Dorchester Town Council
Council Offices, 19 North Square, Dorchester, Dorset DT1 1JF
Telephone: (01305) 266861
For information about this agenda contact Georgina Wakely
g.wakely@dorchester-tc.gov.uk
28 October 2020
Agenda for the meeting of the Planning and Environment Committee which will be held via
the ZOOM VIDEO CONFERENCING PLATFORM on Monday, 2 November 2020 commencing
at 7.00pm.
Adrian Stuart
Town Clerk
You will be able to join the meeting by using the link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81135410575
Public Speaking at the Meeting
The Chairman has discretion to allow members of the public to speak at the meeting. If you
wish to speak please contact the Clerk by 9.00am on the morning of the meeting. We ask
speakers to confine their comments to the matter in hand and to be as brief as is
reasonably possible.
Member Code of Conduct: Declaration of Interests
Members are reminded that it is their responsibility to disclose pecuniary or non-pecuniary
interests where appropriate. A Member who declares a pecuniary interest must leave the
room unless a suitable dispensation has been granted. A Member who declares a nonpecuniary interest may take part in the meeting and vote.
Membership of the Committee
Councillors R. Biggs (the Mayor ex-officio), A. Canning, L. Fry, T. Harries (Vice- Chairman), J.
Hewitt, S. Hosford, G. Jones, S. Jones, F. Kent-Ledger, R. Major, R. Potter (Chairman), M.
Rennie and R. Ricardo
1.

Apologies and Declarations of Interest
It is recommended that twin hatted Councillors make a statement regarding their
participation in the consideration of planning applications at this agenda item.

2.

Minutes
To confirm and sign the Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 5 October
2020.

3.

Developer’s Comment
To receive an explanation from Robert Ackland, Director of The Brewery Square
Development Company Ltd regarding application WD/D/20/002561 BREWERY
SQUARE, DORCHESTER.

4.

Dorset Council Car Parking Charges
The Committee are asked to note the notification from the Dorset Council (attached)
to make changes to the existing car parking charges across Dorset and to make any
comments to be submitted to the Dorset Council.

5.

Department for Transport Consultation on Pavement Parking: Options for Change
To consider the attached report by the Chairman of the Planning and Environment
Committee on the Department for Transport’s consultation on Pavement parking:
options for change https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managingpavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change#how-to-respond and to
authorise the Committee Clerk, in consultation with the Chair to make response
based on the Committee’s comments and preferred option.
Members are invited to submit any responses to the Clerk and Committee Chair for
consideration. Please note the consultation closes on 22 November 2020.

6.

The County of Dorset (Various Roads in the District of West Dorset) (Consolidation
of Orders made for the Regulation of Traffic) Order 2014 (as amended),
(Amendment Order No. , 20’) Various Roads, Dorchester – Prohibition and
Restriction of Waiting – Coburg Road
Dorset Council recently proposed to install a single yellow line along a section of
Coburg Road, Dorchester. The effect of the Order was to prohibit waiting Monday to
Friday 8am-5pm on a specified length of Coburg Road, Dorchester (attached). The
Dorset Council received number of objections and comments from local residents
who would prefer the restrictions to be no waiting Monday to Friday 8am to 9am and
3am to 4pm. The Committee are asked if they would support the revised proposal
that the restrictions be no waiting Monday to Friday 8am to 9am and 3pm to 4pm.

7.

Judge Jefferys 6 High West Street Dorchester
A number of complaints have been received about the condition of the building. The
Committee are asked to consider any action that can be taken.

8.

Wessex Water Refill Point Installation
To note that the Wessex Water Refill Point will be installed in lower South Street
subject to authorisation from Dorset Council. (Location and design attached).

9.

Planning Applications for Comment
To receive and comment on the planning applications received from Dorset Council
(attached).

10.

Minute Update Report
To receive and consider the minute updates reported.

11.

Planning Issues to Note
To note any planning related issues including decisions made by Dorset Council on
planning applications (contrary to Dorchester Town Council’s comments), withdrawn
applications and others.
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Dorchester Town Council
Minutes of the Planning and Environment Committee held via the Zoom Video
Conferencing
Platform
5 October 2020
Present:

The Mayor, Councillor R Biggs and Councillors A. Canning, L. Fry, S.
Hosford, E.S. Jones, G. Jones, F. Kent-Ledger, R. Major, R. Potter
(Chairman), M.E. Rennie and R. Ricardo.

Apologies: Councillor T. Harries and J. Hewitt.
Also in attendance: Councillors S. Biles and F. Hogwood
27.

Declarations of Interest
Councillor Fry stated that as a member of Dorset Council’s Area Planning
Committee, he would keep an open mind on the planning applications and consider
all information available at each stage of the decision process. He would take part in
the debate but not vote on planning applications at this meeting.

28.

Minutes
The minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 7 September 2020 were
confirmed and approved to be signed by the Chairman.

29.

White Paper: Planning for the Future
The Committee considered the draft response to the Ministry of Local Housing,
Communities and Local Government’s Consultation the White Paper, Planning for
the Future and agreed on various points to submit.
Resolved
I.
That the Clerk to the Committee in consultation with the Chairman submit
the Committee’s response (included in these minutes set out in Appendix 1)
to the Ministry of Local Housing, Communities and Local Government’s
Consultation on the White Paper, Planning for the Future.

35.

Planning Applications for Comment
The Committee considered the planning applications referred to the Council for
comment by Dorset Council (Appendix 2).

36.

Minute Update Report
There were no minute updates to report, however a member of the Committee
raised concerns about Minute 14 of the Planning and Environment Committee held
on 6 August 2018, application WD/D/18/000622. The Committee heard that the
then West Dorset District Council had refused planning permission for the Erection
of raised decking area (Retrospective) on 3 October 2018, yet the decking remained
in place. The Committee requested that the clerk to the Committee contact the
Dorset Council to request that the decision be enforced.

Page 3 of 27

Resolved
I.
That the clerk to the Committee contact the Dorset Council to request that
the decision to refuse application WD/D/18/000622 be enforced.

37.

Planning Issues to Note
1) The Committee noted that the Dorset Council had appointed a company called
Terraquest on a temporary basis to assist with clearing a backlog of planning
applications that were awaiting validation. The Committee expressed its
disappointment that a local company had not been employed.
2) A member of the Committee raised concerns about the recent flooding on the
A35 from the Stadium Roundabout to the turning to the A352. The Committee heard
that on a number of occasions the road had been closed and a number of
restrictions had been imposed due to flooding, causing increased volumes of traffic
in Dorchester Town Centre. The Committee requested that Highways England
identify a suitable diversion should the road be closed again in the future due to
flooding.
The committee also expressed concerns that the flooding experienced at the nearby
Max Gate Roundabout had possibly contributed to the problems experienced on the
A35. The Committee requested that the Clerk to the Committee contact both
Highways England about the A35 and the Dorset Council about the Max Gate
Roundabout as a matter of urgency to request that works be completed on the A35
to improve the drainage and alleviate the problems experienced.
Resolved
I.
The Clerk to the Committee contact both Highways England about the A35
and the Dorset Council about the Max Gate Roundabout as a matter of
urgency to request that works be completed on the A35 and the Max Gate
Roundabout to improve the drainage and alleviate the problems
experienced.
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Appendix 1
Dorchester Town Council
Planning and Environment Committee 5 October 2020
Ministry of Local Housing, Communities and Local Government’s Consultation on the
White Paper: Planning for the Future
Pillar One – Planning for development
Q. 1. What three words do you associate most with the planning
system in England?
Democratic, accessible, professional.
Q 2(a). Do you get involved with planning decisions in your local area?
Yes
Q 2(b). If no, why not?
No response required
Q 3. Our proposals will make it much easier to access plans and contribute
your views to planning decisions. How would you like to find out about
plans and planning proposals in the future?
[Social media / Online news / Newspaper / By post /
Other – please specify]
Planning Authority website with automated prompts (if signed up) plus on site notices
Q 4. What are your top three priorities for planning in your local area?
[Building homes for young people / building homes for the homeless /
Protection of green spaces / The environment, biodiversity and action
on climate change / Increasing the affordability of housing / The design
of new homes and places / Supporting the high street / Supporting the
local economy / More or better local infrastructure / Protection of
existing heritage buildings or areas / Other – please specify]
In no particular order:
• The environment, biodiversity and action on climate change
• Increasing the affordability of housing
• Protection of existing heritage buildings or areas
Proposal 1: The role of land use plans should be simplified. We propose that Local Plans
should identify three types of land – Growth areas suitable for substantial development,
Renewal areas suitable for development, and areas that are Protected.
Q 5. Do you agree that Local Plans should be simplified in line with our proposals?
No - We need much more detail on how the land types will be identified, and by whom; how
places will be allocated to the different categories; precisely what ‘substantial’ development
means; what ‘suitable development’ will mean in practice; what limitations can be applied
on height, density etc., and by whom.
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‘Growth’ and ‘Renewal’ should be kept separate so that developments can be spread
over a rural area when this is appropriate.
Key Concerns
• The proposals are a Charter for unnecessary overdevelopment in Dorset
with significantly higher numbers than are needed.
•

There is a significant loss of local democracy and a reduction of the public
involvement in the planning process - Dorset Council need to Stand up for
Dorset rather than give in to demands from Westminster.

•

The proposals do not guarantee adequate protection for the precious environment
of Dorset and in fact are a threat.

•

The lack of democracy in the decision making process.

Proposal 2: Development management policies established at national scale and an
altered role for Local Plans.
Q 6. Do you agree with our proposals for streamlining the development management
content of Local Plans, and setting out general development management policies
nationally?
No.
There are vastly different requirements in different areas. Dorset is not like
Shropshire, let alone Surrey. Weymouth is not like Beaminster.
The design guides and codes would most definitely need to be produced for smaller areas
and in some circumstances certain sites as the character and landscape can vary significantly
within local authority boundaries let alone across the Country.
Proposal 3: Local Plans should be subject to a single statutory “sustainable development”
test, replacing the existing tests of soundness.
Q 7(a). Do you agree with our proposals to replace existing legal and policy tests for Local
Plans with a consolidated test of “sustainable development”, which would include
consideration of environmental impact?
Not Sure. A test of “sustainable development” needs to be robust and wide-ranging.
Q 7(b). How could strategic, cross-boundary issues be best planned for in the absence of a
formal Duty to Cooperate?
The Duty to Cooperate should be retained to ensure infrastructure does not collapse at a
border.
Proposal 4: A standard method for establishing housing requirement figures which ensures
enough land is released in the areas where affordability is worst, to stop land supply being
a barrier to enough homes being built. The housing requirement would factor in land
constraints and opportunities to more effectively use land, including through densification
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where appropriate, to ensure that the land is identified in the most appropriate areas and
housing targets are met.
Q 8(a). Do you agree that a standard method for establishing housing requirements (that
takes into account constraints) should be introduced?
Yes - but only if the Local Authority has the right to appeal against a centrally imposed
figure. The proposal as it stands is undemocratic as there is no local input into the housing
number for the area.
Q 8(b). Do you agree that affordability and the extent of existing urban areas are
appropriate indicators of the quantity of development to be accommodated?
No.
More concentrated development will lead to more pressure on infrastructure.
Proposal 5: Areas identified as Growth areas (suitable for substantial development) would
automatically be granted outline planning permission for the principle of development,
while automatic approvals would also be available for pre-established development types
in other areas suitable for building.
Q 9(a). Do you agree that there should be automatic outline permission for areas for
substantial development (Growth areas) with faster routes for detailed consent?
No. An Infrastructure agreement must come first.
Paragraph 2:36 is simply not good enough to protect neighbours from inappropriate
development.
Automatic outline permission would remove all democracy from the local community, it is
unacceptable.
Measures need to be put in place to prevent ‘Land Bankers’ from cashing in on the initiative.
Tight time periods should be imposed from automatic outline permission being granted to
the time of development. It is not acceptable that a development should be granted
automatic permission and for it then not to be built within a period of say 2 years as the
value of the land would increase considerably over time whilst not meeting the ‘needs’
defined by the proposal for the Growth area.
Q 9(b). Do you agree with our proposals above for the consent arrangements for Renewal
and Protected areas?
No. Clear safeguards against inappropriate developments will be needed.
Again, this removes all democracy from the local community and is unacceptable.
Q 9(c). Do you think there is a case for allowing new settlements to be brought forward
under the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects regime?
Yes. The buck should stop with the minister.
Proposal 6: Decision-making should be faster and more certain, with firm deadlines, and
make greater use of digital technology
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Q 10. Do you agree with our proposals to make decision-making faster and more certain?
No.
In response to ‘The delegation of detailed planning decisions to planning officers where the
principle of development has been established, as detailed matters for consideration should
be principally a matter for professional planning judgment.’
This removes democracy, particularly if the development has previously been granted
automatic outline permission.
In response to ‘We propose that applicants will be entitled to an automatic rebate of their
planning application fee if they are successful at appeal.’ it should also be included that
Local Authorities are also entitled to a similar rebate of fees if they were to win at appeal.
Also, the digitally disadvantaged must be catered for - just as we do those physically
disadvantaged
Proposal 7: Local Plans should be visual and map-based, standardised, based on the latest
digital technology, and supported by a new template.
Q 11. Do you agree with our proposals for accessible, web-based Local Plans?
Yes - as long as the ‘digitally disadvantaged’ are catered for in some way and the Local Plans
should be available in all languages.
Proposal 8: Local authorities and the Planning Inspectorate will be required through
legislation to meet a statutory timetable for key stages of the process, and we will
consider what sanctions there would be for those who fail to do so.
Q 12. Do you agree with our proposals for a 30 month statutory timescale for the
production of Local Plans?
Yes, if allowance is made for exceptional circumstances such as Covid, sudden loss of
planning officer and/or system.
‘Reviews should be undertaken sooner than five years where there has been a significant
change in circumstances, for instance where issues with land supply have been identified
through regular monitoring.’ Clarification on a ‘Significant change in circumstances’ is
needed, as is confirmation on who would monitor changes in circumstances.
Proposal 9: Neighbourhood Plans should be retained as an important means of community
input, and we will support communities to make better use of digital tools
Q 13(a). Do you agree that Neighbourhood Plans should be retained in the reformed
planning system?
Yes, they are good for local input.
Q 13(b). How can the neighbourhood planning process be developed to meet our
objectives, such as in the use of digital tools and reflecting community preferences about
design?
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Offer grants to enable Town and Parish councils to access planning expertise, perhaps from
the Local Authority.
The development of a Neighbourhood plan is extremely time consuming and costly, for very
little reward. Neighbourhood plans are often overridden by the Local Planning Authority. To
make them more attractive to Town and Parish Councils the offer of grants to enable Town
and Parish councils to access planning expertise, perhaps from the Local Authority would be
extremely beneficial by making them more affordable and by giving them more gravitas and
strength.
Proposal 10: A stronger emphasis on build out through planning
Q 14. Do you agree there should be a stronger emphasis on the build out of
developments? And if so, what further measures would you support?
Yes and include penalties for developers who are not making progress at any stage.
Pillar Two – Planning for beautiful and sustainable places
Q 15. What do you think about the design of new development that has happened
recently in your area?
It has been variable, some of it has been very good, some of it has been very bad and some
of it hasn’t even happened.
Q 16. Sustainability is at the heart of our proposals. What is your priority for sustainability
in your area?
Energy efficiency, attention to all infrastructure needs.
Proposal 11: To make design expectations more visual and predictable, we will expect
design guidance and codes to be prepared locally with community involvement, and
ensure that codes are more binding on decisions about development.
Q 17. Do you agree with our proposals for improving the production and use of design
guides and codes?
Not Sure. Adherence to locally produced guides and codes should be an essential
prerequisite of a proposed development.
Proposal 12: To support the transition to a planning system which is more visual and
rooted in local preferences and character, we will set up a body to support the delivery of
provably locally-popular design codes, and propose that each authority should have a
chief officer for design and place-making.
Q 18. Do you agree that we should establish a new body to support design coding and
building better places, and that each authority should have a chief officer for design and
place-making?
Agree to support design coding. Nearly all Local Authorities will (initially at least) need
several such officers, more locally based than to cover a large rural county.
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Proposal 13: To further embed national leadership on delivering better places, we will
consider how Homes England’s strategic objectives can give greater emphasis to
delivering beautiful places.
Q 19. Do you agree with our proposal to consider how design might be given greater
emphasis in the strategic objectives for Homes England?
Fine words, but will Homes England have any statutory input or enforcement role?
Proposal 14: We intend to introduce a fast-track for beauty through changes to national
policy and legislation, to incentivise and accelerate high quality development which
reflects local character and preferences.
Q 20. Do you agree with our proposals for implementing a fast-track for beauty?
No.
Paragraph 3:18 ‘Second, where plans identify areas for significant development (Growth
areas), we will legislate to require that a masterplan and site-specific code are agreed as a
condition of the permission in principle which is granted through the plan……’ is welcomed.
Paragraph 3:19 ‘Third, we also propose to legislate to widen and change the nature of
permitted development, so that it enables popular and replicable forms of development to
be approved easily and quickly….’ is definitely NOT welcomed.
Replicable forms of development will lead to clone settlements. Local distinctiveness can be
an important contribution to the form of a development.
Paragraph 3:20’ To take this approach forward, we intend to develop a limited set of formbased development types that allow the redevelopment of existing residential buildings
where the relevant conditions are satisfied….’ is definitely NOT welcomed. It will lead to
bog-standard (and low-standard) estates that would be all too reminiscent of those of the
1950s and ‘60s we have moved away from.
There is a danger that there will be a perception that a ‘Fast Track for Beauty’ would take
precedence over creating developments that meet the needs of the community, that are
accessible for those who will habit them. By enabling permitted Development in such
circumstances there is the risk that the required infrastructure would not be in place.
Proposal 15: We intend to amend the National Planning Policy Framework to ensure that
it targets those areas where a reformed planning system can most effectively play a role
in mitigating and adapting to climate change and maximising environmental benefits.
Proposal 16: We intend to design a quicker, simpler framework for assessing
environmental impacts and enhancement opportunities, that speeds up the process while
protecting and enhancing the most valuable and important habitats and species in
England.
Proposal 17: Conserving and enhancing our historic buildings and areas in the 21st century
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Proposal 18: To complement our planning reforms, we will facilitate ambitious
improvements in the energy efficiency standards for buildings to help deliver our worldleading commitment to net-zero by 2050.
Proposals 15 - 18
These are all good thoughts and words, but that is all they are at
present. Let’s have some teeth to get them enacted!
Pillar Three – Planning for infrastructure and connected places
Q 21. When new development happens in your area, what is your priority for what comes
with it?
[More affordable housing / More or better infrastructure (such as transport, schools, health
provision) / Design of new buildings / More shops and/or employment space / Green space
/ Don’t know / Other – please specify
Infrastructure and affordable housing.
Proposal 19: The Community Infrastructure Levy should be reformed to be charged as a
fixed proportion of the development value above a threshold, with a mandatory
nationally-set rate or rates and the current system of planning obligations abolished.
Q 22(a). Should the Government replace the Community Infrastructure Levy and Section
106 planning obligations with a new consolidated Infrastructure Levy, which is charged as
a fixed proportion of development value above a set threshold?
No. Some developments will require more contribution in order to make them locally
sustainable. For example, a new estate across a river from its main retail and employment
centres will need a new bridge.
Q 22(b). Should the Infrastructure Levy rates be set nationally at a single rate, set
nationally at an area-specific rate, or set locally?
[Nationally at a single rate / Nationally at an area-specific rate / Locally]
Locally, for the reason above.
Q 22(c). Should the Infrastructure Levy aim to capture the same amount of value overall,
or more value, to support greater investment in infrastructure, affordable housing and
local communities?
[Same amount overall / More value / Less value / Not sure. Please provide supporting
statement.]
More - unless funding for extra infrastructure can be provided from elsewhere, such as
central government.
Q 22(d). Should we allow local authorities to borrow against the Infrastructure Levy, to
support infrastructure delivery in their area?
Yes. Infrastructure usually needs to be in place before an Infrastructure Levy is fully paid.
However, the risk of financial burden upon the local authority should the dwellings not be
occupied is concerning. It would also be particularly unpopular should a development that
had automatically been granted outline permission and had been opposed by the local
community not be occupied due to lack of demand.
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Proposal 20: The scope of the Infrastructure Levy could be extended to capture changes of
use through permitted development rights
Q 23. Do you agree that the scope of the reformed Infrastructure Levy should capture
changes of use through permitted development rights?
Yes. Permitted development will increase pressures on Local Authorities and should be paid
for.
Proposal 21: The reformed Infrastructure Levy should deliver affordable housing provision
Q 24(a). Do you agree that we should aim to secure at least the same amount of
affordable housing under the Infrastructure Levy, and as much on-site affordable
provision, as at present?
Yes, though this may be variable across the country.
On site provision should be the default position. Off site provision should only be permitted
under very exceptional circumstances due to space, rather than commercial constraints.
Q 24(b). Should affordable housing be secured as in-kind payment towards the
Infrastructure Levy, or as a ‘right to purchase’ at discounted rates for local authorities?
Right to purchase by Local Authority with a mechanism to ensure continued affordability.
Q 24(c). If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, should we mitigate against local authority
overpayment risk?
Not Sure. Will the differing needs of different Authorities lead to more divergence?
Q 24(d). If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, are there additional steps that would
need to be taken to support affordable housing quality?
Yes, definitely. Poor quality will lead to extra costs for the Local Authority in the future.
Proposal 22: More freedom could be given to local authorities over how they spend the
Infrastructure Levy
Q 25. Should local authorities have fewer restrictions over how they spend the
Infrastructure Levy?
Yes, though the core obligations must be clearly set out so that it is easy to see that they are
being met.
Q 25(a). If yes, should an affordable housing ‘ring-fence’ be developed?
Yes. On-site delivery rather than contributions in kind is necessary to ensure compliance.
Proposal 23: As we develop our final proposals for this new planning system, we will
develop a comprehensive resources and skills strategy for the planning sector to support
the implementation of our reforms. In doing so, we propose this strategy will be
developed including the following key elements:
Proposal 24: We will seek to strengthen enforcement powers and sanctions
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Q 26. Do you have any views on the potential impact of the proposals raised in this
consultation on people with protected characteristics as defined in section 149 of the
Equality Act 2010?
Ensure that all community organisations such as Gypsy and Traveller Liaison groups and
Race Equality groups are consulted.
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Appendix 2
Dorchester Town Council
Planning and Environment Committee 5 October 2020
East Ward (Councillors T. Harries, S. Jones, F. Kent-Ledger and R. Major)
E1.

WD/D/20/001839 LAND AND GARAGES REAR OF, 13-19 EDDISON AVENUE,
DORCHESTER
Demolition of existing garages and erection of 2no.3 bed houses, 1no.2 bed house and
1no. 1 bed house and associated landscaping and parking provision.
No objection.

E2.

WD/D/20/001905 15 GARLAND CRESCENT, DORCHESTER, DT1 2SX
Replace existing rear conservatory with single storey pitched roof extension.
No objection.

E3.

WD/D/20/001960 4 FORDINGTON GREEN, DORCHESTER, DT1 1LU
Replace existing timber garden room with new timber garden room.
No objection.

E4.

WD/D/20/001961 4 FORDINGTON GREEN, DORCHESTER, DT1 1LU (Listed Building
Consent)
Replace existing timber garden room with new timber garden room.
No objection.
North Ward (Councillor A. Canning)

N1.

WD/D/20/001875 11 CORNHILL, DORCHESTER, DT1 1BQ
Installation of 2.no non illuminated panel signs.
Objection.
The Committee felt that the advertising boards were not appropriate for a Conservation
Area, contravening ENV4 of the adopted local plan and would also contravene ENV14 of
the adopted local plan as they they were not compatible with and would not respect the
building’s surroundings in terms of size, proportions, form, design, materials, and use of
colour and level of illumination.

N2.

WD/D/20/001840 GARAGE SITE OPPOSITE, 30-44 CHESTNUT WAY, DORCHESTER
Demolition of existing garages and erection of 2no. 3 bed houses and 2no. 1 bed flats and
associated landscaping and parking provision.
No objection subject to an up to date drainage and water enquiry. The Committee
expressed concerns about reports from nearby residents of flooding and sewage being a
part of the floodwaters and requested that a full survey be conducted and that the
problems be addressed.

N3.

WD/D/20/001885 UNIT B, ST MARTINS PLACE, BRIDPORT ROAD, DORCHESTER, DT1 2FB
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Demolition of the existing buildings and redevelopment of the site for a part two and part
three storey building comprising shops (Class A1) at ground floor and 24 residential
apartments at first and second floor, along with separate vehicular access and parking for
the commercial and residential uses, and related hard and soft landscaping - Variation of
condition 6 of planning approval 1/E/07/000896 - create 3.no units.
No objection.
West Ward (Councillors L. Fry, J. Hewitt and R. Ricardo)
W1
.

WD/D/20/001799 79 CAMBRIDGE ROAD, DORCHESTER, DT1 2JG
Erect two storey side extension.
No objection.

W2
.

WD/D/20/002112 49 QUEENS AVENUE, DORCHESTER, DT1 2EP
Convert existing garden room into annexe.
No objection. The Committee requested that a planning condition be added that the
annexe be an ancillary to 49 Queens Avenue, Dorchester, DT1 2EP.
South Ward (Councillors G. Jones, R. Potter and M. Rennie)
No applications received.
Poundbury Ward (Councillors R. Biggs and S. Hosford)

P1.

WD/D/20/000596 POUNDBURY PHASES 3 AND 4, PEVERELL AVENUE EAST, POUNDBURY
Application for approval of reserved matters for access, appearance, landscaping & layout
in relation to outline approval 1/D/09/001363.
No objection.
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Agenda Item 4
Dorchester Town Council
Planning and Environment Committee 2 November 2020
Dorset Council Car Parking Charges
A project was started in January 2020 to look at car park charges across the new Dorset
Council area. It was considered that car park charges were not consistent or fair and that
changes needed to be made. As well as this, some charges had not been reviewed for
several years.
It is the intention of Dorset Council to charge from 8am to 8pm, Monday to Sunday in all
Dorset Council public car parks. This will mean a longer charging day and charging on
Sunday. As per our legal duty, notices of this change will be published two weeks before the
change date.
To continue to support local business, Dorset Council intends to update the Parking Policy.
The change is as follows:
•
Four days each year when the Town Councils can use the Dorset Council public car
parks for events which generate valuable footfall for businesses. The four days cannot be
used during weekends in December.
•
Free parking in all Dorset Council public car parks on Small Business Saturday in
December
•

Free parking in all Dorset Council public car parks on one weekday in December

A consultation on Shoppers Permits that Parking Services is undertaking, that will be
available on the Dorset Council website in the next few weeks.
Shoppers Permits have been running in West Dorset for 23 years. Their original purpose was
to entice residents into shopping locally by giving them heavily discounted parking in local
short stay car parks; it is felt that this is something that is still very relevant now. The
consultation will explore the potential to create a Dorset Council wide Shoppers Permit.
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Agenda Item 5
Dorchester Town Council
Planning and Environment Committee 2 November 2020
Department for Transport Consultation on Pavement Parking: Options for Change
1. The Department for Transport have launched a consultation asking whether a
change of existing pavement parking legislation should occur;
www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking .
2. The following 3 options are being proposed:
•

Improving the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) process, under which local
authorities can already prohibit pavement parking.

•

A legislative change to allow local authorities with civil parking enforcement
powers to enforce against ‘unnecessary obstruction of the pavement’.

•

A legislative change to introduce a London-style pavement parking prohibition
throughout England.

Consultees are also invited to make suggestions of an alternative option.
3. The Committee is asked which of the three options is preferred or for an alternative
option.
4. Summary of the Options
OPTION 1
Improvements to the system of TROs (Traffic Regulation Orders)
The (Dorset) Council can already introduce TROs and enforce them, but this is time
confusing and burdensome as it needs advertising, lines and signs (The Committee
are reminded of the lengthy process that this can take, as an example the request for
TRO’s in the Manor Park area.).
OPTION 2
Allow the council to enforce “unnecessary obstruction” as a civil matter, issuing
parking tickets as they do now for ‘yellow line’ offences. This could be done by
splitting ‘the pavement’ from ‘the road’.
This option has advantages in that it could be fairly quick to implement with no need
for signs or lines and it could be targeted on some places.
Its big disadvantage is that ‘unnecessary obstruction’ would be difficult to define.
Suggestions include the requirement to leave an accessible footway of at least 1.5m,
or to forbid parking on a pavement when there is room on the road next to it.
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OPTION 3
A Nationwide extension of the London ban
This could apply to all areas, or as a suggestion just to areas with a speed limit of
40mph or less, 30 mph or less.
Local exemptions, which would be signed and marked, would be allowed.
Advantages include the establishment of one simple rule, with exemptions allowed,
clearly defined and easily marked.
Disadvantages include the need for the council to identify, sign and mark many areas
which would benefit from exemption, for example to allow freer movement of
traffic. This approach would be inappropriate in rural areas. The need for signs may
well be intrusive in sensitive areas.
In all the above options, there is proposed a list of exceptions,
Annex B: Exceptions for Certain Vehicles in Specific Circumstances
B.1 The table below sets out those vehicles which we propose should not be subject
to the prohibition proposed in Option 2 or Option 3.
Vehicle when being used for:
• fire brigade purposes
• police purposes
• parking in accordance with a direction given by a constable
• ambulance purposes
• the provision of, or in connection with, urgent or emergency health care, by a
registered medical practitioner, registered nurse or registered midwife
• the purpose of saving life or responding to another similar emergency
• the purpose of providing assistance at an accident or breakdown
• postal services (within the meaning of section 125(1) of the Postal Services
Act 2000)
• delivery, collection, loading or unloading of goods to, or from any premises,
in the course of business; where this cannot reasonably be carried out
without the vehicle being parked on a pavement; and the vehicle is so parked
for no longer than is necessary for these purposes, and in any event for no
more than a continuous period of 20 minutes
• collection of refuse by, or on behalf of, the local authority
• street cleansing purposes by, or on behalf of, the local authority
• gritting or salting or the clearance of snow by, or on behalf of, the local
authority
• road works by, or on behalf of, the local authority
• road maintenance (including street furniture) by, or on behalf of, the local
authority
• street works by, or on behalf of, the local authority or statutory undertakers,
including utility companies
• to comply with the duty in section 170 of the Road Traffic Act 1988 to stop
after an accident
Other situations - in respect of Option 3 only:

Page 18 of 27

•

any vehicle authorised by the council to be parked in a specified place at a
specified time

5. It is RECOMMENDED that the Committee authorise the Committee Clerk, in
consultation with the Chair to make response based on the Committee’s comments
and preferred option.
Members are invited to submit any responses to the Clerk and Committee Chair for
consideration. Please note the consultation closes on 22 November 2020.
Councillor Robin Potter
Chair, Planning & Environment Committee
Dorchester Town Council
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Agenda Item 6
Dorchester Town Council
Planning and Environment Committee 2 November 2020
The County of Dorset (Various Roads in the District of West Dorset) (Consolidation of
Orders made for the Regulation of Traffic) Order 2014 (as amended), (Amendment Order
No. , 20’) Various Roads, Dorchester – Prohibition and Restriction of Waiting – Coburg
Road
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Agenda Item 8
Dorchester Town Council
Planning and Environment Committee 2 November 2020
Wessex Water Refill Point Installation
Proposed Location for Water Refill Point

Design of Water Refill Point

Example of Water Refill Point in Situation
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Appendix 1.
Dorchester Town Council
Planning and Environment Committee 2 November 2020
East Ward (Councillors T. Harries, S. Jones, F. Kent-Ledger and R. Major)
E1.

WD/D/20/002387 32 PRINCE OF WALES ROAD, DORCHESTER, DT1 1PW
Convert and extend existing dwelling to provide 17 supported living apartments with
communal facilities and associated landscaping.

E2.

WD/D/20/002159 15 STONEHOUSE COURT, POUND LANE, DORCHESTER, DT1 1LP
Replace existing window with UPVc french door.

E3.

WD/D/20/002042 7 SOUTH WALKS ROAD, DORCHESTER, DT1 1ED
Change of use from (A3) private garage to a (A1) Delicatessen.
North Ward (Councillor A. Canning)

N1.

WD/D/20/002160 DORCHESTER TOWN HALL, HIGH EAST STREET, DORCHESTER, DT1
1HF
Erection of Two storey extension and internal and external alterations. New bio-mass
boiler installation in new extension.
As Dorchester Town Council is the landowner, no comment will be made on this
application.

N2.

WD/D/20/002161 DORCHESTER TOWN HALL, HIGH EAST STREET, DORCHESTER, DT1
1HF (Listed Building Consent)
Works to facilitate internal and external alterations.
As Dorchester Town Council is the landowner, no comment will be made on this
application.

N3.

WD/D/20/002067 DORCHESTER TOWN COUNCIL MUNICIPAL BUILDINGS, THE CORN
EXCHANGE, HIGH EAST STREET, DORCHESTER, DT1 1HF
Essential re-roofing to the Council Chamber and Stair Hall roof.
As Dorchester Town Council is the landowner, no comment will be made on this
application.
West Ward (Councillors L. Fry, J. Hewitt and R. Ricardo)

W1.

WD/D/20/002138 32 OLGA ROAD, DORCHESTER, DT1 2LX
Erection of Single storey rear extension.

W2.

WD/D/20/002218 10 ROMULUS CLOSE, DORCHESTER, DT1 2TH
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Installation of Cedral shiplap cladding over cement render at first floor on north, south,
east and west elevations.
South Ward (Councillors G. Jones, R. Potter and M. Rennie)
S1.

WD/D/20/002561 BREWERY SQUARE, DORCHESTER
Modification of Section 106 agreement dated 9th November 2015 (planning approval
1/D/13/000999).
Poundbury Ward (Councillors R. Biggs and S. Hosford)

P1.

WD/D/20/002108 UNIT 1 AND UNIT 2, PARKWAY FARM BUSINESS PARK, MIDDLE
FARM WAY, POUNDBURY, DORCHESTER, DT1 3AR
Change of use of building 1 from D1 (non-residential institutions) to E (Commercial,
Business and Service) B2 (General Industrial) and B8 (Storage or distribution) and change
of use of building 2 from B2
(General Industrial) to E (Commercial, Business and Service) B2 (General Industrial) and
B8 (Storage or distribution).
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Agenda Item 10
Dorchester Town Council
Planning and Environment Committee 2 November 2020
Minute Update Report
1) Minute 28 (7 September 2020) Dorchester South Station
The Planning and Environment Committee Ward Members conducted a site visit at the
Dorchester South Train Station. Concluding the site visit the following suggestions were put
to Network Rail:
Each predominantly involved opening up the area where the wall was as there is a wall in
situ which serves as a flowerbed for platform 2.
1.
2.
3.

The area between the pavement and the platform wall be tarmacked and
benches or bike racks be installed
The area be opened up for parking spaces (understandably chargeable)
The area between the pavement and platform wall be planted with shrubbery

The following response was received:
‘We’re sorry you’re disappointed with the fencing that will be placed at this location. The
further points you have raised have been discussed with our asset management team.
As explained to you, our priority is to keep the railway and the community safe. As we are
publicly funded; and especially given the current economic situation, we must balance the
cost against our need to protect the railway and minimise risk to the public.
Our chain-link fencing is a typical boundary fence which is installed across our railway and
one that is installed as standard in situations as this – where the fence acts as a boundary
adjacent to an alleyway which is itself separated from the rear of adjoining property gardens
by means of timber panel garden fences.
In our opinion, installing a wall will not prevent members of the local community fly-tipping
rubbish over it, and this is a problem Network Rail have to deal with nationally.
In regard to your request for flower beds, we do not have funding to offer this I’m afraid, and
installation of benches and bike racks would be a request you would need to raise with the
train operating company(TOC), South Western Railway(SWR) as they are the leaseholder and
manage this station. It may also be a consideration for the local authority to place some bins
along this location to help prevent littering.
We understand our decision regarding the fencing is not likely to be a popular one, but based
on the information provided our position unfortunately remains unchanged.’
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2) Minute 37, 2 (5 October 2020) Planning Issues to Note
The following response has been received from Highways England:
‘Much as we sympathise and apologise for your inconvenience, unfortunately there is no
quick solution to the flooding issues experienced at Dorchester Bypass. Which is why a civil
engineering scheme was initiated some time ago. This has involved many stages including
additional budgetary approval. The scheme currently sits at the detailed design stage which
is due to commenced in April. From that stage the construction phase is scheduled to take
place in 2021/22.
Frustrating as it must be to affected parties such as yourself, and for the timescales involved,
but the processes and financial procedures are in line with any other public funded scheme
such as this.’
Dorset Council have confirmed that they will empty the gullies on the approach and around
the Max Gate Roundabout.
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Agenda Item 11
Dorchester Town Council
Planning and Environment Committee 2 November 2020
Planning Issues to Note
1. WD/D/20/000674 LAND AT PARKWAY FARM BUSINESS PARK, MIDDLE FARM WAY,
POUNDBURY
Recommended refusal by Dorchester Town Council 3 August 2020. Approved by the
Dorset Council 20 October 2020.
Extract from the Delegated Officer’s report:
‘The sign would measure 3.6m in height x 2.4m in width and made of an aluminium
composite material, the sign would be white in colour with red and black text. Whilst
it is acknowledged that the sign is of a reasonably large scale it is not considered to
be out of proportion with its immediate surroundings or wider locality. Whilst the site
is located within the Dorset AONB the signage would be viewed in conjunction to the
entrance of the business park, the non-residential nature of the locality is considered
to enhance the acceptability of a larger scale sign. Furthermore, the nature of the
advertisement would suggest a temporary fixture.’
2. WD/D/20/000049 FORMER SITE OF WATSON PETROLEUM LTD & DORCHESTER
COLLECTION SHOWROOM, LONDON ROAD, DORCHESTER, DT1 1NE
Recommended refusal by Dorchester Town Council 6 February 2020. Approved by
the Dorset Council 20 October 2020.
Extract from the Delegated Officer’s report:
‘Members should note that the Town Council have repeated their previous objections
to the original extant permission. It should be reiterated that these matters, such as
the principle of development, and other concerns were considered and deemed to be
acceptable (subject to conditions) under the extant permission. The current
application only relates to relative minor alterations. Consideration of the material
amendments has been given due regard in the current application.’
3. WD/D/20/001672 FLAT 6, FORDINGTON HOUSE, ICEN WAY, DORCHESTER, DT1 1NP
Recommended refusal by Dorchester Town Council 7 September 2020. Approved by
the Dorset Council 21 October 2020.
Extract from the Delegated Officer’s report:
‘The original application was to replace the slates only. This resulted in an objection
from the Parish Council and the Conservation Officer as the lead ridge would have
been left in place. The applicant has now agreed to replace the lead with clay ridge
tiles matching the original material that was removed without consent.
The applicant has agreed to amend the application to comply with the
recommendations of the enforcement case and the Conservation Officer.’
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4. WD/D/20/001512 1 EGDON ROAD, DORCHESTER, DT1 2EA
Recommended refusal by Dorchester Town Council 3 August 2020. Approved by the
Dorset Council 26 October 2020.
Extract from the Delegated Officer’s report:
‘Concerns were raised over the potential use of the development as a separate
dwelling; however the application states the proposal is for an annex and therefore it
must be assessed as such. A condition shall be imposed to ensure the proposal
remains ancillary to the host dwellinghouse.’
5. WD/D/20/002262 THE GREAT FIELD, PEVERELL AVENUE EAST, POUNDBURY
REFUSAL OF NON MATERIAL AMENDMENT
Dorchester Town Council were not consulted on the application as it was a non
material amendment, however the Committee may be interested to note the refusal
due to the following reason ‘The addition of solar PV panels and the extension would
materially alter the design the original proposal, which was for a formal, parkland
style pavilion.’ in light of the Dorset Council’s commitment to fight climate change.
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