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Regional Spatial Strategy Panel's Report
	Item for Recommendation:
	To consider the policy work necessary by this Council in the light of the Panel's recommendations

	Contributors:
Contact Officer:
	Chief Executive
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William Wallace, Head of Policy Planning

	Financial Implications:
	Increase in manpower costs of £50,000 per year for the next three years, coupled with £150,000 for meeting costs of consultants from revenue resources to be identified at a later date.

	Council Priorities:
	ENV1 H&H2 

	Recommendations:
	It is recommended that:

a) the Council now commits to the preparation of a Local Development Framework Core Strategy reflecting the Panel's recommended changes to the draft Regional Spatial Strategy;

b) an additional post of Assistant Planner be established from 1st April 2008 for a three-year period; 

c) a provision of £150,000 be made available for the appointment of consultants to produce Master Plans for the main housing urban extensions. 


1. Applicable Lead Member Areas
1.1 Environment; Resources.
2. Crime and Disorder – Section 17 Implications

2.1 None.
3. Equalities Implications

3.1 None.
4. Risk Implications

4.1 Loss of local control over the planning process; badly designed developments inadequately served; loss of benefits to the local community; unnecessarily damaging environmental impacts.
5. Introduction

5.1 The Panel appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government to advise on the draft Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West has now published its report. The publication is for public information and not for comment. A copy of the Panel Report is available in the Members’ Room.
5.2 The Secretary of State will consider the report of the Panel and will publish her proposed modifications to the draft Regional Spatial Strategy, probably in May, although no precise timetable has been set. These proposed modifications will be open to comment and objection, and the Council will wish to consider its views upon them when they are made public.

5.3 The Secretary of State will consider the comments on her proposed modifications and will then adopt the Regional Spatial Strategy. This is likely to be in the early autumn. At that point the new Regional Spatial Strategy will become, formally, part of the development plan, and will finally set the context for this Council’s Local Development Framework.
5.4 However, the Panel’s report itself provides a clear indication of what is likely to be in the Regional Spatial Strategy when it is adopted. It is critical that, in order to maintain control over the planning situation, the Council should now begin to prepare policies and plans to meet the requirements which the new Regional Spatial Strategy is likely to set.

5.5 Excerpts from some key passages of the Panel’s report are included in the Appendix.

6. General Comments
6.1 The Panel’s report has been produced to a tight timetable.  It shows signs of haste in drafting and contains some inconsistencies, ambiguities and errors. This should not distract attention from its main messages although it will be important to press the Regional Government Office to clarify these and ensure that they are not carried forward into the proposed modifications put forward by the Secretary of State.
6.2 Although there are several critical issues covered by the report, the most important is that of the level of growth. The Panel has paid considerable attention to the 2003 based household projections prepared by the Government. Questionably it has discounted the 2004 based projections which are broadly similar in their overall levels but are significantly different in the case of some individual local areas
. 

6.3 The 2003 based projections indicate an expected requirement for 28,200 dwellings per annum across the Region, compared with the draft Regional Strategy’s 23,000. The Panel recommends an overall level of development of 28,500 per annum. 
6.4 The Panel considers the lower figure contained in the draft Strategy would be inadequate to meet the growth proposed in the Regional Economic Strategy of the Regional Development Agency
. It considers its own proposals more realistic in the light of trend economic growth of 2.8% per annum and historical rates of migration and household growth. However it rejects the contention of the Regional Development Agency that aspirations for an economic growth rate of 3.2% should dictate higher levels of housing development
.
6.5 The approach of the Panel has also led it to propose a distribution of this new development which is very close to the local figures in the 2003 household projections. This detracts significantly from the draft Regional Spatial Strategy’s aim of increasingly focussing development on the Strategically Significant Cities and Towns (SSCTs) where most of the employment growth is expected, and may be criticised as a return to the approach of ‘predict and provide’. The Panel seeks to rebut this criticism
 but this rebuttal is not wholly convincing.
6.6 In making its recommendations the Panel considers that the draft Strategy places too much emphasis on linking housing growth to economic growth: it believes that there is a strong element of in-migration (such as retirement migration) to other rural parts of the region which is not driven by the economy and which needs to be accommodated.   

6.7 The Panel’s recommendations reflect recent Government emphasis on meeting housing demand in order to provide a wider choice of housing and reduce the affordability gap. This approach was advocated by the Kate Barker Report to the Treasury and underlies the Government’s stated aim of 3 million additional homes by 2020. It also lies behind such recent Government policy initiatives as the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and the requirement on local planning authorities to demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply, which were reported to the December and early January meetings of this Committee. While the Barker analysis may be considered partial and questionable, Government policy direction is clear.
6.8 One other area where the Panel has proposed substantial changes to the draft Regional Spatial Strategy is in transport policy. Here the Panel’s report found the draft Regional Spatial Strategy to be particularly weak and inconsistent. 

6.9 The remainder of this report will focus primarily on the Panel’s recommendations for the south east Dorset sub-region.

7. South East Dorset, General

7.1 The draft Regional Spatial Strategy proposed an ‘emphasis’ for the south-eastern part of the Region of ‘managing growth within defined environmental limits’
. This was one of three ‘emphases’ within the Region. The Panel rejects this triple subdivision and recommends that the south east of the Region be included with the north and centre of the Region where the emphasis is for ‘realising economic and other potential’
. This responds to views put forward by the local Strategic Planning Authorities who were concerned that south east Dorset might appear to be rejecting economic development. 
7.2 While this change may appear nuanced, it is important and represents a shift towards growth and away from environmental protection. It is consistent with current government policy for the promotion of housing and economic development. 
7.3 The Panel is clear that the settlements in the southern part of the District form part of the conurbation and are within the south east Dorset ‘SSCT’
. The implication of this is that policies which apply to the SSCTs (such as housing densities) will apply to these southern urban areas of the District.
7.4 As a corollary of this view, the Panel advocates a joint, comprehensive approach to planning the conurbation with a proposed new Policy SR7.1 which would state: 

Dorset County Council, Bournemouth Borough, Borough of Poole, Christchurch Borough, Purbeck District, East Dorset and North Dorset District Councils should plan for the balanced growth of the housing market area, particularly the conurbation (Bournemouth, Poole, Christchurch and parts of East Dorset and Purbeck Districts), maximising the use of previously developed land and buildings with urban extensions within a revised green belt. This will require co-operation, particularly at cross-boundary locations, through joint work on LDDs [Local Development Documents forming part of the Local Development Framework], addressing the distribution of financial contributions arising from Section 106 agreements and other funding mechanisms to deliver key infrastructure.
8. Housing – Levels of Growth
8.1 The Panel frames its housing recommendations in terms of Housing Market Areas. The Poole and Bournemouth Housing Market Area includes East Dorset and North Dorset. The following table
 sets out the proposed changes:

	Local Authority
	Draft RSS
	2003 household projections
	Panel proposals

	Bournemouth
	14,600
	14,731
	16,100

	Poole
	9,500
	10,419
	10,000

	Christchurch
	3,450
	4,223
	3,450

	East Dorset (including 200 in north of District)
	5,400
	7,185
	6,400

	Purbeck
	2,100
	3,286
	5,150

	North Dorset
	5,100
	8,376
	7,000

	Housing Market Area Total
	40,150
	48,220
	48,100


8.2 The closeness with which the Panel has aligned its proposals to the 2003 based projections at the Housing Market Area level (the two figures in the box) will be apparent. The 2004 based household projections, discounted by the Panel, reduce the HMA total figure from 48,220 to 46,518
. 
8.3 In finding the additional 8,000 dwellings which they recommend, the Panel has made the following proposals.
8.4 The Panel has rejected this Council’s contention that the urban extensions at Corfe Mullen, Ferndown and West Parley and north of Wimborne should be deleted
.
8.5 In addition, the Panel recommends that a further 1,000 dwellings should be found in smaller developments around existing settlements in East Dorset, although without specifying any particular locations. (There is a discrepancy between the text of the Panel Report which in paragraph 4.7.39 indicates the intention is for the 1,000 dwellings to be found on urban extensions, and the text of the Panel’s proposed policy SR7.4 which refers to a total of 3,800 dwellings ‘within East Dorset Urban Area’. This is a crucial ambiguity which requires clarification. However, the text of 4.7.39 appears to represent the Panel’s intentions.)

8.6 The Panel links this proposal to an evaluation of the urban structure across the northern part of the conurbation (essentially the outlying settlements within East Dorset). This arises from their view that the urban structure in this area appears to have ‘grown incrementally’ and was ‘open’ in nature with further scope for ‘infill’
. The Panel express concern that there will be pressure for further ‘incremental’ development in these areas
. It appears that the Panel may have had in mind what used to be termed ‘rounding off’ of settlements, although the proposed evaluation of the ‘urban structure’ also suggests that regard should be had to the relationship of new development to local centres, facilities and transport. This at least implies support by the Panel for a comprehensively planned approach to these additional urban developments.
8.7 The Panel has considered the scope for further urban intensification within the existing urban areas and concludes that this is limited. It therefore chooses the mid-point in the development ranges for housing within the urban areas of Bournemouth and Christchurch, although conceding that there should be a higher figure in Poole where town centre sites are producing more housing than expected
. There is no specific comment on the scope for urban intensification within the urban areas of East Dorset but unless the ambiguous text in proposed Policy SR7.4 is taken to mean that the 1,000 additional dwellings should be found by infilling within the existing built-up areas, it appears that the Panel have taken a similar view in East Dorset.
8.8 The Panel supports the relatively uncontentious proposal for an urban extension north of Christchurch, which already appears in the draft Strategy.
8.9 In addition, the Panel proposes a further urban extension of 1,500 dwellings at north Bournemouth (the Holdenhurst – Throop area)
. This would be contained south of the River Stour and would be a new addition to the Strategy.
8.10 The Panel also proposes a ‘western extension’ of about 2,750 dwellings. This would be in the area of Lytchett Minster in Purbeck District
, also on a greenfield site and would also be a new addition to the Strategy. 
8.11 The Panel also proposes higher figures for development in the ‘rural’ areas of Purbeck and North Dorset, still within the Bournemouth/Poole Housing Market Area
.

9. Levels of Growth and the Habitats Regulations

9.1 The Panel believes that the levels of development which it proposes, including the ‘western extension’, can be reconciled with the Habitats Regulations by strengthening the general Policy ENV1 and by a new local policy SR7.5. This latter would require ‘effective avoidance and mitigation of the potential adverse effects on the ecological integrity of the Dorset heathlands…’ and that the Local Development Frameworks will secure ‘appropriate and deliverable mitigation and mechanisms that will fund and enable implementation of these measures’
.
9.2 It is not certain that this is achievable. The effectiveness of the strategy of mitigation set out in the Interim Planning Framework for the Heathlands, which is largely based on the provision of alternative natural greenspaces to draw people away from the heathlands, is as yet unproven. The Panel’s confidence that the impacts of the additional levels of development it proposes can be fully offset may therefore prove to be misplaced. 
9.3 Both the modified Regional Strategy and individual developments will need to undergo Appropriate Assessment before they can be approved. The Secretary of State will be responsible for ensuring the proper Assessment of the adopted Regional Strategy.
10. Affordable Housing and Housing Densities

10.1 Affordable housing is covered elsewhere in the Panel’s report
. The Panel recommends against sub-regional affordable housing targets but sets an increased regional target of 10,000 affordable dwellings per annum, up from the 7,500 in the draft Strategy
. It recommends that the figure in Policy H1 of the draft Strategy (that 30% of all new housing across all the Local Authority and Housing Market Areas should be affordable) should be increased to ‘at least’ 35%, with local authorities specifying rates of 60% or higher in areas of greatest need
. 
10.2 It should be noted that this includes the developments undertaken by housing associations and others under the wing of the Housing Corporation, as well as an ‘affordable share’ on private development sites. It does not undermine – rather it reinforces – this Council’s policy of seeking an ‘affordable share’ of 40% affordable housing in private sector developments. The Panel also suggest high percentages may be achieved in urban extensions
.
10.3 The Panel recommends a modification to Policy H2 on housing densities, such that Local Planning Authorities should ‘aim to exceed the national indicative minimum net density of 30 dwellings per hectare; aspire to achieving a target net density of 40 dwellings per hectare averaged across all new housing provision in their respective Housing Market Areas; seek to ensure that the net density of housing development within the Strategically Significant Cities and Towns falls within the range of 40-50 dwellings per hectare with higher densities at the most accessible locations; and promote net densities of 40 – 50 dwellings per hectare or more overall in the planned urban extensions to Strategically Significant Cities and Towns and adjacent new communities’
.  
11.  Employment

11.1 The Panel notes the forecast job growth in the Housing Market Area (a more extensive area than the conurbation alone) is 45,400, and does not propose to make any adjustments to this
. It proposes a new Policy SR7.3 which would provide for 23,000 jobs at Bournemouth and 19,000 at Poole
. The Panel considers there should be an emphasis on development in the town centres of Bournemouth and Poole which are most accessible by sustainable modes of transport
.  It concludes there is a shortfall of 110 ha of employment land and the policy includes this as a target, with the search to be conducted ‘across the conurbation’. This appears to be a reference to the need for the two Boroughs to accept that provision outside their boundaries may go to meeting this requirement
. The Panel acknowledges the commitment to development at the Airport
 and supports urban extension area Q (Ferndown Industrial Estate). On one interpretation these areas of around 70 ha at the Airport and 20 ha at Ferndown would contribute to the 110 ha requirement.  However, the Panel report is ambiguous and the 110 ha may be in addition to these. This is a further area of the report which requires urgent clarification.
11.2 The concerns of the two Boroughs that development elsewhere in the conurbation should not undermine regeneration of their town centres are acknowledged. The Panel accepts that these should be the main centres for office and retail development
. The Panel rejects the option of phasing greenfield development to give priority to the regeneration, particularly of Poole
.  However, it does propose that the employment developments outside these two central areas should not compete with them
. This would imply restrictions on office development at both the Airport and at Ferndown. 
11.3 This restriction is not a serious concern as the proposed development at Ferndown has always been seen as ‘general industrial’, based on the strengths of the existing Ferndown and Uddens Estates.
11.4 However, the Panel does suggest that priority should be given to infrastructure investment linked to the regeneration, again particularly of Poole
. It considers that the link from the A338 Spur Road to the Airport development ‘can only be regarded as a longer-term project in terms of public finance and investment’ and finds it difficult to understand why it is not a planning requirement of the airport and business park developments, funded by the developer
. 
11.5 This position by the Panel overlooks the high costs of developing the roads to serve this strategically important site and, if carried through into the adopted Strategy, would raise questions about the practicability of this development.
12. Transport

12.1 It has been noted that the Panel has been highly critical of the transport content of the draft Strategy and has included extensive new policies setting out its proposals for a revised approach to the Regional Transport Strategy which is supposed to form part of the RSS
.

12.2 A new Policy, TRANs2, would set the aim of reducing the rate of traffic growth, and would require consideration of congestion charging in the conurbation, charging for parking to help reduce traffic demand, bus priority measures and ‘the promotion of more sustainable travel behaviour’
. The Panel recommends a new, regional, parking policy should be developed 
. 
12.3 A proposed new Policy TRANs3 would explicitly reject the request from the Highways Agency that development, including the urban extensions in south-east Dorset, should be held back to allow for highway solutions to be found
. 

12.4 However, the Panel does introduce a replacement Policy TRANs3, which requires that:
‘Regional stakeholders will work with the Highways Agency to manage demand in a way that minimises congestion on the trunk road network while meeting the requirements for development.’


The Panel does not make it clear how this may be achieved.

12.5 The Panel proposes that the A31 through the conurbation (i.e. the Ferndown and Wimborne bypasses) should be made a dual carriageway road
.

12.6 The A31 to Poole corridor improvements are supported as being of particular strategic significance
.

12.7 The Panel proposes that the strategy for the Bristol/Bath to South Coast Corridor (which includes the A350) should be a ‘corridor management approach’ with emphasis on reliability and resilience of journey times. Proposals should be developed to reduce the impact of traffic on the built and natural environment and to improve the quality of life of communities
.

13. Green Infrastructure

13.1 The Panel considers the draft Strategy’s approach is weak and proposes that strategic green infrastructure should be identified in a future review
. However the Panel makes specific reference to the suggestion put to them at the Examination in Public of the potential leisure role of the Stour Valley. The Panel recommends it should be the subject of a specific policy
. 
13.2 Whether or not the proposed strategic area will provide any mitigation of the pressure on the heathlands, as the Panel also hopes, will be considered in the work already put in hand by this Council and its partners in preparing the Heathland Development Plan Document. 
14. Master Planning

14.1 The Panel proposes the revision of Policy F on Master Planning to read:
Developers, local authorities and public agencies will ensure that major development areas, such as mixed-use developments and urban extensions to the SSCTs will be planned on a comprehensive and integrated basis within an overall master plan and phasing regime. These will be planned and developed as sustainable communities, which deliver a high quality of life through high standards of design and access and lowest practicable levels of energy and car use, protect and maintain environmental assets and landscape setting, avoid areas susceptible to flooding, reflect the heritage and provide the appropriate physical and social infrastructure. Local authorities should work closely with landowners, developers, stakeholders and service providers to achieve a master plan which takes account of the need to secure mixed and balanced developments, with high density development of housing of varied types and tenures averaging 40-50 dph and higher wherever possible, cycling, walking and public transport links, local cultural and retail facilities, and health care and education facilities commensurate with the expected population of the area. Master plans should also ensure provision of sufficient amenity space and green infrastructure to enhance the living environment and support biodiversity. Within urban areas and urban extensions, and where sites are close to public transport nodes, consideration should be given to increasing dwelling density to in excess of 50dph.

15. Concerns for this Council
15.1 Only part of the Panel’s report has been covered here, and the Council will need to work through the whole report with the strategic planning authorities, the Regional Assembly, and its fellow local authorities in the area. The opportunity for comment will be given when the Secretary of State publishes her proposed modifications in the early summer. 
15.2 However, Members will be aware that the Government has as high priorities both economic and housing growth, and the likelihood of achieving reductions in the housing targets proposed by the Panel is small.
15.3 In the meantime it is imperative that the Council should now begin preparation of Local Development Documents and master plans on the basis of the Panel’s recommendations.

15.4 The Panel’s proposals have created what your officers have long advised would be the ‘nightmare scenario’, particularly in that the proposal for 1,000 additional dwellings, apparently intended to be in the form of minor urban extensions
, puts the whole inner boundary of the Green Belt established through local plans and local plan inquiries over many years into question and review.
15.5 The Panel has set no phasing restrictions on its proposals for greenfield developments. The Council currently has an adequate 5-year supply of housing land under the current strategic plan, as reported to this Committee on 2nd January. When the new Regional Spatial Strategy is adopted, probably in the early autumn, it is likely that this will cease to be the case. Unless the Council can demonstrate that it is well advanced in preparing plans to implement the new Regional proposals it will be highly vulnerable to losing appeals on greenfield sites, potentially both major and minor.
15.6 Appeal sites may not be in the locations that the Council and local communities would have chosen. Different locations are available within the areas of search for the named urban extensions: the 1,000 dwellings proposed by the Panel on un-named sites could be almost anywhere around the edge of the urban areas, except where there are absolute constraints on development such as flood-plains and heathlands. The incremental approach to planning criticised by the Panel, and which the local authority has avoided for the last 25 years, may be renewed.
15.7 The designs prepared by developers may be of lower quality than would have been achieved if the Authority had set out clear design parameters in policy documents. The development industry in south-west England has a poor track record in design. Mediocre, peripheral housing estates, if allowed, will remain as part of the environment of the District for the next 60 to 80 years. 
15.8 The infrastructure, community facilities and benefits to the existing communities offered by developers are likely to be significantly below those which the Council could justifiably seek if it were to have investigated these needs and established its requirements for affordable housing, transport, drainage, green infrastructure, open space and community facilities in advance.
15.9 In the absence of clear requirements, foreknown, developers may over-bid for sites and be unable to afford the necessary infrastructure and community benefits.
15.10 Uncertainty over the location of future development will enhance greenfield land values, making the achievement of countryside open space and the alternative natural greenspaces necessary to offset impacts on Natura 2000 sites exceedingly difficult and expensive to achieve.

15.11 The rate of development could become uncontrolled. Senior officials at the Department of Communities and Local Government have indicated that the housing figures in Regional Spatial Strategies should be seen as a minimum. If higher levels of development are achieved, Government considers that this should be welcomed. There is a danger, in an unplanned situation, that the smaller greenfield sites especially would be built out too rapidly and further development might be demanded.

16. The Council’s Plan-making needs 

16.1 It is, therefore, essential that the Council now makes a formal commitment to preparing a draft Core Strategy for its Local Development Framework which reflects the Panel recommendations.  This commitment is a recommendation of this report.
16.2 It will be possible and necessary to modify the emerging Core Strategy to take account of the Secretary of State’s proposed and final modifications, so that the Core Strategy is in conformity with the adopted Regional Spatial Strategy.

16.3 Such a commitment does not take away from the Council’s right, or ability, to object to any of the modifications when they are proposed by the Secretary of State.

16.4 The importance and the scale of the work on the Strategic Housing Land Availability assessment, reported to this Committee at its meeting on 5th December has been immeasurably increased. It will be a main vehicle for considering locations for the proposed 1,000 dwellings on un-named greenfield urban extension sites and will feed into the Core Strategy.
16.5 Analysis of the potential sites will build on the technical studies already undertaken such as the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, but these will need to be augmented by studies of local landscape impact, nature conservation factors, traffic and transport, community facilities and their capacities, heathland mitigation sites and local flood risk and drainage. All these factors are specific to individual sites.

16.6 The potential sites requiring analysis are very numerous, and it is likely that many of those that are rejected will be pursued as far as the Public Examination, or through unwelcome planning applications. 
16.7 Originally, under the new planning system it was envisaged that the Core Strategy would be a strategic document which would not be site specific. Government now envisages Core Strategies as being able to go down to the level of precise land allocations, and sufficient detail to enable a direct step to be taken from the Core Strategy to a planning application. This has increased the amount of work required for its preparation. 

16.8 However, the Core Strategy alone cannot provide the necessary guidance to achieve satisfactory development and adequate infrastructure and other community benefits. This underlies the Strategy’s Policy for Master Planning, confirmed and modified by the Panel, which has been quoted in Paragraph 14.1 of this report.
17. Resources

17.1 The Council therefore has a major task and a very short time in which to make substantial progress if it is to keep control of the situation.

17.2 Joint working with Christchurch provides many benefits, but the Christchurch team is under-strength and will be fully occupied on development proposals within the Borough.

17.3 The existing structure of the Forward Planning Team at East Dorset is inadequate. Currently we have in post the Team Leader, who is full time and fully qualified; one fully qualified planner who is part time; and one career grade planner who is at college part time and is not yet qualified. It also has one part time administrator.  The Head of Policy Planning is also able to give assistance and support the process.
17.4 In addition the team also has a vacancy for a career grade planner, caused by the recent departure of the previous post-holder who was on a three-year contract funded out of Planning Delivery Grant, to take a similar but permanent position elsewhere.

17.5 It is essential that this post be made permanent and it was a number one priority in the business planning process for this post to become permanent when the PDG runs out in March 2009.

17.6 In addition it is essential for the team to be strengthened by the appointment of a full-time, qualified planner, experienced in spatial planning and policy work, whether by internal transfer or external appointment.

17.7 These staff are necessary to cover the preparation of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and the Core Strategy. 

17.8 In addition it is necessary for the Council to progress more detailed plans for specific sites, particularly the large urban extensions, in parallel to the Core Strategy. The original intention of the new Local Development system was that this should be done by Local Development Documents called Area Action Plans which would follow on from the adoption of the Core Strategy of the Local Development Framework. The urgency of the situation would now require these Area Action Plans to be prepared in parallel with the Core Strategy. These would effectively be master plans which could not be done by the existing team in this time because of the work on the Core Strategy and the need for specialist skills. 
17.9 While the formal processes of a Development Plan Document such as an Area Action Plan would allow full discussion, debate and examination of the options, the processes would be lengthy.

17.10 It is, therefore, recommended that the Council should prepare the Core Strategy in sufficient detail for the main issues of location, infrastructure, community contributions, greenspace and transport to be subject to informed public debate, while, at the same time, commissioning consultants to prepare Master Plans for the three main housing locations to give added detail on all these issues and on the key matter of urban design. These would form supplementary planning guidance and would provide a basis for dealing with planning applications, although they would not have the same clout as formal documents. The procedures for supplementary planning guidance would allow for public involvement, but would be considerably shorter than for any formal Development Plan Document. A budget of £150,000 would need to be earmarked to commission this work, which would be dealt with as separate projects.
18. Background Papers
18.1 Published works.
19. Appendices

19.1 Excerpts from the Panel Report.

APPENDIX 1 Excerpts from the Report of the Panel

The Spatial Strategy

0.27
As part of the development of the policy statement on the overall spatial strategy, the three emphases set out in the draft RSS are reviewed and it is concluded that the planning emphasis required in the south east of the region is similar to that required in the north and central parts of the region. The policy gradient between the north and east and the western parts of the region is identified as the most important policy issue and therefore it is proposed that there should only be two policy emphases and that Map 3.1 should be modified to become the illustration of the general extent of the two emphases.

The Sub-regional strategies

0.34
The Housing Market Area approach is adopted as a means of dealing with the trend based limitations of the DCLG Projections at the local authority area level. It is also considered to offer a more comprehensive and transparent approach. Within each HMA, locational proposals are only supported where cross-boundary issues could result in a “policy deficit”.

0.35
In setting out the distribution of housing development within each HMA, consideration has been given to the broad thrusts of the employment projections, but an overly rigid interpretation of self-containment is rejected. Nevertheless a balance between employment growth and housing provision is supported.

0.36
The level of housing provision is based on the 2003-based DCLG Projections, which identify higher levels of housing requirement, particularly in the HMAs in the rural and western parts of the region. This level of housing provision equates to the overall growth rate of 2.8%, whereas the economic development proposals are largely based on 3.2%. It is considered that this apparent discrepancy allows an element of flexibility for economic growth, while at the same time reduces the risk of overprovision of housing.

0.37
There is no need for any phasing of the greenfield land housing supply in order to support the brownfield regeneration process. Evidence from places such as Swindon supports the view that greenfield and brownfield development can be regarded as complementary and the contribution of both will be required to meet the projected demand.

0.38
The identification of the development areas proposed in the draft RSS is considered to be soundly based. Proposals are made in a number of HMAs for the release of additional development areas to meet the projected housing demand. It is considered that these areas reflect the principle of sustainable development and are consistent with the Habitats Regulations.

0.39
The scale of demand and the principles set out in Policies SD1-4 provide the exceptional circumstances to justify alterations to the Green Belts within the region. In our view the proposed Areas of Search do not threaten the integrity of the Green Belts. Proposed extensions to the Green Belts are rejected due to lack of justification.

0.40
In some cases a broader definition of SSCTs is adopted to reflect the evidence available on functional relationships between core urban areas and adjoining settlements, for example in South East Dorset. It is not considered that such changes challenge the broad thrust of the strategy.

0.41
Consideration is given to the phasing of the housing provision. It is concluded that the level of development should be spread evenly across the whole plan period. This implies an increase well above the rate proposed in the draft RSS.

0.42
The projected levels of housing provision in each HMA will require an acceleration in the rate of development. Action will be required to release the land required and the proposed modification to Policy J is intended to assist in this matter where cross-boundary action is required. There is insufficient evidence to allow judgments to be made on the relative importance of the items in the Lists of Key Infrastructure set out in the draft RSS. Proposals are made in certain HMAs for additional items of infrastructure where the evidence indicates they are required to support the strategy.

0.43
There is insufficient evidence to allow judgments to be made on the relative importance of the items in the Lists of Key Infrastructure set out in the draft RSS. Proposals are made in certain HMAs for additional items of infrastructure where the evidence indicates they are required to support the strategy.

0.44
The Panel are convinced that there are strategic dimensions to green infrastructure provision within the region such as the Stour River Valley in South East Dorset. Consideration should be given to this matter in a subsequent review of the RSS. Transport/Regional Transport Strategy.
0.45
Section 5 of the draft RSS cannot be regarded as an identifiable Regional Transport Strategy (RTS). The Panel concludes that the draft RSS should be recast as a RTS to meet the requirements set out in PPS11 founded on a new policy statement incorporating the main aim and objectives of the RTS.

0.46
Demand management will be required to achieve the main aim of reducing the rate of growth of traffic. Policies on Demand Management and Managing Demand from Development are proposed to make the approach to these matters more explicit. Guidance is given, for example, on the locations where congestion charging would be most appropriate.

0.47
Parking is an important component of demand management and the draft RSS does not include a policy on parking. A new policy is proposed which sets out a regional framework for parking provision.

0.48
Making urban areas work is critical to the achievement of the overall spatial strategy and an effective transport strategy for the SSCTs is considered to be essential. A new policy is proposed to provide for growth and regeneration, address congestion, safety and pollution and minimise the use of the strategic road network. The new policy also seeks consideration of the establishment of a Public Transport Authority for Greater Bristol as a means of achieving more effective integration of public transport and encouraging modal shift to more sustainable means of transport.

0.49
The improvement of public transport facilities and services will be essential to achieve a reduction in the rate of growth of traffic. A new policy is proposed to set out a framework for the improvement of public transport across the region.

0.50
The integration of action across the full spectrum of transport provision is the most effective approach to the achievement of the main aim and objectives. A transport corridor approach is proposed to obtain that integration. A general corridor approach is set out and specific action is proposed for eight strategic corridors, which are to be identified in a corrected Map 5.1.
The critical importance of the integration of the transport planning of the Greater Bristol area and other SSCTs with the planning of the Exeter to London Strategic Corridor is highlighted. A more measured approach is suggested for the planning of the “Second Route” in the Exeter to London via Salisbury and Basingstoke Strategic Corridor.

Housing

0.54
Consideration is given to affordable housing targets and it is proposed to modify Policy H1 to allow for an increased level of provision of affordable homes. It is proposed to increase the level of aspiration from 7,500 dwellings per annum to 10,000 dwellings per annum.

0.55
The draft RSS cannot provide added value to National Guidance in terms of the approaches to the provision of affordable housing. Sub-regional targets are rejected.

0.56
Draft RSS Policy H2 is unduly prescriptive and too narrowly focused. In view of the wide range of factors influencing density, it is proposed that a modified policy should express densities as indicative targets rather than firm requirements.

0.57
A slight modification of the densities applying to SSCTs is proposed to reflect the wide variation of circumstances across the region. This modification requires a consequential modification to Policy F.

Economy

0.63
The draft RSS would be enhanced by a more general policy setting out the general thrust of spatial development in terms of the economy of the region.

0.64
Further interpretation of the employment projections is required to provide guidance on economic development. We also conclude that there is an immediate need for further work on a region-wide approach to the provision of employment land in order to avoid inconsistency.

0.65
The SWRDA proposal to consolidate draft RSS Policies E1, E2, E3 and E4 into two policies should be modified to reflect the role of the RSS. The modification includes a requirement to identify and preserve a portfolio of the best employment sites.

0.66
There is a need for further evidence and for guidance on the scale of office development. Such guidance should be the subject of consultation and SA evaluation. Further work should be carried out prior to the next review.

0.67
Evidence demonstrates the prospect of significant levels of out-of-town office development in the pipeline. Policy TC1 should be modified to provide more adequate guidance on out of centre developments.

0.68
The identification of specific retail floor-space figures is not solely a matter for local planning. There is a need for a regional distribution of future retail demand that reflects the hierarchy of centres within the region. Further work is required to inform the next review. 
0.69
There is a need for greater clarification on the planning of retail centres outside the main strategic centres and for a new policy to set out the context for planning other centres within the region. The policy deals with the need for new regional shopping centres, strategic additions to existing out-of-town centres and new centres to serve new communities and urban extensions.

0.70
The proposed amendment by the Regional Assembly to the tourism policies is a step forward until the next review, subject to certain modifications. The section on tourism should be the subject of an early review of the RSS in order to fully meet the requirements of the Good Practice Guide.

Habitats Regulations

Habitats Regulations Assessment process

1.2.5
Confirmation of the requirement for the RSS to be the subject of an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Directive came late in the process of preparing the draft RSS and at the same time as the draft RSS was approved by the Regional Assembly. Following its submission the Assembly appointed consultants to undertake a HRA of the draft RSS working closely with the statutory environmental bodies Natural England and the Environment Agency. The final report was published in February 2007 and an erratum in March 2007 in compliance with the requirements of the Directive before the start of the EiP.

1.2.6
Further work has subsequently been commissioned from Land Use Consultants by their clients to comment upon the potential implications of the development industry alternative scenarios on the N2K sites in the light of the findings and conclusions of the main HRA Report. The supplementary report was published in May 2007.

1.2.7
There are a wide range of N2K sites in the South West, representing a diverse range of broad habitat and species types which highlights the region’s rich biodiversity resource. The Appropriate Assessment showed that there are a number of impacts potentially resulting from the draft RSS, in combination with other plans and projects, which mean that adverse impacts could not be ruled out, without additional safeguards.

1.2.8
The Appropriate Assessment recommends changes to the draft RSS to avoid adverse impact on the N2K sites. These include a) a generic policy; b) thematic policy safeguards; and c) sub-regional policy safeguards. A specific policy for the South East Dorset heathlands is proposed (see recommendation 4.7.7).

Generic Policy

1.2.9
The policy of the draft RSS that implicitly deals with N2K sites as a whole is Policy ENV1 which currently provides strong safeguards for ‘international’ nature conservation sites. It treats them in the same way as other aspects of the environment, such as the landscape, historic assets, as well as national nature conservation sites. The protection under European law given to N2K sites is more stringent than many other aspects of the environment. Policy ENV1 also gives the impression that adverse effects on N2K sites could be acceptable so long as compensation for the adverse effects is put in place. This is theoretically possible under the Habitats Directive but onerous compensation tests must be met for the N2K sites and effectively rule this out as an option.

1.2.10
It is recommended that the specific requirements that apply to N2K sites should be explicitly stated in policy in the RSS in order to clarify the position of the RSS with respect to N2K sites. This could be done by adding a new paragraph within Policy ENV1.

Recommendation 1.2.1


• Add to Policy ENV1:


“Any development that could have any negative effect on the integrity and conservation objectives of a N2K site would not be in accordance with the development plan. Further assessment of the implications for N2K sites may be required at subsequent levels including LDDs, and any development that would be likely to have a significant effect on a N2K site, either alone or in combination, will be subject to assessment at the project application stage”.

4/7 Bournemouth and Poole HMA Sub-Regional Strategy

Matter 4; 4.7;  Policies SR26, SR27, SR28, SR29

Introduction

4.7.1
In this section we consider the strategic elements of the draft RSS spatial strategy; namely the housing market areas and sub regional strategy, particularly with regard to Bournemouth and Poole.

4.7.2
Bournemouth and Poole is recognised in The Way Ahead as one of a number of contributions from other principal urban areas in the South West whose continued growth is fundamental to the region’s sustainable growth. The Borough of Poole is designated a New Growth Point.

Issues

4.7.3
Our consideration of the issues identified for this part of the EiP and the questions discussed at the EiP indicates that the topics that need to be addressed can be grouped under the following headings:


• The Sub-Regional Approach;


• Role and Function;


• Economic Activity;


• Housing Provision;


• Green Belt;


• Green Infrastructure;


• Infrastructure.

The Sub-Regional Approach

The Conurbation

4.7.4
The Strategic Authorities for this area argued that there was a need to take a wider view of the SSCT as set out in Figure 4.6. It was argued that the effective SSCT includes the parts of East Dorset and Purbeck Districts that function as part of the wider conurbation. Paragraph A 8 of the Statement by the Regional Assembly on Matter 4/7 states 
“Functionally Bournemouth, Poole, Christchurch and surrounding settlements, such as Wimborne Minster, Colehill, Ferndown, West Moors, St Leonards and St Ives and Verwood collectively operate as one”. Our observations during our Panel Tours support this view. We noted that the town centres of Wareham, Wimborne and Christchurch provide important nodal functions within this area and that the local rail services link Wareham and Christchurch to the centre of the conurbation.

4.7.5
It was also evident that it was entirely artificial to distinguish between the Corfe Mullen  part of East Dorset District and the neighbouring Broadstone which is part of the Borough of Poole. Wimborne is similarly closely related to the Merley area of the Bournemouth Borough of Poole and the Ferndown/West Parley area in East Dorset can be seen as an extension of northern Bournemouth. As far as Purbeck District is concerned we could see that the Upton area in Purbeck District can be regarded as an extension of the Hamworthy area of Poole Borough and that the corridor of development along the A351 from the Wareham area and including Sandford towards Lytchett Minster operated as part of the wider conurbation. Paragraph 4.3.2 of the draft RSS recognises this relationship between the suburbs and the more central areas.

The Housing Market Area

4.7.6
The Strategic Authorities questioned the boundary of the HMA. They drew our attention to Map 4.2 and highlighted the fact that a significant part of North Dorset District was shown to lie outside the Bournemouth Poole HMA. It was pointed out that the towns of Gillingham and Shaftesbury had little relationship with the housing market around the South East Dorset conurbation. On our tours of the region we saw nothing to counter this view. Nevertheless the discussions at the EiP did establish that the southern part of North Dorset District was well linked to the housing market of the conurbation. It is evident to us that settlements such as Blandford Forum cannot be divorced from the conurbation housing market area. This is confirmed by Map 4.2 and the implication is that North Dorset District should be split into two if not three HMAs. We suggest earlier in this report that an approach could be devised to allocate parts of District Councils to different HMAs, but this must be a matter for a subsequent review. At this point in time we consider the inclusion of the complete North Dorset District within the Bournemouth/Poole HMA need not cause a problem, provided these relationships are recognised.

4.7.7
Policy SR26 already reflects the geographical approach suggested above, but does not indicate a role for North Dorset District Council. While we accept that the District Council will not be involved as intensely as the other councils in the future planning of the HMA, we are of the opinion that their role in containing dispersal should be recognised. We therefore recommend that Policy SR26 be deleted and replaced by new Policy SR7.1.

Recommendation 4.7.1


• Delete Policy SR26 and replace with new Policy SR7.1 with the wording as indicated in Appendix C.

Role and Function

The SSCT

4.7.8
Despite the fact that paragraph 4.3.2 recognises the reality of an integrated conurbation and Policy SR 26 seeks the balanced growth of that conurbation, Figure 4.6 takes a more restrictive view of the area of the SSCT. It is noticeable that Urban Extension M is the only urban extension that is indicated to be at the SSCT. The Strategic Authorities argued that the conurbation and the SSCT should be one area and that the other urban extensions should also be regarded as being ‘at’ the SSCT. In our view the suburban parts of the conurbation should be regarded as part of a wider SSCT, thereby acknowledging the correct role of the other urban extensions (N, O and P).

The Central Areas

4.7.9
Paragraph 4.3.2 indicates that, with a population of over 400,000, the conurbation is the second largest urban area in the region. Paragraphs 16 and 17 of the Statement by the Strategic Authorities on Matter 4/7 at the EiP set out a view of the role of town centres within the sub-region. Bournemouth is identified as the principle centre, but strong links are identified with Poole. Paragraph 16 highlights the good level of retail offer and the quality of public transport access and indicates that both centres have plans to enhance these qualities. Reference is made to ambitious local development documents such as Poole Town Centre North Area Action Plan.

4.7.10
Emphasis is placed on the need for positive guidance on the future of the principal centres in order to generate investor confidence in the future of the centres. Concern is expressed about the competition from Southampton and Portsmouth and it is claimed that the success of the centres will be critical to the sustainable growth of the sub-region. GOSW expresses concern in paragraph 4 of the Matter 4/7 Statement that the relationship of significant employment proposals at Bournemouth Airport and Ferndown to the urban areas of Bournemouth and Poole is not articulated. It is suggested that the proposals could be seen as undermining the strategy to focus development on the urban area and that there is a need for clarity on the intended role of these proposals. GOSW also highlights the absence of any guidance on the tourism and cultural roles that Bournemouth centre is expected to accommodate.

4.7.11
Some participants have welcomed the reference in (deleted) Policy SR25 to enabling the SSCTs to develop and improve their roles as service and employment centres but others seek more specific guidance. Paragraph 7 of the Statement on Matter 4/7 by the Borough of Poole indicates that the two town centres face competition from out-of-town retail floorspace. Paragraph 14 indicates that it is critical that the RSS prioritises employment development at the Twin Sails Regeneration Area in advance of the airport. It also indicates a need to be clear on the nature of uses considered appropriate at the airport. The joint statement by the Strategic Authorities seeks a greater emphasis on the office sector and indicates that the main locations should be the town centres of Bournemouth (including Lansdowne) and Poole and also Wessex Fields, Bournemouth. We note that the latter area is in effect a suburban location and does not easily fit the general thrust of the strategy.

4.7.12
In our opinion there is a need to set out the role of the town centres in relation to out-of-centre retailing and also other employment development opportunities such as the Airport and Wessex Fields. We were advised at the EiP that the two centres should be regarded as complementary rather than competitive, but no evidence was led to demonstrate that the retail-led regeneration of Poole town centre (about an additional 45,000 square metres) could be reconciled with the ambitions of Bournemouth town centre. There is a similar lack of information on the scale of office development requirements in the sub-region and the capacity of the town centres to absorb such growth. Nevertheless we are of the opinion that the centres should be the main office and retail locations within the sub-region and the planning of other areas should ensure that proposals do not come forward that would threaten the development proposals for the centres which are set out in approved LDDs. In addition we agree that guidance should be set out on the role of Bournemouth in respect of tourism and cultural facilities.

Strategic Regeneration

4.7.13
As noted above the Borough of Poole drew our attention to the status of the Twin Sails Regeneration Area. The Regeneration Area was described as the key to the Governments Growth Point designation because it will enable Poole to deliver accelerated growth. It was explained that the regeneration initiative is being planned as an innovative way of delivering the redevelopment of derelict and under-used sites in the central area of Poole. The Borough Council proposed that the draft RSS should prioritise employment land in the Twin Sails Regeneration Area in advance of the airport. As the airport land is already designated for employment we presume that this reference is to the provision of infrastructure to support development. We are of the opinion that priority should be given to the Regeneration Area for infrastructure.

4.7.14
The Strategic Authorities suggested that greenfield development needs to be phased to ensure that it does not prejudice the rate of development coming forward within the urban area, particularly the Poole regeneration area. It was suggested that the greenfield developments should not be developed before 2016, despite an earlier assessment that they would come forward after 2011/2012. In our view no evidence was led to demonstrate that there was a need for such phasing. Evidence from Swindon suggests that well located renewal can bring forward development that complements the offer from greenfield developments. Given the support from the Growth Point designation we are content that the Twin Sails Regeneration Area will be able to produce quality development that will complement the large amount of development expected in the remainder of the urban areas as well as the development on greenfield sites without the need to phase the greenfield component.

4.7.15
In order to reflect our conclusions above on the planning of the northern part of the conurbation we put forward the following recommendation.

Recommendation 4.7.2


• The next review of the RSS should be informed by a comprehensive evaluation of the urban structure of the northern part of the conurbation.

Suburban Development

4.7.16
Most of the urban extensions proposed by the draft RSS in this HMA are located in the northern fringe of the conurbation. Many of the representations concerning these developments raised the issue of the quality of community infrastructure. We obtained the impression from our Panel Tours that the areas concerned had grown in an incremental fashion. We appreciate that the environmental constraints in the area may have resulted in the ‘open’ nature of the urban structure, but we note that a local participant suggested that there was further scope for infill in addition to the urban extensions. We are concerned that the settlements involved will continue to come under pressure to meet the development requirements of the conurbation in an incremental fashion. While we consider that the JSA study of the area was very thorough, we are of the opinion that there is a need for a broader approach to the accommodation of development in these areas that takes into account, not only the constraints on development, but also the wider structural needs of the area.

Remainder of the HMA

4.7.17
It was put to us that the areas lying outside the South East Dorset conurbation functioned somewhat separately from the conurbation. The evidence available suggests that, while the northern part of this area can be considered as functionally separate, the southern part including the settlement of Blandford Forum quite clearly interacts with the conurbation and could attract commuters from the conurbation. This was illustrated by the fact Blandford Forum had 700 commuting to the conurbation, while Shaftesbury had only 63 and Gillingham had 78. It is therefore important that the planning of this southern area reflects Policies B and C.

4.7.18
During the EiP discussions and in the evidence submitted to the EiP reference was made to the potential for longer-term growth associated with the settlements of Shaftesbury and Gillingham. The Regional Assembly pointed out that Gillingham was a one hour car journey away from the conurbation and therefore unlikely to be attractive for commuting to the conurbation. During the EiP we sought clarification of the basis for this growth and it was established that the economic growth projections do not support the concept of this area for growth. It was mentioned that the area was a part of the London overspill process, but it was pointed out that the area did not enjoy the marketability of Growth Points such as Milton Keynes. We conclude that it would be unrealistic to plan for substantial long-term growth in this area.

4.7.19
In our view the above conclusions should be expressed in policy terms through the addition of a new Policy SR7.2. 
Recommendation 4.7.3


• Insert new Policy SR7.2 with the wording as indicated in Appendix C.

Economic Activity

Managed Growth

4.7.20
The Strategic Authorities for the area accept that the draft RSS correctly identifies the growth potential of south east Dorset, but are concerned that the ‘managed’ approach proposed could create a perception that only limited change is likely to occur. The Authorities claim that this approach does not convey the opportunities which exist or the dynamics at play in the conurbation. It was suggested that a strategy emphasis of ‘realising potential’ could be regarded as more appropriate given the amount of growth proposed in Bournemouth and Poole in particular. This matter has already been addressed in Chapter 3 with the inclusion of the area under the regional emphasis of ‘realising potential’.

4.7.21
The jobs forecast for this HMA is 45,400. SWRDA informed us that the Bournemouth/Poole conurbation is considered to be a key driver in the regional economy and pointed out that it had been recognised as a key area in The Way Ahead. The Agency highlighted the good levels of economic growth that the area had experienced in recent years and the good accessibility to London and the South East. We note that SWRDA in paragraph 2.4 of the Statement on Matter 4/7 suggested that a degree of ‘smart’ or ‘space-less’ growth should form a key component of the strategy. In view of the advice from SWRDA that a significant increase in productivity was already assumed in the employment projections, we presume that the ‘smart’ and ‘space-less’ is already part of the strategy. We do not therefore alter the HMA 45,400 figure.

Bournemouth and Poole

4.7.22
Paragraphs 4.3.6 and 4.3.7 of the draft RSS set out the economic prospects for the Travel to Work Areas for Bournemouth and Poole, indicating a need to make provision for 23,000 jobs in the Bournemouth TTWA and 19,000 jobs in the Poole TTWA. While the presence of high technology manufacturing is noted in each area the growth is expected to occur in the services sector. Education and health are expected to create approximately 40% of the growth in the Bournemouth area and it was also noted that a number of major financial companies are based in the area. We note that a significant proportion of the growth relates to the urban areas and can be accommodated in higher density development within the urban areas. As these areas can take advantage of higher levels of accessibility by sustainable modes of transport, we conclude that emphasis should be placed on Bournemouth town centre, including Lansdowne, and Poole town centre and the Twin Sails Regeneration Area. Early LDDs should be prepared for these areas to allow other development opportunities such as Wessex Fields to complement the plans for these areas rather than compete.

4.7.23
SWRDA indicated that the DTZ study identified a significant shortfall of employment land in the conurbation. The study identifies a market demand in Bournemouth for 67 hectares relative to an identified capacity of around 12 hectares. In Poole the gap identified by the study is more pronounced with a supply of 13 hectares and a demand for 85 hectares. This implies a total deficiency of 127 hectares. The Borough of Poole pointed out in the Statement on Matter 4/7 that the availability of employment land was regarded as a constraint to growth. Paragraph 9 of the Borough’s Statement indicates that at current rates of development the area has only about three and a half years of currently available land left. The Strategic Authorities questioned the SWRDA findings on the basis that insufficient recognition had been given to particular aspects of the employment projections. Our attention was drawn to the high proportion of part time jobs in the projections. This matter could not be resolved at the EiP, but we note that the DTZ study also set out the implications of past rates of development, which support the view that there is a deficit of employment land of about 104 hectares. At the EiP the Strategic Authorities seemed to acknowledge a deficit of 110 hectares.

4.7.24
The draft RSS is silent on the question of this deficiency and we therefore conclude that further guidance is required. In terms of distribution we do not believe that the market for employment development is constrained by district council boundaries. We are of the opinion that the search for additional land to meet a target of 110 hectares should be Bournemouth and Poole HMA Sub-Regional Strategy conducted on a conurbation basis. We recommend accordingly that a search for an additional 110 ha. of employment land should be conducted across the conurbation as set out below in Policy SR7.3.

Bournemouth Airport

4.7.25
The continued expansion of the airport is expected to generate employment growth and there are plans for a new terminal to support the growth of air traffic. There are also proposals to utilise brownfield land at the airport as a business park. Our Panel Tour enabled us to see the use that was already being made of existing buildings on the site for a range of activities including airport related activities.

4.7.26
Our attention was drawn to a proposed link road from the airport area to the A 338. This link road is identified in paragraph 4.3.14 of the draft RSS as part of the key infrastructure to deliver the strategy. The discussions at the EiP made it clear that the new terminal was not dependent on this road and that the local road network could support some additional activity at the business park. It would make the business park more marketable, allow a higher level of development and ease traffic problems.

4.7.27
A number of participants highlighted the difficulties involved in implementing the link road because of the need to allow for important environmental areas. It was suggested that these difficulties might make the link road an uneconomic proposition. The airport and the business park are commercial developments and therefore the link road will contribute to the value of these investments. We presume that the inclusion of the link road in Paragraph 4.3.14 relates to a public sector contribution and find it difficult to understand why it is not a planning requirement for the intensification of the airport function and the business park area. In our view it can only be regarded as a longer term project in terms of public finance and investment.

4.7.28
The Strategic Authorities sought a stronger commitment to Bournemouth Airport as a strategically important employment site which is suited to airport related and knowledge based employment growth. It was also pointed out that the airport location could provide more local employment for that part of the conurbation and thereby offer a more sustainable distribution. In terms of the deficiencies set out above for Bournemouth and Poole we assume that this location, which falls within the Borough of Christchurch, was not taken into account. This serves to demonstrate the artificial nature of adopting a narrow SSCT approach rather than a sub-regional approach.

4.7.29
As noted above GOSW expressed concern over the absence of any guidance on the relationship between the proposals at the airport and the town centre plans and suggested that the draft RSS should be more specific about the intended role of the employment proposals at the airport. In our view this question could also be raised over the planning of Area of Search Q, which is located in another district. The Wessex Fields area was drawn to our attention and as it is in a similar peripheral location the same issue arises. GOSW indicated that consideration should be given to how the proposal would serve to support economic growth. We have already concluded that development such as this should complement the town centres and the Regeneration Area. In our view this implies that such business park development should not aspire to development that would be better accommodated in the two town centres and the Regeneration Area.

The Remainder of the HMA

4.7.30
A comparison of the HMA employment projections with those for the TTWAs of Bournemouth and Poole demonstrates the modest scale of growth expected for the remainder of the HMA. In our view any deficiency here should be addressed in the Policy B and C settlements.

4.7.31
In order to reflect the above conclusions we propose that in addition a new Policy SR7.3 be added.

Recommendation 4.7.4


• Insert new Policy SR7.3 with the wording as indicated in Appendix C.

Housing Provision

Strategic Assessment

4.7.32
We commented earlier on the differences between the DCLG 2003 projections and the DCLG 2004 projections. Within this HMA the difference at HMA level represents only a decline of about 3.5% in the dwelling interpretation from the 2003 projections to the 2004 projections. At the district level there are more significant changes. The 2004 level for the Borough of Poole is 30% less than the 2003 level and a decrease of 25% is shown for the Borough of Christchurch. The figures for Purbeck District show a 33% increase. We find it difficult to understand these differences on the basis of a reallocation of international migrants and therefore conclude that our assessment should be based on the dwelling interpretation of the DCLG 2003 projections.

4.7.33
We note from Appendix A (ii) that there is a deficiency at HMA level of 8,070 dwellings. The deficiency across the identified SSCT areas of Bournemouth, Poole and Christchurch only amounts to a difference of about 6% from the DCLG requirement. The differences are more significant in the other districts within the HMA, ranging from 25% in East Dorset District to 39% in North Dorset District. These deficiencies are largely due to the refusal of the SWRA to recognise and plan for the implications of the new household formation rates, but we believe that they can also be explained in part by the policy decisions taken by the SWRA to reduce allocations in the rural areas in order to reflect growth around the main urban areas suggested by the employment projections.

4.7.34
While we accept that the DCLG projections reflect past trend of dispersal from the main urban areas such as Bournemouth and Poole, we believe that there may be other factors that need to be taken into account. As noted above we are of the opinion that the impact of the new household formation rates will be felt in the more rural areas as well as the conurbation. In paragraph 4.0.10 we concluded that an allowance of 15% should be made for this factor and in this HMA we have applied it to Purbeck and North Dorset Districts. In the case of the North Dorset we were advised that significant parts were not well linked to the conurbation housing market area and therefore we conclude that the scale of the difference between the draft RSS allocation and the level suggested by Bournemouth and Poole HMA Sub-Regional Strategy the DCLG projections cannot easily be explained by dispersal trends from the conurbation. We have noted earlier that the draft RSS emphasis on employment-led migration may have resulted in a lack of recognition of the non-employment led migration streams such as retirement. We conclude that the higher figure for North Dorset District may be due in part to this factor.

Urban Renewal

4.7.35
Our attention was drawn to the fact that South East Dorset provides, at 90%, the most significant element of housing provision within any SSCT on previously developed land. The Strategic Authorities highlighted the fact that the acceptance of this level of development within the urban areas will rely on a continuing process of urban intensification. It was suggested that this level of intensification will place a significant burden upon the conurbation in terms of development pressures, particularly the cumulative impact on the infrastructure and the erosion of local character. The impact of a disproportionate amount of smaller (1-2 bedroom) flats was pointed out. Concern was expressed that the focus on housing should not be at the expense of the quality of the urban environment. We are of the opinion that the scope for additional urban intensification is limited and therefore we accept the mid-point of the provision set out in the draft RSS for Bournemouth and Christchurch.

4.7.36
Part of the urban renewal contribution mentioned above will be delivered through the Twin Sails Regeneration Area in the Borough of Poole. The Borough of Poole has been identified as a Growth Point under the initiative launched by the Government in December 2005. The draft RSS expresses the allocation for the Borough of Poole as an average of about 450 to 500 dwellings per annum. The Borough of Poole in the Statement on Matter 4/7 (paragraph 13) indicated that it was anticipated that housing completions over the plan period would give an average of 500 dwellings. On this basis we conclude that the higher figure should be adopted, giving a total allocation of 10,000 dwellings.

Proposed Urban Extensions

4.7.37
It is clear from the preceding paragraphs that the maximising of brownfield capacity will not provide sufficient capacity to meet the requirements implied by the DCLG projections and that further greenfield development is required. The Statement on Matter 4/7 by the Strategic Authorities acknowledges in paragraph 20 that there is a need for additional greenfield development, but it has been drawn to our attention that the Strategic Authorities based this conclusion on a level of development significantly lower than that set out by the Regional Assembly for the JSA work.

4.7.38
In relation to the Areas of Search identified in the draft RSS, the Regional Assembly drew our attention to the Arup report1 and claimed that it demonstrated that the search process had been thorough. The Strategic Authorities also described the process as a sieving process that started with very broad areas and was then refined to give the areas of search. While East Dorset no longer support the extensions, they were party to the process that identified the areas of search and only withdrew its support at a late stage after a change political control.

4.7.39
Comments were made that the scale of the releases were not strategic and that some of them consist of a few fields and were already known. We sought greater clarification on the scope for extensions of the areas of search, but received no further proposals. We did obtain a general view that there was potential for more and this was reinforced by a comment from a local participant, who claimed that there was opportunity for additional smaller development around existing settlements. Our Panel Tour of the area reinforced the view that there was such scope and so we conclude that, although we accept the validity of the proposed urban extensions, we are of the opinion that East Dorset Council should be required to find capacity for an additional 1,000 dwellings. In our view this is linked to the evaluation of the urban structure referred to above in recommendation 4.7.2.

North Bournemouth

4.7.40
It was put to us that the search process mentioned above identified an opportunity for additional developments with a capacity for 1,500 dwellings and that it was only withdrawn at a late stage in the process. We understand that these areas had been judged to be free of hard constraints in the sieving process and identified as Refined Areas of Search. Our attention was drawn to paragraph 6.25 of the Report by Land Use Consultants (January 2007) on the sustainability implications of the DCLG household projections, which concludes that ‘there may be some SSCTs, therefore, such as Bath, Bournemouth and Poole, where further development over and above that proposed in the draft RSS should be examined in more detail’.

4.7.41
It was claimed by a participant that the reasons given for the removal of the opportunities were not justified by the circumstances in the area. We have looked at the reasons set out in Appendix F of SED 04: Development Options in the light of our observations on the Panel Tour of the area. We note the considerable amount of development already in the area and do not accept that the release of development would result in unrestricted sprawl as we presume that it would be a planned development. The river and the flood plain will always act as a natural boundary to any development of this area.

4.7.42
Appendix F claims that the protection of this area would assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, but the Panel noted a significant amount of non-agricultural development already within the area and the fragmented nature of the agricultural land. Appendix F cites Holdenhurst and Throop as historic settlements, the settings of which are a product of the open land between them and the views to them from this open land. We do not regard these settlements as having the status of historic towns in terms of the purposes of the Green Belt, and we are of the opinion that the setting of the conservation areas could be reflected in the design for the development of the wider area.

4.7.43
As the capacity of the urban areas and the proposed areas of search will not be sufficient we conclude that there is a need for the release of further land for development. The areas of land in North Bournemouth are well related to existing community facilities and in our view represent sustainable options even in comparison with the proposed areas of search in the draft RSS. We therefore support the inclusion of these areas.

The Western Extension

4.7.44
A number of participants suggested that consideration should be given to development opportunities to the west and north-west of the conurbation. Some participants suggested that consideration should be given to areas sufficiently far removed from the N2K sites to minimise the impact. Unfortunately no evidence was led on broad locations that might be considered.

4.7.45
Our attention was drawn to a specific location around Lytchett Minster, which had been the subject of consideration by the JSA evaluation. We understand that consideration was initially given by the South East Dorset JSA study group to a large-scale development of about 7,000 dwellings. A detailed study of the area was commissioned from Atkins, which indicated considerable opportunity for strategic growth. A subsequent ecological study of the area was carried out in response to representations from English Nature (now Natural England). That study concluded that, given a development of 7,000 dwellings, it would be very difficult to demonstrate lack of harm to integrity arising from indirect or possibly direct impacts on N2K sites, particularly in terms of recreational pressures.

4.7.46
Atkins was subsequently commissioned by the South East Dorset JSA study group to consider a reduced scale of development from the transport perspective. The scale of development considered was 2,750 dwellings. The study concluded that substantial highway infrastructure costs would be associated with the development. Evidence was submitted on behalf of J.S Bloor (Newbury) Ltd., which challenges this finding and suggests that a development of this scale can be accommodated without the need for additional lanes on the A35. This evidence acknowledges a number of potential impacts on surrounding N2K sites, but highlights the fact that as the land involved is in a single ownership there is potential to secure greenspace alongside development proposals and thereby mitigate the impact. We also note that the proposal includes a park and ride facility and aspires to a higher level of modal shift than that of the Atkins study. We note that the development proposal includes employment land for which there is a shortfall at the conurbation level.

4.7.47
We view this proposal in the context that the transport planning of the conurbation will have to adopt a greater emphasis on demand management and therefore believe that a solution can be found to the transportation requirements of the location that will not involve the widening of the A35. We also conclude that the proposal can be designed using the land available so that impact on the N2K sites is sufficiently mitigated. On this basis we recommend that this location should be identified as an Area of Search with a capacity of 2,750 dwellings.

Remainder of HMA

4.7.48
As noted above we have taken the view that there is a need to reflect the wider impact of the household formation rates. As a result we propose to allow an additional 15% on the capacity of the non-conurbation elements of the HMA. This involves North Dorset and Purbeck Districts.

4.7.49
At the EiP discussions consideration was given to the appropriate scale of development in North Dorset District. The discussions were in response to suggestions that consideration might be given to the designation of the Gillingham/Shaftesbury area as a potential SSCT. The discussions established that there was not the economic potential to support such a concept and that it would be difficult to upgrade the road network in the area to accommodate the traffic associated with such a large level of development. As a result we do not consider that it would be appropriate to allocate a strategic level of development to this area.

4.7.50
We are conscious, however, that the DCLG projections imply a higher level of demand in North Dorset and conclude that part of that might be due to non-economic migration. As a result we are minded to accept a higher level of development in North Dorset, particularly since we were advised that a large part of the District lies outside the effective South East Dorset HMA. We do not wish to encourage commuting to the conurbation and therefore conclude that some geographic guidance is required to avoid commuter-led development in the parts of the District that do fall within the South East Dorset HMA, such as Blandford Forum. In the light of the evidence concerning Shaftesbury and Gillingham and considering the timescale of the plan we propose a further 1,000 dwellings over the plan period in that part of the District.

4.7.51
In order to reflect the above conclusions we recommend that Policy SR29 is deleted and is replaced by new Policy SR7.4.

Recommendation 4.7.5


• Delete Policy SR29 and replace with new Policy SR7.4 with the wording as indicated in Appendix C.

4.7.52
As a result of our decision on Policy SR29 there will be a need to amend the supporting text and Inset Diagram 4.6. We consider that this report provides the necessary material.

Recommendation 4.7.6

• The supporting text and Inset Diagram 4.6 should be amended to reflect the proposed replacement of Policy SR29.

Habitats Regulations

4.7.53
As noted in Chapter 1 there is a need in this area to ensure that the impact of any urban extension, or the cumulative effects of development across the conurbation on the N2K sites within the HMA are mitigated. Following the preparation of the Habitats Regulations Assessment the SWRA submitted a revised wording of draft RSS Policy SR28 to deal with the particular characteristics of the impact of new development on the Dorset Heaths. This new policy reflects the Habitats Regulations and we therefore conclude that it should be inserted after the section dealing with housing provision. As Bournemouth and Poole HMA Sub-Regional Strategy the content of the policies have been changed it would now become the proposed new Policy SR7.5.

4.7.54
The SWRA also submitted modifications to the supporting text setting out the issues and explaining the need for the preparation of a joint LLD. The suggested text also sets out the key types of mitigation measures and the need for a clear process for the funding and implementation of mitigation measures. This provides a useful basis for modifying the text, but proposed paragraph 4.3.12b indicates that strategic urban extensions have been excluded, whereas above we have concluded that the ‘Western Extension’ Search Area should be included on the basis that it can provide adequate mitigation.

4.7.55
In order to ensure that the draft RSS can comply with the Habitats Regulations we recommend that Policy SR28 should be deleted and replaced by new Policy SR7.5 using the policy wording suggested by the Regional Assembly.

Recommendation 4.7.7


• Delete Policy SR28 and replace with new Policy SR7.5 with the wording as indicated in Appendix C.

4.7.56
The text in the draft RSS requires modification to provide a clearer justification for the policy. We therefore propose the following recommendation.

Recommendation 4.7.8


• It is recommended that the replacement text submitted by the Regional Assembly should form the basis of the supporting text for new Policy SR7.5.

Greenbelt

4.7.57
We accept the need to support the main roles of the Green Belt in South Dorset. As noted above however we have concluded that, even allowing for the maximum contribution from development within the urban areas within the green belt, there is a need to release new areas for residential development. We have also identified a deficiency for additional employment land that cannot be met within the urban area. We support the view that the most sustainable locations for such development are on the inner edge of the Green Belt. We have considered alternative locations beyond the Green Belt and concluded that they would generate longer distance commuting and would therefore not be sustainable. In our view this constitutes the exceptional circumstances required by PPG2.

4.7.58
We have considered the justification for the proposed amendment of the Green Belt. We note that it is being proposed in order to facilitate the requirements of the Air Transport White Paper. We have already established that the White Paper should be regarded as Government policy and therefore consider that the proposed exclusion on Bournemouth and Poole HMA Sub-Regional Strategy these grounds constitutes exceptional circumstances. At the EiP it was established that the employment land at the airport had already been excluded from the Green Belt through the Structure Plan and Christchurch Local Plan process.

4.7.59
Policy SR 27 of the draft RSS was criticised on the grounds that it delegates the responsibility for making the Greenbelt changes to the LDDs. As a result the Regional Assembly submitted a modified policy wording for the policy. The wording is potentially confusing due to the reference to a role as a regionally significant employment site and therefore requires amendment. We conclude that a new Policy SR7.6 should be broadly based on the Regional Assembly submission.

4.7.60
As a result the South East Dorset Green Belt Policy SR27 should be deleted and replaced with new Policy SR7.6.

Recommendation 4.7.9


• Delete Policy SR27 and replace with new Policy SR7.6 and the wording as indicated in Appendix C.

Green Infrastructure

4.7.61
GOSW commented in relation to Policy GI1 that, if it is to have a regional and sub-regional value, it should go further in identifying significant assets that should be protected, enhanced or developed. It is noted that Policy GI1 requires Green Infrastructure to be provided with development. One of the participants pointed out that it is not clear whether the policy is a planning tool to achieve greater potential from open areas or a development control tool requiring land to be made available and accessible as a condition of development. As noted earlier in this report it appears that the emphasis is on the latter function with little consideration to the wider strategic opportunities. Despite prompting by the Panel at the EiP it proved impossible to obtain positive strategic contributions on green infrastructure at most of the sub-regional discussions.

4.7.62
At the EiP discussions on South East Dorset however the attention of the Panel was drawn to the valley of the River Stour and the potential role it could play within the conurbation. The Panel Tour demonstrated that this valley lies in the heart of the conurbation and could potentially play an important leisure role. It was also evident from the evidence submitted and the discussions that the land along the valley could also play an important role in the provision of alternative opportunities for the members of the public who might otherwise use the heathlands. The valley would seem to be well placed in relation to the conurbation to deflect and re-direct pressure from internationally designated sites. The SWRA acknowledged that Green Infrastructure will form part of ensuring that mitigation measures required by the Habitats Regulations are met. The SWRA also recognised that the suggested Stour Valley Country Park Concept Plan is a practical example of how the issue could be addressed, but the Strategic Authorities did not support the idea.

4.7.63
Whether or not the River Valley can be effective in terms of mitigation, it is an asset of sub-regional significance. Paragraphs 6.2.16 and 6.2.17 of the draft RSS recognise the contributions that river valleys can make. The Panel are of the opinion that it should be recognised as a strategic element of Green Infrastructure and that Policy GI1 should be amended to highlight the need to take advantage of such an opportunity as indicated in Chapter 4.0.

Infrastructure

4.7.64
Paragraph 4.3.14 of the draft RSS sets out a list of key infrastructure required to support the sub-regional strategy. The list includes a wide range of proposals including the provision of a new passenger terminal at Bournemouth Airport. While this proposal could be regarded as important for the functioning of the sub-region, its implementation is dependent on a commercial judgement by the private owners of the airport and therefore beyond the influence of the RSS.

4.7.65
We have noted in the Transport Chapter that the improvement of the A31 through the conurbation is identified as important to the functioning of the conurbation and the wider network. This proposal is not included in the list of infrastructure for the sub-region, nor is it specifically mentioned elsewhere in the draft RSS. We presume that it was intended to cover this proposal by Policy TR4 of the draft RSS and it is now explicitly covered by our proposed Policy TRANs7D. On the other hand the proposal, under Key Infrastructure, for improvements to rail links to other major centres in the South West is presumably covered by TR5 of the draft RSS. We do not seek to modify the List to reflect these anomalies, but our proposed amendments to the Transport Chapter will deal with the A31 proposal.

4.7.66
The Key Infrastructure List includes a proposal for the provision of a new passenger terminal at Bournemouth Airport and a package of measures to improve access, including a link road to the A338. In our view the implementation of this proposal will be dependent on the commercial judgement of the owner of the airport and should be viewed separately from the other transport proposals. Furthermore the related access proposals will presumably be a matter for the development control process when the airport owner brings forward expansion proposals. It is assumed that the port enhancement proposal is also a matter of commercial judgement.

4.7.67
In order to inform Section 5, Regional Approach to Transport, of the RSS and the Implementation Plan, we recommend that the Key Infrastructure List for the sub-region in the draft RSS should be restructured to separately identify the transportation package.

Recommendation 4.7.10


• That the Key Infrastructure List for the South Dorset Sub-Region should be incorporated in the draft RSS as shown in Appendix C and carried over into the Implementation Plan.

Panel’s Proposed Policies and textual modifications
Policy SR7.1 Sub-Regional Approach


Dorset County Council, Bournemouth Borough, Borough of Poole, Christchurch Borough, Purbeck District, East Dorset and North Dorset District Councils should plan for the balanced growth of the housing market area, particularly the conurbation (Bournemouth, Poole, Christchurch and parts of East Dorset and Purbeck Districts), maximising the use of previously developed land and buildings with urban extensions within a revised green belt. This will require co-operation, particularly at cross-boundary locations, through joint work on LDDs, addressing the distribution of financial contributions arising from Section 106 agreements and other funding mechanisms to deliver key infrastructure.

New Study


The next review of the RSS should be informed by a comprehensive evaluation of the urban structure of the northern part of the conurbation.

Policy SR7.2 Role and Function


Within the Housing Market Area the main strategy directions should be as follows:


1. Within the urban areas of South East Dorset opportunity should be taken to continue the process of urban renaissance, particularly within Bournemouth, Poole and Christchurch, by increasing the density of development in conjunction with high quality design at locations which offer a wide range of services and facilities.


2. The town centres of Bournemouth (including the Lansdowne Area) and Poole will be the main focal points for retail and commercial development.


3. In order to achieve a more sustainable pattern of development priority should be given to investment required to release the potential of the Twin Sails Regeneration Area.


4. Development proposals in suburban locations should complement plans for the town centres and the Regeneration Area rather than compete with them.


5. Development in the remainder of the HMA should be based on meeting locally generated growth.

Policy SR7.3 Employment Provision


In order to accommodate the growth potential of the sub-region in a sustainable way, the following measures are required:


South East Dorset should balance its economic potential, taking into account the high quality environmental assets, and provide for job growth, and make provision for growth of 45,400 jobs within the HMA.


1. In the Bournemouth and Poole TTWA provision should be for about 42,000 jobs over the plan period, with about 23,000 jobs at Bournemouth and about 19,000 jobs at Poole. A search for an additional 110 ha. of employment land should be conducted across the conurbation.


2. In accommodating this level of growth the opportunity should be taken to maximise the potential of Bournemouth town centre including Lansdowne, Poole town centre and the Twin Sails Regeneration Area in order to take advantage of access to sustainable modes of transport.


3. Development opportunities outside the above areas, including Area of Search Q, the Airport Business Park and Wessex Fields, should be planned to complement rather than compete with the policies in the LDDs for each town centre and the Regeneration Area. The planning of those opportunities should not aspire to development that would be better accommodated in the town centres and Regeneration Area.


4. Provision to meet any deficiency in employment land arising from the economic growth expected in the remainder of the HMA should be identified through the LDF process in the Policy B and C settlements.

Policy SR7.4 Housing Provision


Within the Housing Market Area provision should be made for about 48,100 dwellings distributed as follows:


1. 14,600 dwellings within Bournemouth Borough Urban Area


2. 1,500 dwellings within Bournemouth Urban Extension (Q)


3. 10,000 dwellings within Poole Borough.


4. 2,850 dwellings within Christchurch Borough.


5. 600 dwellings within Urban Extension (M) in Christchurch Borough.


6. 3,800 dwellings within East Dorset Urban Area.


7. 2,400 dwellings within Areas of Search (N, O & P) within East Dorset District.


8. 200 dwellings within the remainder of East Dorset District.


9. 2,750 dwellings within the ‘Western Sector’ Search Area.


10. 2,400 dwellings within the remainder of Purbeck District.


11. 1.000 dwellings within Area of Search Shaftesbury/Gillingham.


12. 6,000 dwellings within the remainder in North Dorset District.

Modify Text and Diagram


The supporting text and Inset Diagram 4.6 should be amended to reflect the proposed replacement of Policy 28.

Policy SR7.5 Ecological Integrity


New residential development in the sub-region will be facilitated by policy measures to secure effective avoidance and mitigation of the potential adverse effects on the ecological integrity of the Dorset heathlands internationally designated sites.


The relevant Authorities will work with Natural England, supported by central and regional government and other relevant stakeholders, to encourage appropriate forms and designs of development and to secure, through policy in Local Development Frameworks including a Joint Development Document, appropriate and deliverable mitigation and mechanisms that will fund and enable implementation of these measures.

Modify Text


It is recommended that the replacement text submitted by the Regional Assembly should form the basis of the supporting text for new Policy SR7.5

Policy SR7.6 Green Belt


The Inner boundary of the Green belt will generally follow the edge of the main urban area as extended by the development proposed in the plan. The general course of the outer boundary will be some eight to thirteen kilometres beyond this inner boundary. Existing urban areas will be excluded from the Green Belt. 


Land at Bournemouth Airport will be removed from the Green Belt, the detailed boundary to be established through the Local Development Framework process, having regard to the requirements of the development needs of the Airport and the need to prevent encroachment into the open countryside, unrestricted sprawl and the setting and character of surrounding settlements.


Land within the Areas of Search identified in the Regional Spatial Strategy for urban extensions in South East Dorset will be removed from the Green Belt, the detailed boundary to be established through the Local Development Framework process.

Modify Text


The Key Infrastructure List for the South East Dorset sub-region should be identified through the Implementation Plan and include the following transport package:


• Investment in public transport, walking and cycling provision;


• Increased demand management by transferring more road space to priority vehicles and managing the supply and use of parking;


• Prime transport corridor improvements;


• Poole Bridge regeneration network;


• A31 to Poole corridor improvements;


• Provision of new local rail passenger services and stations, including a Swanage connection and use of rail for local Park and Ride;


• Improvements to rail links to other major centres;


• Improved accessibility by public transport, cycling and walking to significant areas of countryside recreation, including the Dorset and East Devon Coast World Heritage Site, Cranborne Chase and the New Forest.


Commercial Transport Proposals:


• Provision of a new passenger terminal at Bournemouth Airport;


• A package of measures to improve access to the airport, including a link road to the A338 (further work required; and


• Port of Poole deeper access channel and berth improvement (subject to further study).


Other Key Infrastructure:


• Provision of green infrastructure close to the urban edge.

Policy TRANs7D Weymouth to London via South East Dorset.


In order to ensure the strategic function of the A35/A31 corridor and to support the level of development proposed in the South East Dorset conurbation the A31 should be improved to dual carriageway standard through the conurbation.


The South Western Main Line provides a more sustainable alternative to the A35/A31 but, as part of the enhancement of the route, opportunity should be taken to improve the contribution services on the line could make to supporting the increased level of development proposed for both the South East Dorset conurbation and the Weymouth/Dorchester SSCTs. This could include the following:


• New local rail services;


• New stations; and


• The use of rail for local Park and Ride.


The transport packages identified for the sub-regional strategies within the corridor are required to support the level of growth proposed, but the following elements have particular strategic significance:


• A31 to Poole corridor improvements are required in order to better accommodate port traffic; and


• The Poole Bridge regeneration network is required to realise the Twin Sails Regeneration Area.

Policy TRANs7E Bristol/Bath to the South Coast.


A Corridor Management Approach will be applied for the A46, A36 and the A350 with an emphasis on the reliability and resilience of journey times. Within this approach proposals should be developed to: 


• Reduce the impact of traffic on the built and natural environment; and


• Improve the quality of life of communities, seeking to improve air quality and to reduce accidents, severance and the impact of noise.


A review should be carried out of the relationship between the A36/A46 and the A350 in the northern part of the corridor to consider the impact of stronger traffic management measures at Bath.


Opportunities to enhance the rail network in the corridor should facilitate modal shifts, address overcrowding and improve the network by:


• Enhancing speeds;


• Increasing frequencies; and


• Increasing the capacity of passenger services. 


In particular consideration should be given to the role of the rail network in connecting the West Wiltshire area to Bath and Bristol as an integral part of a wider sub-regional network.


The transport packages for Bath and Trowbridge SSCTs are required to support the level of growth proposed.
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