
 

Appendix D Options for Consideration 
Consultation 
 
 
PLEASE NOTE:  
Regarding the newspaper articles listed for this appendix in the Core Strategy 
Submission Statement, under copyright law we are unable to publish copies on this 
webpage.  Please contact planning.policy@christchurchandeastdorset.gov.uk for 
further details if you wish to see a copy. 

mailto:planning.policy@christchurchandeastdorset.gov.uk




















































 
Christchurch Urban Extension Advisory Group  
Thursday 21st October 2010, 2.00pm 
Committee Room, Christchurch Borough Council 
 
Notes of the Meeting 
 
Attendees 
 
George Whalley Planning Policy Team Leader Christchurch 

Borough Council 
Wayne Barraball Development Services Manager, Christchurch 

Borough Council 
Cllr John Lofts Christchurch Borough Council 
Cllr David Jones Christchurch Borough Council 
Cllr Sally Derham-Wilkes Christchurch Borough Council 
John Bennett Minerals & Waste Manager, Dorset County 

Council 
Richard Dodson Planning Obligations Manager, Dorset County 

Council 
Katherine Burt Environment Agency 
Claire Aldridge Environment Agency 
Paul Hanson Meyrick Estates 
Lisa Jackson Meyrick Estates 
Malcolm Selkirk Roeshot Hill Allotments Association 
Eric Wilson Taylor Wimpey 
Steve Hellier Highways Agency 
Jeremy Woolf Woolf Bond Planning 
Keith Cavill Roeshot Hill Allotments Association 
Susan Thwaites Resident 
Patrick Roe Resident 
Julia Mitchell Planning Policy team, Christchurch BC 
Apologies 
Cllr Mrs D Jones CBC,  Cllr Alan Griffiths CBC, Kate Tunks DCC, 
Peter Impett DCC, Tony Bray SWRDA, Dave Ogborne Wessex Water, 
Gillian Sanders Wessex Water, Judy Jamieson Burton Parish Council, 
George Meyrick Meyrick Estates, Helen Powell Natural England,  
Mark Keighley Transdev Yellow Buses,  
John Mather Highcliffe Residents Association 
 
1.   Welcome, Introductions and Purpose of Meeting 
 
GW welcomed everyone and asked people to introduce themselves. The 
main purpose of the meeting is to give people the opportunity to raise issues 
in relation to the Urban extension options put forward in the Core Strategy 
Options for Consideration. The link to the Broadway Malyan Stage 1 
Masterplanning report has already been circulated, but the group were asked 
to contact George or Simon Trueick separately for comments on this. 
 
2. Core Strategy / SPD Timetables 



 
 
GW ran through the Core Strategy timetable and explained that we are now at 
the Options for Consideration stage and inviting comments until the end of the 
year. The Council will also be preparing an Urban Extension SPD. The 
timetable indaicates that a draft SPD will be prepared May – Dec 2011 with 
consultation on the draft anticipated in September 2012. 
 
3. Core Strategy ‘Options for Consideration’ Consultation 
 
GW explained that this advisory group meeting is part of the Core Strategy 
Options for Consideration consultation and ran through the different ways of 
responding. In addition to the main consultation documents, the Council has 
prepared a series of consultation leaflets, including one on the Christchurch 
Urban Extension. 
 
4 Masterplanning Update 
 
GW updated the group on masterplanning work. The Stage 1 report will be 
split into sections and put onto the Dorsetforyou shortly.  The masterplanning 
work establishes five options, four of which are being included in the Core 
Strategy Options for Consideration.  
 
Stage 2 of the Masterplanning work  is envisaged to take place January – 
August 2011. This will enable it to be informed by the results of the 
consultation on the Core Strategy Options for Consideration. The outcome of 
Stage 2 masterplanning work will feed into the next stage of the Core Strategy 
- pre-submission consultation - which is anticipated to be September 2011. 
 
There will also be Advisory Group meetings in the new year and on-going 
consultation to inform the next stage of the Core Strategy in Autumn 2011. 
 
5 Core Strategy Urban Extension Options 
 
Options 
GW explained that the Core Strategy puts forward urban extension ‘options’, 
not a ‘preferred option’. These urban extension options are linked to the wider 
housing delivery options for the Borough in the Core Strategy. 
 
Other Key Evidence 
GW ran through the dates of other relevant key evidence:- 

 South East Dorset Multi Modal Study  
o Consultation on draft preferred strategy Jan / Feb 2011 
o Finalise / approval of preferred strategy end March 2011 
 

 A35 Route Management Study 
o Identification of A35 Schemes June 2011 
 

The outcomes of both these studies should be ready to inform consultation of 
the next stage of the Core Strategy (Pre-submission consultation Sept 2011). 



 
 
The Big Issues to Consider 
GW identified a range of big issues to consider including:- 

 Range of possible housing delivery 500 – 1250 homes; 

 Strategy for the overhear power cables; 

 Provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG); 

 Location of allotments and acceptable criteria for possible relocation; 

 Transport impact of proposed development; 

 Affordable housing provision. 
 

GW than ran through each of the 4 options in turn:- 
 
Option UE1 

 Locates approximately 950 – 1250 dwellings south of the railway line 

 Open space and retail / community facilities south of the railway line 

 Move allotments and provide SANG north of the railway line 

 Move the overhead power lines underground. 
Issues Raised 

 Relocation of allotments – when this will be determined and who 
will be involved. 
 
This is to be determined between now and the next stage of 
consultation. There will need to be engagement with Meyrick Estates, 
the landowner and Natural England. Through this Advisory Group, 
issues can be teased out. The relocation of allotments will be 
influenced by factors including the size of site and alternative locations.  

 

 Density of development – Concern that 1250 dwellings in this area 
would be considered too high a density compared with nearby 
residential areas. 
 
Density is an important consideration and 1250 dwellings may well be 
at the upper level. However in terms of the relationships to other areas 
within Christchurch, the densities resulting from Option UE1 are not 
dissimilar to nearby residential areas. 

 

 Relocation of power cables underground – a figure of £8 million is 
quoted in the Stage 1 Masterplan. Unsure why this cost would concern 
us at this point. 

 
It is an important consideration at this stage as if this cost made the 
developing the site unviable, there would be difficulties in bring the 
scheme forward. Another important consideration is whether leaving 
the power cables overground would adversely affect residential values 
of the new development. There is more work to do on the details of the 
infrastructure and deciding the priorities. This would be undertaken with 
the Advisory Group next year when the details are known. 

 



 Detailed questions about balancing costs of undergrounding cables 
against the gain of 400 extra residential units and what the value of 
developing land at 20 per hectare would be. Also whether the value of 
the allotments site has been taken into consideration. 

 
It is difficult to explore this before looking at Stage 2 masterplanning 
work. Stage 1 is looking at the broad location, capacity for housing and 
broad infrastructure. Stage 2 of the masterplanning will explore detailed 
infrastructure issues, cost considerations and viability issues. 

 
Option UE 2 

 Locates approximately 650 – 850 dwellings south of the railway line 

 Open space and retail / community facilities south of the railway line 

 Move allotments and provide suitable alternative natural green space 
(recreational space) north of the railway line 

 Retain the overhead power cables in current position 
 
Issues raised 
 

 Detailed questions about the trading of 400 extra dwellings against 
putting power lines underground and whether it is possible to have any 
comments on the viability of this option. 

 
It is not possible to comment on the viability of each option at this stage 
as this level of detail is not available. It is important to include options 
of both undergrounding and overgrounding of power cables at this 
stage. Undergrounding the cables is one issue to factor in. Another 
issue is the housing market. There is clearly a benefit to the new 
community if the power cables are undergrounded. It’s not just a 
quantitative issue but a qualitative issue too. 

 
Option UE 3 

 Locates approximately 500 – 650 dwellings south of the railway line 

 Open space, retail / community facilities and allotments south of the 
railway line 

 Move SANG north of the railway line 

 Retain overhead power cables in current position 
 
Issues raised 

 Size of current allotments site and whether it includes the nursery 
site. 

 
The allotments include the nursery site and the size is about 5ha 
allotments and 1ha nursery site 

 
Option UE 4 

 Locates approximately 500 – 600 dwellings south of the railway line 

 Open space, retail and community facilities and allotments provided 
south of the railway line 



 Locate SANG south of the railway 

 Retain overhead power cables in current position. 
Issues raised 

 GW advised the group on Natural England’s established position that 
the SANG should be provided north of the railway. NE are 
uncomfortable about supporting a SANG south of the railway line as it 
would not satisfy the Habitats Regs. 

 
General Issues raised 
 
Impact on road network 

 At this stage specific highways improvements have not been identified. 
The Highways Agency did not consider that the level of development at 
the urban extension on its own would have a significant impact on the 
highway network. However modelling work would be needed to predict 
the impact on the A31. The outcomes of the A35 Route Management 
study and SE Dorset Multi Modal study will be relevant 

 
Minerals issues 

 Minerals Consultation Strategy out for consultation at the end of next 
week but this is not site specific. 

 Consultation on Dorset Minerals Sites is expected at the end of 2011. 
This will identify preferred sites and sites where minerals extraction is 
unacceptable. 

 It is not clear what the next stage of consultation would be for the 
Hampshire Minerals & Waste document. Hampshire CC are revisiting 
this in the light of the abolition of the RSS and looking at major sites 
and re-evaluating minerals required. 

 The current arrangements where DCC is the Minerals & Waste 
authority and CBC is the consultee should not change under the new 
government. 

 
Flooding issues 

 Environment Agency considers that the 4 urban extension options are 
not creating issues re flood risk. However at a later stage there will 
need to be details on such issues as drainage and buffer zones around 
water courses. 

 
Housing trajectory 

 A question was asked about where the urban extension site fitted into 
the housing trajectory. CBC is in the process of updating its Five Year 
Housing Land Supply. Potentially initial completions of the urban 
extension site could be factored into the 2014/15 year, taking into 
account evidence from the SHLAA panel which, in consultation with 
developers, assumed a reasonable start date of 2014.  Stage 2 of the 
Masterplanning will look at phasing of the development and a more 
robust trajectory will be prepared following this. The phasing will 
depend on infrastructure requirements and the funding available. 

 



Impact of New Localism Agenda of Coalition Government 

 A question was asked about the impact of the localism agenda on the 
options coming forward. It is difficult to say at this stage as we need to 
see what happens next and how it affects the wider Core Strategy. At 
this stage there are a wide range of housing options. At the submission 
stage in Autumn 2011 there should be an increased level of clarity of 
Central Government policy. 

 
Why include all 4 options? 

 A question was raised about including Option UE 4 which includes a 
SANG south of the railway, as Natural England has already stated that 
they are unhappy with the SANG being located south of the railway. 
The intention is to put forward a range of options to the community and 
stakeholders and for the Council to make the decision on what 
option(s) to take further forward after the results of consultation are 
received. The more people who respond, the more we will see what 
people genuinely want. 

 
Location of SANG north of the railway 

 A question was asked about how far north the SANG could be from the 
railway. It should be within reasonable walking distance from the 
dwellings. More detailed guidance is needed from Natural England, but 
there will be a degree of flexibility to consider a range of options. 

 
Size of replacement allotments site 

 Someone asked how many acres were needed for the allotments and 
whether they could be in 2 sites. The current site is 13 acres, but the 
Roeshot Hill Allotments Association would require a replacement site of 
20 acres or more as this would go some way to redressing the shortfall 
in provision across the Borough. The point was also made that the 
depth of demand for allotments sites has become evident from 
discussions on the urban extension site, so this exercise has raised 
awareness of this issue. 

 
6 AOB 
 

 A question was asked about when there will be another meeting of the 
Urban Extension Advisory group. The next meeting will take place early 
next year. 
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