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Policy 5: The Historic Environment 

English Heritage support the clear and comprehensive commitment to the conservation of North 
Dorset’s historic environment reflected in Policy 5 and its associated positive strategy.  

Policy 6: Housing Distribution 

It should be recognised however that the NPPF requires a Local Plan, as a whole, to set out a positive 
strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. This means ensuring that 
proposed allocations will assist in delivering such a strategy and not contradict it. 

I note at paragraph 5.18/page 85 that the distribution of future housing has been informed by the 
need to protect and enhance the environment and in particular recognition of environmental 
constraints. This is a reassuring statement which appears to respond to the NPPFs policies for the 
historic environment.  

Nevertheless it is not clear whether this is the case in practice. It is not apparent what evidence and 
assessment process has been employed relating to the need to conserve the significance of the 
historic environment and consequently the rationale for the housing distribution in Policy 6 has to 
be questioned, particularly the 960 housing figure for Blandford.  

Policy 16 Blandford – Crown Meadows 

It is a concern that paragraph 8.11/page 184 states that the key spatial aspects of the towns 
sustainable development strategy include “accommodating growth within environmental constraints 
notably two AONBs; the flood plain of the River Stour; and the towns by pass.”  

There is no reference here to an equal consideration of Blandford as one of the finest Georgian 
towns in the country and the contribution of its setting to that significance; a critical matter 
emphasised in statute and national policy. 

There appears a primary emphasis on the protection of the AONBs. The conservation of AONBs is no 
more important than the conservation of designated heritage assets and their settings. Can the local 
authority demonstrate that equal weight has been applied to both in the site selection process? 

Paragraph 8.24 states that the preferred locations for development have been made on the basis of 
relative accessibility (centrally located) and landscape impact. No reference is made to the equal 
importance of the impact on designated heritage assets, as required by the NPPF. 

The Market Towns: Site Selection Background Paper is referred to as providing the greater detailed 
explanation to which, I in turn, refer. 

At page 6 the relevant national policy considerations are set out. No reference is made to the 
relevance of considering the protection of the historic environment in the delivery of sustainable 
development, a core principle in the NPPF. Paragraph 3.14 reinforces the predisposition of focussing 
on landscape and accessibility matters.  



The selection of sites for development needs to be informed by the evidence base ensuring the Plan 
avoids allocating those sites which are likely to result in harm to the significance of the heritage 
assets of the Plan area. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, the Plan should consider how that 
harm might be reduced and any residual harm mitigated . This could include measures such as a 
reduction of the quantum of development at a site, amending the types of development proposed, 
or locating the development within another part of the site allocation. Such initiatives need to be 
fully justified and evidenced to ensure that such measures are successful in reducing identified 
harm.   Whilst such a reduction and mitigation appears to be proposed the justification and evidence 
to explain the rationale for this is not provided. 

At paragraph 5.18 the Market Town Study states that should development be “limited” to the urban 
fringe the impact on the Crown Meadows would also be “limited”. However, there is no evidence or 
justification associated with this important statement in the Market Towns Study, the Local Plan, or 
Sustainability Appraisal.  

There is no indication as to how the development site contributes to the historic significance of 
Crown Meadow and other heritage assets and how that significance will be affected (the degree of 
harm) by the quantum of 150 homes and form of development. 

What does limited mean in terms of the harm that would be caused to the significance of affected 
heritage assets - the terms used in the NPPF and Policy 5 of the Local Plan. 

The relevant tests for assessing harm are in section 12 of the NPPF (paragraphs 132- 134) and the 
industry standard assessment methodology is provided by The Setting of Heritage Assets (English 
Heritage 2011). These appear not to have been applied. 

Reference is made at paragraph 5.37 to Crown Estates (Crown Meadows owner) heritage study. 
Unfortunately this does not form part of the Local Plan’s evidence base and is not in the public 
domain.  

Reference is made at paragraph 5.40 to the Extensive Urban Survey of Blandford but again the 
Market Towns Study fails to set out the relevance of this evidence; what it says about the 
significance of the Crown Meadows, and when applied what this evidence says about the impact of 
the proposed allocation on that significance? 

Likewise the Conservation Area Character Appraisal is not referred to as a key source of evidence to 
inform the principle of development. 

Understandably the Landscape Impact Assessment (8 July 2010) of the potential housing sites does 
not provide a thorough technical historic environment assessment. Nevertheless it establishes that 
the Crown Meadows site has a ‘high value’ due to its Conservation Area designation and 
contribution to the historic context and setting of the town. It recommends development is limited 
to a small area adjacent the built up area (within a dashed blue line). This small area does not 
however appear to have the capacity to accommodate 150 new homes. Therefore one presumes 
that development is more extensive than recommended in the Landscape Impact Assessment 
potentially causing substantial harm to the significance of affected heritage assets. 

 



Whilst paragraph 5.47 of the Market Towns Paper provides the assurance that “the historic 
environment will be protected and enhanced and development accommodated within 
environmental constraints” there is no justification or explanation why this is the case and how that 
conclusion has been reached.  

In view of the above it appears that the Local Plan is UNSOUND because it is not based on adequate, 
up-to-date and relevant evidence about the historic environment ; does not identify the land where 
development would be inappropriate because of its historic significance ; and as a consequence fails 
to provide a positive and clear strategy for the conservation, enhancement, improvements and 
enjoyment of the historic environment .  

Finally, on a separate matter, is the local authority able to clarify what technical historic 
environment evidence has been gathered and applied to inform the appropriate location of 
development within the setting of the Kings Court Place Scheduled Monument adjacent to the 
Gillingham Southern Extension (Policy 21)? See above for the relevance and justification for such an 
enquiry. 

 


