdenhurst Village 
Parish Meeting 

 The process of Community Involvement is abusive when a Council uses the might of its power over the wishes and fears of 

local people.  The principle of Community Involvement is pivotal and must be much more than empty words. 

The new Statement of Community Involvement must contain strategies to ensure the “Gunning Principles” are implemented 

rather than aspirational. 

The Wessex Fields planning application and the Hicks Farm proposals deeply affect two ancient villages that are Conservation 

Areas.  Local residents who understand the fragility and vulnerability of these areas have been ignored and thoughtful 

alternatives are dismissed without proper consideration 

Wessex Fields:  

 Council is landowner, applicant and developer 

 2,500 responses from local people were simply ignored and the entire process led to mistrust with the Council 

 No consultation at the formative stage.  Residents were presented with a ‘fait accompli.’ 

 Holdenhurst Village Parish Meeting, although a tier of the local authority and consisting of local residents with a wealth 

of local knowledge, was ignored and refused “stakeholder” status 

 “Information days” were well attended, but only a few selected questions were subsequently addressed.  The 

remainder were simply ignored. 

 Development Team used Council P.R. resources to promote the scheme in the press, website and public media, 

emails to businesses and canvassing 

 Initial application was closed and 2,500 objections therefore invalidated.  Almost identical second application opened 

immediately leaving only a short window and those against the weighty scheme did not have adequate time to object. 

 Council planning officers with reservations about the scheme were ignored and a new person was externally sourced 

to push it through 

Hicks Farm and the Hicks Farm SANG proposals 
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 Council is again landowner, applicant and developer of these proposals 

 “Early” consultation was a heavily weighted questionnaire, ignoring any negative aspects 

 Consultation mainly took place outside of the Village.  Views of the local community were ignored over those of 

visitors to the area 

 The genuine concerns of the local community are being over-ridden 

 Good alternative suggestions have been dismissed out of hand, without adequate reason 

 

Although all these proposals have the ability to affect both Villages in the long run and all of the Green Belt adjacent to them, 

there was no engagement with the conjoined sister villages.  

Holdenhurst Village Parish Meeting would like to see advice on how and who to appeal to when residents feel they are not 

being seriously involved in matters concerning their own areas. 

 

Officer comment: Noted.  When running consultation on planning applications or strategic planning sites, policies and plans,  
the SCI clarifies at para 1.11 that the Gunning Principles will be applied.  As the local planning authority we will apply the 
Gunning Principles to promote engagement at a formative stage. It is our aim to consult widely, reaching as many residents 
and groups as possible and gather feedback to help inform decision making.  It is outside the scope of the SCI to comment 
directly on particular planning applications. Actions: None. 

25 Emily Kinson 
 
 

3.10 Representation: 
I think it is extremely important to maintain sending by post notice of planning applications to immediate neighbours, as you do 
currently in Poole, otherwise people might not find out until the workmen turn up on site!!  
Lamppost notices are not enough and most people don’t read the Echo - I have seen people removing signs from lampposts 
so that neighbours don’t see them.  Some people also don’t have the time or the access to keep looking at your planning 
website online.  Neighbourhood building work has such a huge capacity to impact people’s homes and daily lives, cause 
stress, anxiety and loss of amenity, etc, that I think it is essential that our Council continue to send out letters via the post. 
Officer comment : Case officers will ensure that sufficient site notices will be erected to bring the matter to the attention of 
those affected. Consultation is carried out in accordance with the statutory requirements.  
Action: None.  

26 Conor Niall O’Luby  
 

 Transport Analysis Guidance 

Local Highways Authorities must follow this guidance when planning transport interventions.  
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TAG gives detail on “the process of appraisal and associated requirements for transport interventions – from initial intervention 

genesis to the detailed appraisal required to support preparation of business or investment cases to support subsequent 

approval stages and through to post-implementation evaluation”. As I will show, Bournemouth failed to follow this guidance 

from the outset. 

‘1.1.2 The three stages in the Transport Appraisal Process are as follows 

● Stage 1 – option development. This involves identifying the need for intervention and developing options to address a 

clear set of locally developed objectives which express desired outcomes. These are then sifted for the better performing 

options to be taken on to further detailed appraisal in Stage 2. 

● Stage 2 – Further Appraisal of a small number of better performing options in order to obtain sufficient information to 

enable decision-makers to make a rational and auditable decision whether or not to proceed with intervention. The focus of 

analysis is on estimating the likely performance and impact(s) of interventions in sufficient detail. 

● Stage 3 – Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation  

At ‘1.1.5’ the document summarises the key principles that should be followed in the appraisal process 

● There must be a clear rationale for any proposal and it must be based upon a clear presentation of problems and challenges 

that establish the ‘need’ for a project 

● There must be consideration of genuine, discrete options, and not an assessment of previously selected option against 

some clearly inferior alternatives (my italics). A range of solutions should be considered across networks and modes. 

● There should be an auditable and documented process which identifies the best performing options to be taken forward for 

further appraisal. 

● There should be an appropriate level of public and stakeholder participation and engagement at suitable points in the 

process. In most cases this should inform the evidence-base which establishes the need for an intervention, guide the option 

generation, sifting and assessment steps, as well as informing further appraisal in Stage 2. 
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As the document makes clear at ‘2.2 Core elements of the process’ (Appendix 17), stakeholder engagement is at the heart of 

Stage 1 i.e. the start of the process. 

“Stage 1 should be informed by engagement with stakeholders on an on-going basis, tailored to the specific circumstances to 

ensure the approach is proportionate to the scale and complexity of the intervention. 

All interested parties – including local people (my italics), local authorities, regional partners, statutory bodies, businesses, 

environmental interests (my italics), transport users and operators – will need to be involved in the study and help shape 

decisions. Wide participation and consultation will be a key factor in gaining public support and gauging acceptability for 

options put forward in the studies (my italics). A strategy for involving these groups will need to be established early on in the 

study process... 

The document goes on to give some considerable further guidance as to engagement with stakeholders – including the public 

– at this initial stage. At ‘Generating options, 2.8.10’ it states:  

“a range of sources and approaches can be used to generate ideas” e.g.  

feedback from local stakeholders, colleagues, consultants, neighbouring authorities, and the public – it will be useful to seek 

views from people living and travelling within the affected geographical area on the types of intervention they consider 

appropriate (my italics).  

Still at Stage 1 of the process, at ‘Development and assessment of potential options, 2.10.18 – Public consultation’: 

“It is good practice to draw on evidence about the view of the public regarding potential options to gauge the level of public 

support and identify any (previously unidentified) public acceptability issues. These views can then be accounted for in 

selecting the better performing options to be taken forward for further appraisal in Stage 2”. 

Inherent bias, no meaningful local engagement, failure to follow guidance 

It is clear from the above that local people have to be involved in the earliest stages of transport intervention appraisal and 

options development, and that they must have the ability to influence the choice of options that might finally come forward. 
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However, in the development of the A338-Wessex Fields Link plans, local people and others – e.g. local ward members, 

environmental organisations – were only brought in at a late stage, when the option had already been decided upon, 

essentially to allow the Council to ‘tick’ a consultation box.  

In fact, as will become obvious, in complete contradiction to the requirements of the Transport Analysis Guidance, there never 

really were any options to consider, since the Council always intended to find a way to go ahead with the scheme, whatever 

the outcome of any so-called ‘optioneering’ and ‘engagement’. 

Involvement of the Local Enterprise Partnership 

The role of LEPs and their opaque nature is also a concern. To quote the National Audit Office Report on LEPs 

“LEPs themselves are not as transparent to the public as we would expect given that they are now responsible for significant 

amounts of taxpayers’ money. The Department did not set clear objectives for what it wanted to achieve through Growth 

Deals, meaning that it is difficult to assess their success”. 

Conclusions 

The public and their local representatives were not involved at the start of the appraisal process, as is required by the 

Transport Analysis Guidance. In addition, the ‘options selection’ process was biased towards confirming the A338-Wessex 

Fields Link as the final choice. Thus the whole process was flawed from the start. 

Such failures must be avoided in future consultations. 

Officer Comment: Noted.  The scope of the SCI is limited to strategic planning and planning applications, as such it does not 

include methods of consultation used by BCP as a highways authority It is beyond the scope of an SCI to comment on 

particular planning applications. However your comments may inform the development of the emerging BCP Community 

Engagement Strategy. Your comments have been passed to the Community Engagement team and to transport policy.   

Action: None.  

27 Viewpoint Residents  Representation:  
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Association A few comments on Planning Process which I hope you will consider. 
There is a lot of emphasis on the Council wanting to include the public and community bodies in the early stages of 
applications. This is both laudable and prudent if done properly as it identifies potential issues thus reducing both time and 
man hours in future decision making, with the added benefit of avoiding conflict with the local community. However, this does 
not appear to be currently happening - the ‘Community Working Group’ is in limbo and earlier ‘local forums’ stopped. There 
needs to be an active body to enable active Council : Community interface. Maybe this could happen at a local level when pre-
application advice is sought. 
 
Also, the 21 day period during which members of the public can make comments can be completely missed by residents if the 
application is registered in July, August or December. During these months either there could be an automatic extension to the 
‘comments time’, or applications not accepted during the main holiday periods. The latter would have the added benefit of 
enabling an overloaded Planning Department to catch up on outstanding applications. 
 
It would appear that applications are assessed in isolation, and other local applications not taken into consideration. Surveys 
can take place without realising that close or adjacent properties have approval for development, but the work has not begun. 
This can lead to over-development, with considerable impact on local infrastructure, increased traffic and on-street parking. 
Maybe a map showing where applications have been approved, and new applications submitted may show this more readily.  
Transparency of the website – unfortunately the website is not easy to navigate;  
 
- it is inconsistent in recording street names, e.g. St Peters Rd & St Peter’s Rd (appears twice, with and without the 
apostrophe);  
- searches throw up a lot of irrelevant information. A couple of examples - ‘Cherry Close’ throws up ‘Cherry Court’ in Wetherby 
Close and tree applications for cherry trees; and Mount Road includes ‘Crichel Mount’ 
- and on roads such as North Road, Sea View and even Mount Road, you have to be precise on the location, as the road is 
deemed to be ‘too long !’  
It is very easy to completely miss applications as they don’t readily surface in what you believe to be a valid search. 
And, when a development has subsequent variations, it would be very useful to have the original outline permission refreshed 
i.e. the original application details so that a proper assessment can be made without trolling through multiple applications of 
'variations'. 
Officer comment: Noted. The scope of the SCI cannot address operational issues with the website. Further, it will apply the 
statutory periods of time for consultation across the BCP area which maintains a consistent approach.   Residents are able to 
sign up on the council’s website to receive notifications of planning applications submitted in their local area.  Residents and 
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interested parties can also access weekly lists of applications within defined ward boundaries. Residents can also use  
Planning Finder, https://www.planningfinder.co.uk/ to view applications in their local area. 
Action: None 

 

https://www.planningfinder.co.uk/
https://www.planningfinder.co.uk/

