
 

 

Highcliffe and Walkford Neighbourhood Plan  
CONSULTATION STATEMENT 

Prepared by: Dorset Planning Consultant Ltd, on behalf of Highcliffe and Walkford Parish Council 

This Consultation Statement summarises all the statutory and non-statutory consultation that has 
been undertaken with the community and other relevant statutory bodies and stakeholders in 
developing the Highcliffe and Walkford Neighbourhood Plan (NP).  It describes how concerns have 
been addressed and what changes have been made to the final Plan as a result of the pre-
submission consultation.  

The purpose of this document is to demonstrate that the Neighbourhood Plan has been developed 
on the basis of wide and thorough community engagement.  More specifically, the neighbourhood 
planning regulations require a consultation statement to be produced which— 

(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 
neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood development plan as proposed to be 
modified; 

(b) explains how they were consulted; 

(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and 

(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, addressed 
in the proposed neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood development plan as 
proposed to be modified. 

Date of report: May 2021 
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Stage 1: Scoping consultation: December 2019 

What was done: 

To kick-start the Neighbourhood Plan, the Parish Council invited some local interest groups 
including businesses and resident representatives to a workshop that was held on the afternoon 
of Friday 13th December at St Marks Church Hall, Hinton Wood Avenue, Highcliffe.  Invitees 
included: 

− Café Scientifique 

− Christchurch Chamber of Trade & Commerce 

− Christchurch Probus 

− Dixon Stewart Solicitors (Highcliffe) 

− Friends of Highcliffe Beaches & Cliffs (FOHBAC) 

− Highcliffe & Walkford In Bloom Group 

− Highcliffe & Walkford Parish Council  

− Highcliffe Action Team (HAT) 

− Highcliffe Castle 

− Highcliffe Castle Golf Club 

− Highcliffe Charity Players 

− Highcliffe Community Association 

− Highcliffe Food & Arts Festival 

− Highcliffe Friends in Need 

− Highcliffe Methodist Church 

− Highcliffe Residents Association (HRA) 

− Highcliffe Sports and Social Club 

− Highcliffe Theatre Group 

− Highcliffe Wheelers (cycle club) 

− Highcliffe-on-Sea Rotary Club 

− Mitchells Estate Agents 

− Ross Nicholas Estate Agents 

− St Marks Church, Highcliffe 

− Steve Roberts (Author – ‘Lesser Know 
Christchurch’) 

− Steve White (Highcliffe News) 

The workshop was facilitated by and covered the following programme: 

− Introduction     (20 minutes) 

− Workshop table (4 rotations)   (4 x 10 minutes) 

− Refreshment Break      (10 minutes) 

− Workshops table (final chance)   (10 minutes) 

− Key points (facilitator summing up)  (20 minutes) 

− Priorities – post it notes (2 only)  (5 minutes) 

− Conclusions  and next steps   (10 minutes) 

The Neighbourhood Plan Group volunteers helped to facilitate the workshop tables.  Themes 
covered were: housing; retail / Highcliffe centre; tourism and industry; community facilities; green 
spaces; transport & mobility; and design & sustainability.  Various displays were available on the 
tables to helped stimulate discussion and debate. 

The detailed feedback is included in Appendix 1 

Main findings: 

The following were identified as possible priorities emerging from the scoping exercise.  
Employment and tourism did not appear to be a high priority and therefore does not feature in this 
list.  Nor does there seem much of an appetite to identify sites or areas for development. 

− Encourage a more appropriate mix of housing types, not just flats. 

− Encourage walking and cycling as a way of getting about - through the provision of safe cycle 
routes (and cycle rack locations) and improved pavements.   
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− Revitalise the High Street – in particular improving the outdoor areas, traffic management and 
encouraging a better range of shops and services 

− Look after our green spaces –  in particular enhancing wildlife / natural areas and connecting 
corridors areas and having good access to the beach.   

− Retain and improve our community facilities 

− Encourage new building designs to be carbon-neutral 

Below is a more detailed analysis of the points made under each objective, and suggested 
questions that could be asked to help start compile some useful evidence on the issues that could 
be included in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

In addition the feedback and analysis helped to identify the possible focus for questions for the 
residents’ survey. 

Encourage a more appropriate mix of housing types, not just flats. 

The main concern appears to be that there is too much focus on building flats in recent years.  The 
reasons for this concern need to be further considered in helping shape the way forward – but 
from the comments appears to include the following issues (which might be better reflected in the 
priority):   

− providing sufficient parking (more difficult with high density developments) 

− ensuring accessibility for all ages (eg flat blocks must have lifts) 

− keeping house prices affordable (innovative solutions eg AgeUK Homeshare as well as social and 
rented housing) 

− providing house types for young adults / families (to avoid further skewing the demographics 
towards elderly) 

− retaining the character of the area 

− avoiding clusters of one social type – communities work better with a mix of young and old, and 
different income groups 

The Neighbourhood Plan can provide guidance on the mix of house types and other factors such 
as design requirements and parking standards, although this will need to take into account issues 
such as viability and making efficient use of land (particularly in the most sustainable locations). 

Encourage walking and cycling as a way of getting about - through the provision of safe cycle 
routes (and cycle rack locations) and improved pavements.   

The Neighbourhood Plan can help identify key routes and where new links should be made, 
although the delivery of such improvements through planning will depend on where land is being 
developed and priorities for infrastructure spending.    

Other related projects could include: 

− undertaking a regular walking audit of key routes to identify areas where the pavements and 
crossing points are not safe or easy to use 

− extending Bournemouth and Poole “Beryl bike” hire initiative to Highcliffe 

Another common issue was improving the local bus services – which is not necessarily linked to 
planning, but could be developed as a project, eg 
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− establishing a community mini-bus service for specific purposes, eg station to beach, station and 
High Street to Bournemouth Hospital… 

− organising shuttle bus services for popular events eg. Highcliffe Castle, Food & Arts Festival, 
Music Festival (planned 2020) 

− encouraging commercial operators to harmonise the existing bus schedules – eg timetables 
don’t work for 1a and X1 as they are too close 

− encouraging commercial operators to run services into the evenings 

Revitalise the High Street – in particular improving the outdoor areas, traffic management and 
encouraging a better range of shops and services 

This will partly depend on planning policies that define the extent of the high street and enable 
the right mix of uses and redevelopment opportunities, but unless there is an obvious area where 
redevelopment should be encouraged the potential to invest in improvements to the public areas 
and traffic management will fall largely outside the remit of a Neighbourhood Plan.   

The main ideas included:   

− Retail to focus on local residents’ needs (year round), including smaller retail units – more viable 
for start-up companies 

− Encourage light/cottage industries and start-up Incubator units for new businesses   

− Encourage cafes not to close on Sundays in the summer months (school holidays) 

− Hold local market, say, once a month – close the High Street temporarily 

− Reduce / remove on street parking (increase parking to rear, including parking for electric cars 
and charging points) 

− Widen the pedestrian area and make it more attractive through better landscaping 

− Introduce time limits when deliveries are allowed 

− Re-route HGVs to avoid High Street 

− Provide better advertising / signage of what is available 

Look after our green spaces –  in particular enhancing wildlife / natural areas and connecting 
corridors areas and having good access to the beach.   

The Neighbourhood Plan can help ensure that all of the valued green spaces (including the cliffs 
and beaches) are protected from development through suitable designations, and consider how 
they are managed and linked to maximise their wildlife value.  It can also consider ways to 
improve public enjoyment and access (for people of all abilities) where this may be feasible  - eg 
through better signage and information boards, pathways (without compromising the spaces’ 
natural character and wildlife value), and encourage tree planting, allotments, trim trails, play 
areas etc where appropriate.   

Retain and improve our community facilities 

The Neighbourhood Plan can help identify existing facilities that should be protected, and also 
potential needs for new or expanded facilities.  Ideas and thought that came from the scoping 
session included: 

− Additional children’s play area in Walkford area. 

− Sporting facilities, eg bowls, running track 

− Adult outdoor exercise facilities eg perimeter ‘jogging’ track at the Wingfield recreation ground 
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− Youth coaching & clubs 

− Day nursery facilities 

− Options to retain ‘banking’ facilities in Highcliffe (in light of Nationwide closing) 

− Retain and support the community buildings that exist eg the library, Greystones, and the Old 
School building.   

− Check that the schools and the health centre and surgery facilities can cope with projected 
increases in the population 

Encourage new building designs to be carbon-neutral 

The main discussion points that came through the scoping exercise were focused on how new 
buildings can support the use of cleaner energy sources such as solar wind power, heat pumps, 
electric charging points etc.  The character of buildings and use of local materials / styles as such 
appears to be of much less importance, possibly because the area is dominated by 20th housing 
estates. 

The Neighbourhood Plan can encourage the use of more sustainable and energy efficient buildings 
– although minimum standards are generally covered under the building regulations legislation.  It 
can also make clear that this is a priority over other design considerations. 
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Stage 2: First Residents’ Survey: February 2020 

What was done: 

Sending out the surveys 
The survey (as shown in Appendix 2) was publicised in February 2020 via 

− Parish Neighbourhood Plan web site https://www.highcliffewalkfordplan.org.u k     

− ‘Nextdoor’ – community social media 

− Highcliffe News – community social media https://www.highcliffedorset.co.uk   

− Facebook – Christchurch, Highcliffe & Mudeford Community site 

− Bournemouth Echo/ Christchurch Times - advertorials  

Highcliffe Residents Association Members and the 15 Interest Group representatives who 
attended the scoping workshop in December 2019 were contacted by email.  In addition, ‘hard 
copies’ of the survey were made available to residents for collection and return via the Parish 
Council offices. 

Who responded 
162 surveys were returned.  
By far the majority of 
respondents were from 
residents aged 50 or over.  
We had no responses 
whatsoever from people 
under the age of 20, and 
only 4 responses from 
those aged 20 – 34.   

Whilst to some extent this 
is not surprising given that 
older people are typically 
more likely to complete these types of questionnaire, and the fact that the population profile of 
the area is skewed towards older residents (61% of the population was 50 years or more in the 
2011 Census), however it does mean that the results do not reflect the views on younger people 
within the population (where possible the data for those under 50 years of age has been examined 
separately to check whether this 
highlights a different point of view). 

Information provided on postcode / 
street indicates a broad geographic 
spread of respondents across the 
Neighbourhood Plan area (the 
locations shown on the map below 
are indicative and not exact 
addresses)  

https://www.highcliffewalkfordplan.org.u/
https://www.highcliffedorset.co.uk/
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Main Findings: 

Neighbourhood Plan objectives and priorities 

 

There was strong support for all the proposed objectives.  The objective regarding new build 
designs was less strongly supported, with the highest number of neutral responses (but 
nonetheless supported by more than three-quarters of respondents).  The main reasons for this 
appear to be linked to retaining the character of the area.  A sample of typical comments on the 
objectives is included below: 

Housing mix Highcliffe is in danger of being over developed  
Development must include affordable properties for young people 
Encourage more families and greater mix of ages 
Flats are OK 
I would like to see far less new flats (or houses) being built  
If flats permitted that there is a limitation of 3 floors maximum 
Instead of retirement flats how about small bungalow developments 
Need a range of housing tenures - more social housing needed.   
Many new properties are being purchased as 2nd holiday homes.  
The market is saturated with retirement flats and the services cannot cope.   

Walking 
and Cycling 

Clean up the footpaths 
Connect cycle routes into New Forest 
Allow access to Barton on Sea from the beach 
Improve condition of pavements and roads.   
Increase waste bins  
Improved access for disabled smoother pathways and safe accessible alternatives 
to steps to clifftop and beach.   
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Safe, well-thought out cycling infrastructure would be very welcome! 
Stop cycling on foot paths  
Better surfaces to the slopes down to the beach 

The High 
Street 

Would love to see a greengrocer  
Car parking is difficult for shoppers and local workers. 
Shop fronts need renovating or even a paint and a clean. 
More outdoor café style sitting down areas in the High Street.   
Reduce parking spaces on Lymington Road to improve traffic flow 
Restore pavements in High Street 
Costa coffee or Nero’s in high street to encourage life into the high street.  M&S 
simply food would also be a great addition. 

Green 
Spaces 

Keep all the current green space! 
Retain and maintain wooded areas to preserve wildlife habitat 
Make section of the beach dog free 
Use the wooded area by the Highcliffe Medical Centre for a Nature Reserve / 
community area with a walk seats etc.  
We have an amazing clifftop open space. It would be great to see outside 
activities on this grassy area  
Consider providing an adult exercise equipment area in the recreation ground on 
Lymington Road opposite Highcliffe Surgery  

Community 
Facilities 

Improving toilet facilities at the park 
A bank in the high street 
Evening activities when people are back from work 

Design New property should not be higher than the property it replaced  
Don’t knock down beautiful character properties  
Encourage new builds to include reasonably sufficient parking spaces 

Other Ban on heavy lorries 
Increase employment opportunities 
Evening bus service in the evening to and from Christchurch 
Street parking permits for residents during summer months. 

 
We asked what it was that they liked about living in the area.  This was done as a multiple choice 
question (with people encouraged to tick up to three factors under each question), with an open 
ended response to capture possible answers that we hadn’t included.  By far and away the main 
factor for coming to live in the area, chosen by over 90% of those responding, was the ease of 
access to green spaces and/or the beach.  Other important factors were the High Street (easy 
access to shops and facilities) and the relative quietness of the neighbourhoods – both of which 
were selected by at least half of all respondents.  Access to jobs was the least important – most 
likely reflecting in part the age profile of the majority of respondents, but perhaps also the fact 
that the major employment areas (such as Bournemouth town centre and the airport) lie outside 
of the Neighbourhood Plan area 
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There were 3 ‘other’ responses relating to factors not included in the above options, which were 
as follows: 

− Good schools 

− Reasonable transport links (train and bus) 

− It is so British! 

Following this question, we also asked what, if anything, people didn’t like about the area.  

  

About one third or respondents said that there was nothing they didn’t like.  Traffic was the most 
common dislike, cited by about two fifths of respondents.  Whilst a range of other suggestions 
were put forward (most commonly complaints about recent developments / over-development 
and parking) these were not of a significant number in their own right.   
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Some 125 suggestions were put forward under what most needs to change.  Most of these were 
issues that are covered by the proposed objectives, or were matters that cannot easily be 
addressed through a Neighbourhood Plan (which sets out guidelines for developments which 
require planning permissions), including: 

− Bus services 

− Traffic flows / management 

− Footpath / pavement maintenance   

− Green spaces management and maintenance 

− Littering 

− Car park charging policies 

The themes that did crop up relating to issues that could be directly addressed through 
development, including 

− housing mix to include some small bungalows perhaps some warden controlled with a day 
centre complex 

− more affordable housing 

− more family homes 

− fewer flats 

− encourage more bars / restaurants in the High Street 

− better quality design / character of new buildings 

− limit building heights / over-development 

− ensure new building of a high quality & more energy efficient 

− adequate off-road parking provision for new developments  

− encourage more sporting / recreational / socialising facilities for all ages 

− provision of safe walking and cycling routes 

Housing 

Household types and housing stock 
The majority of those responding to the survey lived in a bungalow or detached house, with 3 
bedroom homes being the ‘average’ house size.  The survey sample is not sufficiently large to be 
confident that this reflects the housing mix across the area, but does highlight the correlation 
between house types and size (in terms of bedroom).   

House type                     Bedrooms 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

apartment / flat 4.0% 10.8% 1.7%   16.5% 

terraced or semi-detached house 0.6% 2.8% 6.3% 1.7% 0.6% 11.9% 

bungalow  11.4% 15.9% 9.1% 1.1% 37.5% 

detached house  1.1% 9.1% 14.2% 6.8% 31.3% 

other   1.1% 0.6% 1.1% 2.8% 

Total 4.5% 26.1% 34.1% 25.6% 9.7% 100.0% 
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The house price sales data for the area for the 4 years from April 2015 – March 20201 shows that 
approximately half (49%) of the sales were for detached properties, and just over two-fifths (23%) 
were terraced or semi-detached homes, with flats and apartments making up about 28% of sales.  
This does not give an indication of the overall proportion of bungalows, but based on the 
responses to the survey the data suggests that these make up a reasonable proportion of the 
overall mix.   

Analysing the results by household type shows that bungalows appear to be the preferred choice 
of older residents (from 50 years and up) and flats / apartments tend to be most popular with 
those 65 and older (although both these statistics are skewed by the higher numbers of older 
residents responding).  Most households responding to the survey were couples, who typically 
occupy 2, 3 and 4 bedroom properties.  Households with a single occupant were most likely to 
occupy and 2 bedroom home, and those with 3 or more residents having 3 or more bedrooms.  
This is not untypical of housing trends within the open market where households often occupy 
properties with more bedrooms than needs out of choice (for a whole range of reasons). 

Housing need 
The vast majority of respondents (76%) felt it unlikely 
that they would move home within the next 5 – 10 
years.  Of those that would need to move (or might 
need an additional home as they could become more 
than one household), most (78%) were hoping to stay 
in the local area.  Almost all respondents would be able 
to buy on the open market (although this does not 
suggest a lack of need for affordable housing, given the 
low response rate from younger families).  The main 
need request was for 3-4 bedroom bungalows or 
homes.  Eight households indicated an interest in self-
build or discounted housing for sale, and one 
household was looking for an affordable property to 
rent.  Two other households were looking to modify / adapt their homes. 

 

1 As sourced from https://www.gov.uk/search-house-prices  

https://www.gov.uk/search-house-prices
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Traffic and transport 

Road safety 
Residents were asked whether 
traffic speeds, problem 
junctions or problem on-street 
parking caused them concerns.  
There are obviously issues for 
local residents, as in all cases 
the most popular response was 
‘yes – a lot’ accounting for 
between 40 – 50% of the 
returns.  Of the three issues, on-
street parking was the most 
worrisome, with only 20% of 
respondents saying that this was 
not an issue to them. 

In the open-ended answers there was considerable reference to concerns about the High Street. 
Issues were raised in general (10 responses), specifically about the parking (11 responses) and the 
difficulties created by the parking. The need for better traffic management (8 responses), 
including the need for more or better located pelican crossings (3 responses) was also mentioned.  
Problem of lorries/heavy traffic were also raised by a comparably high number of respondents (14 
responses), with some suggesting that heavy vehicles should be banned or curtailed (5 responses).  
Two responders wanted Highcliffe to be bypassed – which is way beyond the scope of a 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

Lymington Road overall came in for criticism (8 responses), particularly the junction for the Castle 
with Rothesay Drive.  Ringwood Road was mentioned in a number of comments as a concern (9 
responses).  To the north of the patch, Walkford is also seen as an area for concern, either 
generally (16 responses) or specifically in connection with parking (5 responses), with access to the 
A35 around the Cat & Fiddle seen as particularly unsatisfactory to the point of being dangerous (8 
responses).   

Across the area, there are junctions which are seen as positively dangerous (8 responses) – the 
prime examples being the Ringwood and Station Road junctions with the A35.  

Parking provision 
Given that parking issues had been previously raised, the survey looked to gain information about 
the typical number of cars or vans kept at a property and the level of parking provided.  The 
majority of households (53%) responding to our survey has 2 vehicles normally parked at home 
overnight.  Very few (less than 3%) had no vehicles, and similarly only a small proportion (less than 
9%) had more than 3 vehicles.  Most properties (87%) had at least 2 off-road parking spaces, and 
only 7% of those responding had more cars than off-road parking.  However it was notable that 
people living in apartment / flat or terraced or semi-detached homes were more likely to have 
insufficient off-road parking provided (these house types accounted for 75% of the occurrences, 
despite making up only 27% of the sample).   
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Walking and Cycling 
It is clear from the open-ended responses to the question “Which walking / cycling routes in the 
area do you currently use most often?” that much of the area is well used by walkers and cyclists.  
We had some 442 responses in total to this question (which allowed up to three routes to be 
suggested).   

The overwhelming number of responses show that the beach and cliff paths are well used (77 
responses), as well as the associated areas, for example Chewton Bunny (14 responses). These are 
clearly walking activities, and the immediate area is extended to Highcliffe Castle itself (24 
responses), Steamer point (7 responses) and the Coastal Path (5 responses). The Coastal Path is 
the responsibility of Dorset council but it does incorporate some of our beach/cliff area. 

Within Highcliffe and Walkford, Chewton Common is particularly favoured (16 responses), as is 
Nea Meadow (6 responses). These are evidently walking routes and indeed walking specifically in 
the general area is mentioned in many responses.  Other areas commonly mentioned included 
Lymington Road (13 responses), Highcliffe High Street (19 responses), and Hinton Wood Avenue (8 
responses). 

There were just over 140 suggestions to the question “What improvements or what new routes or 
crossings (if any) do you think are needed?”.   

Most of the comments with regard to improved or new routes related to the need for better 
provision for road crossings.  Pelican crossings (particularly in the High Street) and crossings in 
general need to be improved, relocated, or provided (30 responses). Other locations mentioned 
included Smugglers Lane, Stuart Road, Mill Lane and the Lymington Road / Rothesay Drive 
entrance.  There are also some areas for improvement identified in the cliff top and beach paths (9 
responses).  

Of particular note for respondents was the poor provision for cyclists in terms of lanes and 
alternative routes (23 responses). Many responses were non-specific (simply wanting ‘better cycle 
routes’ (15 responses)), although some comments were adverse concerning inconsiderate cycling. 
Access to the village is seen as important. Also in the coastal area cycle routes going west from 
Highcliffe to Mudeford (2 responses), and going east in the Nature Reserve via the Castle and 
cliff/beach as far as access into the New Forest are all seen as desirable (4 responses).  Some 
lockable cycle parking in the main car parks would also be welcome (2 responses). 

The High Street 

The ideas put forward for revitalising the High Street were generally well-supported by those 
responding to the household survey.   
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There were about 100 comments made about how the High Street could be improved.  There 
were many comments about improving or widening pavements (17), more of different shops and 
services (20), and reducing the amount of traffic (15).  Other ideas included banning lorries (and 
delivery lorries during shopping hours); more planting; more seating; bringing back the banks and 
free parking (e.g. for residents of for one hour). 

Green Spaces 

There were nearly 500 responses to local green spaces that people value.  Some of these were 
outside of our Neighbourhood Plan area – such as Mudeford Quay and Avon Beach, Stanpit 
Marsh, Hengistbury Head, Burton Common and the New Forest. 

These were open-ended questions, and the main areas which featured in people comments were: 

− Beach areas 

− Highcliffe Recreation Ground 

− Nea Meadows 

− Highcliffe Castle area 

− Chewton Bunny 

− Steamer Point Nature Reserve 

− Cliff top / cliff paths 

− Chewton Common 

− Cliffhanger area 

− Lakewood Lake 

− Wingfields Recreation Ground 

− Jesmond Avenue Wood 

− Wharncliffe Drive grassed area 
 

In terms of areas for improvement, suggestions mainly related to the maintenance and 
signposting of existing areas, including better footpaths, disabled access and lighting (for safety 
reasons).   

Community Facilities 

We asked residents to tell us how much they valued the various local facilities in the area.  Whilst 
all were valued by at least 50% of those responding, it is clear from the responses that the Medical 
Centre, Highcliffe Castle and the Food and Arts Festival, and the local library are particularly well 
valued.   
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Other facilities that were also suggested and which cropped up in mentions by several 
respondents included 

− Church Halls 

− Highcliffe Day Centre 

− Highcliffe Sports and Social Club  

− Post Office  

− The Globe  

− The Old School House  

− The Scout Hut 

In terms of new of improved facilities, there were a wide range of responses with no one answer 
particularly dominating the discussions.  There were however a number of common themes: 

Facilities, particularly for younger people (25 responses): providing facilities and activities 
specifically for the young such as youth clubs and facilities, and working adults (focusing on 
evening activities).   

Improve the High Street ‘hub’ (14 responses): this linked mainly to how the High Street 
could be made more attractive in terms of its environment and shopping / leisure offer.  3 
responses specifically raised the need for the banks / building societies to return 
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Better community venues (12 responses): particularly noting that more could be provided in 
Walkford, and to cater for a wider range of cultural and recreational activities 

Sports facilities (5 responses): such as a sports / leisure centre, possibly including a 
swimming pool / water sports focus  

Design and Character 

There were mixed views as to 
whether the priority in new design 
should be in maximising a building’s 
sustainability (such as through 
achieving the highest standards in 
energy efficiency) versus retaining 
the character of the various local 
neighbourhoods. 

The general consensus is that in 
reality the best approach is 
somewhere in the middle – that in 
general developers should try to 
achieve the highest energy 
efficiency standards etc, but not in 
all cases where it would have a real 
adverse impact on local character.  Areas of particular character referred to by residents were 
primarily: 

− The undeveloped nature of the beach / cliffs 

− Chewton Road / Farm Estate 

− High Street and Lymington Road, including around the church, The Oakes and Lord Bute 

− Highcliffe Castle 

− Hinton Wood Avenue  

− Rothesay Drive 

− St Marks Church 

− Wharncliffe Road 

− Wolhayes Estate 

People struggled to come up with examples of recent developments that they considered to be 
particularly good examples, the main suggestions being Chewton Oaks; Hoburne Farm 
development - particularly the restoration of the barns; the new flats in Wharnford Road, and the 
Zig-Zag path.  

There were about 100 comments made on what people were most concerned about in new 
buildings and designs.  A third (33) of these felt that there were too many flats being built, and 
about a quarter (26) of people commented that they were concerned about developments being 
too cramped on the plots.  Lined to this, there were concerns about building too high (18) and not 
enough parking on site (13).  There were general concerns that there was little attempt to fit in 
with local character (12)  Other comments reference the bland, boring or repetitive nature of 
recent building designs (18), with particular issues raised about ‘too much glass’, too many flat 
roofs, and certain materials such as render and uPVC weathering poorly.   
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Stage 3: Community Facilities Survey: August 2020 

What was done: 

A survey was sent out in mid August 2020 to all identified local service providers operating in the 
Highcliffe and Walkford Neighbourhood Plan area, to try to understand current and future service 
provision needs.   The survey was provided in paper form and/or by email to the online survey.  A 
copy of the survey form is provided in Appendix 3. 

Given the timescales (with the various lockdowns and closures relating to the Covid-19 pandemic) 
responses were understandably much lower than were hoped.  The survey deadline was extended 
to allow time the working group to chase for further completions. 

Responses received from: 

− Church of England Parish Church - Parish Administrator - Church and Community Hall 

− Highcliffe Bowling Club - Outdoor bowling 

− Highcliffe Food & Arts Festival - annual 2-day festival in the High Street and Recreation Ground 

− Highcliffe Hawks YFC - Youth Football, coaching and refereeing 

− Highcliffe Library - Loan of books and DVDs, public access computers and hub for local groups, 
information provider for the council 

− Highcliffe Residents Association CIC - Representing members' views and concerns to local bodies; 
renting halls at The Old School to local organisations 

− Methodist Church - Worship of God and care of local people as well as the provision of our 
premises for other groups 

− TRICURO Highcliffe Plus - Dementia Day Care 

Main Findings: 

Local focus 

All of these facilities had at least 40% of their ‘customers’ living in the Highcliffe and Walkford 
area, with the average being just over 66%. 

Capacity and future change 

Most of the facilities typically accommodate 200+ people as a weekly average before the 
Coronavirus pandemic.  The library had the highest number of weekly users pre-Covid (850).  For 
many of the groups there was a lot of uncertainty whether things would ‘return to normal’ in light 
of the pandemic, particularly if restrictions remain on activities in the long term or there is little 
progress in development a successful vaccine.   

Nearly all of the facilities reported themselves as being “broadly at capacity”.  Highcliffe Hawks 
YFC reported that they were having to turn away players.  St Mark’s Church Hall was over capacity, 
and Highcliffe Residents Association CIC was under capacity with considerable underuse following 
the closure of the Rainbow Pre-school and Nursery.   

Highcliffe Hawks YFC reported that the pavilion at Wingfields is in a very poor state of repair and 
urgently needs extending and renovating, and that there are not enough pitches for the number 
of youth football teams currently in the club.  As a short-term measure to improve capacity, the 
pitch layouts could be re-configured (using full size goals on wheels as per at other local grounds).  
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Only one other organisation (the Methodist Church) was anticipating any changes in terms of 
either extending or relocating its services in the next 15 years.  However this was unlikely to 
require the identification of a new site as the changes should be accommodated within the 
existing site.  The church also flagged up problems with limited number of on-site parking spaces 
(combined with safety concerns about of the existing site access). 

The Highcliffe Residents Association CIC noted that its lack of good kitchen facilities was putting 
off some potential bookers, and that the premises also lacked sufficient parking for hirers.   

Highcliffe Library noted a general problem with available parking close to the premises 
(particularly for the disabled) and vehicle access for deliveries.   

Thoughts on improvements to community facilities in general 

Whilst a number of organisations considered that a growth in the population would help sustain 
local services, one organisation also pointed out the need to consider implications for traffic flows 
from any such growth. 

Another suggestion was for shade and comfortable seating for elderly client group to meet 
outdoor with 'non-gravel' pathways for using walking aids.  

Toilet facilities were also suggested. 

Consideration of help to support young people – this could perhaps use the Old School as a venue 
for young people to meet. 

Actions to foster the image of Highcliffe as an active community, to attract more motivated 
participants / volunteers.   

Good parking on the high street was also suggested, including whether parking behind Co-op 
could be free on Sundays and evenings, and 30mins free parking during the day (possibly limited 
through a local permit scheme), and creating a more attractive appearance to the High Street.   
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Stage 4: Local Green Space Landowner Consultation:  October 2020 

What was done: 

The landowners of the 31 proposed Local Green Spaces (where unknown) were identified via Land 
Registry online searches and contacted by letter . email in late October 2020, in order to provide 
them with an opportunity to comment on the proposed designation.  

Responses received from: 

− Chapman Lily Planning Limited on behalf of Brentland Ltd in relation to the LGS12 – this raised 
concerns that the designation would undermine the delivery of future residential development 
in this location (and that they had received pre-application advice from the Council supporting 
the principal of the site being development for residential purposes) 

− Chapman Lily Planning Limited on behalf of Hoburne Developments in relation to the LGS26 – 
this raised concerns that the designation would undermine the delivery of future residential 
development in this location. 

− BCP Council (late response) in relation to the various sites within their ownership and whether 
the LGS designation was justified based on the NPPF criteria and existing designations. 

Main Findings: 

The main issues raised were with regard to the potential future development of two of the 
proposed sites, and whether the LGS designation was necessary with regard to other overlapping 
designations and the NPPF criteria.   

With regard to the two potential development sites, the planning history and status was 
considered in further detail.   

− LGS12 was subject to a planning application, and this was therefore kept under review as the 
plan progressed (as if approved it would not longer be appropriate to designate the area as a 
Local Green Space).  NB The planning application was subsequently withdrawn, and a further 
application has since been refused.   

− LGS26 was not within the area which had been subject to a planning application, but that this 
was included as a ‘proposed’ green space based partially on the existing adopted plan proposals 
and also on the outline planning extent that showed the area to be retained as open space and 
acknowledged its importance in heritage terms.   

More information was also included in the pre-submission plan to explain the reasons for 
designation and why the existing designations were not felt to provide adequate coverage. 
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Stage 5: Second Residents’  Consultation: November 2020 

What was done: 

Sending out the surveys 
The survey was publicised via 

− Parish Neighbourhood Plan web site https://www.highcliffewalkfordplan.org.uk    

− ‘Nextdoor’ – community social media 

− Highcliffe News – community social media 
https://www.highcliffedorset.co.uk/newschanges.html   

− Facebook – Christchurch, Highcliffe & Mudeford Community site 

− Bournemouth Echo/ Christchurch Times - advertorials  

Highcliffe Residents Association Members and the 15 Interest Group representatives who 
attended the scoping workshop in December 2019 were contacted by email.  In addition, ‘hard 
copies’ of the survey were made available to residents for collection and return via the Parish 
Council offices. 

Who responded 
395 surveys were 
returned.  By far the 
majority of 
respondents were from 
residents aged 50 or 
over.  We had no 
responses whatsoever 
from people under the 
age of 20, and only 7 
responses from those 
aged 20 – 34.   

Whilst to some extent 
this is not surprising given that older people are typically more likely to complete these types of 
questionnaire, and the fact that the population profile of the area is skewed towards older 

16% 

32% 

42% 

10% 

https://www.highcliffewalkfordplan.org.uk/
https://www.highcliffedorset.co.uk/newschanges.html
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residents (61% of the population was 50 years or more in the 2011 Census), it does mean that the 
results may not reflect the views on younger people within the population (where possible the 
data for those under 50 years of age has been examined separately to check whether this 
highlights a different point of view). 

We also asked respondents where they lived, based the locations shown on the map above, to 
check that we had managed to reach the whole area and also to be able to consider whether there 
were clear signs of more localised issues or support.  The numbers show the percentage of 
responses as a total for the whole area.  We also checked whether there was any particular age 
skew by area, but the numbers were broadly similar across the area.   

Main Findings: 

Local Green Spaces 

Having identified a wide range of potential local green spaces across the area, we needed to check 
whether these were valued by local residents.  We did this by area (west , central and east) and 
asked whether all the spaces were valued, and if not, which ones should be omitted. 

 

The above graph shows the percentage of respondents who said that all of the spaces were 
important to them (the rest either said that most were, none were or did not respond – the 
numbers are shown below). 

 Western LGS Central LGS Eastern LGS 

All of these spaces are important to me 290 351 351 

[overall average] 73.4% 88.9% 88.9% 

Most of the spaces are important to me 16 13 12 

None of the spaces are important to me 21 2 2 

No response 68 29 30 
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This shows that at least 70% of local residents value all of the areas proposed to be designated as 
local green spaces, and generally the more local, the higher the level of support (with at least 90% 
of those responding to the survey valuing all the spaces in their locality). 

The only areas which had 5 or more negative responses (but in all cases less than 2% of all 
respondents) questioning their value were  

− LGS18 Woodfield Gardens (x5 responses) 

− LGS19 Bellflower Close Play area (x5 responses) 

− LGS29 The Meadway (x7 responses) 

− LGS30 Walkford Allotments (x6 responses) 

− LGS31 Roeshot allotments (x7 responses) 

There were no comments regarding missed spaces that were made by 5 or more respondents, 
suggesting that we have not omitted any critical spaces. 

We also asked whether Chewton Common should be better managed to be more accessible in the 
future as green spaces.  Over 80% agreed that this would be a good thing (with remaining 17% 
either not responding or disagreeing).  The level of support was relatively consistent regardless of 
location (ranging from 80% to 87% support). 

The main concern raised was in relation to the potential loss of habitats and disturbance to the 
wildlife that are currently residing there.  Typical comments were: 

“Perhaps some of it could be maintained for better access, however Chewton Common is a 
wonderful wild habitat and would best serve the local wildlife if much of it remains 
unaccessible” 

“The overgrown, wooded areas are brilliant for undisturbed wildlife BUT the tarmac paths 
definitely need maintaining/clearing more often from overgrowing/over hanging vegetation” 

“There are enough walkable trails through the Common.  It should remain this way to 
preserve the wildlife and natural beauty of this woodland common.” 

Local Cycle Routes 

The survey also sought local opinion on potential priorities for providing safer cycle routes.   

First of all we asked whether people owned 
or had easy access to a bicycle.  More than 
half (55%) of those responding had a bicycle 
that they could use, and a further 7% said 
that whilst they didn’t own any bicycles they 
would be prepared to use one (e.g. a loaned 
Beryl bike).  Whilst bicycle ownership did 
reduce by age, nearly half (47%) of those 
aged between 65 and 79 said that they had 
and would use a bicycle. 

We the asked whether the cyclists (ie those that do or might consider using a bicycle) would 
support the following improvements: 
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(1) signposting Saffron Drive / Hoburne Brook / Verno Lane green spaces as cycle links 
(2) creating a new off-road link through Hoburne Park 
(3) creating a new off-road link alongside Burns Brook south of Lymington Road 
(4) signposting a new east-west on-road route via Smugglers Lane / Moonrakers Way / Braemar 
Drive / Chewton Common Road and making safety improvements 
(5) signposting the north-south on-road link along Hinton Wood Avenue and making safety 
improvements 
(6) creating a new off-road link along the edge of Jesmond Avenue wood 
(7) creating new off-road links through Chewton Common 
(8) creating a new on-road link along the south side of Lymington Road 
(9) signposting an alternative route around the High Street along Montagu Road / Wharncliffe 
Road 

 

Support for the 
various suggested 
route improvements 
was generally high 
amongst bicycle 
owners, with the 
majority in favour.  
Support was slightly 
lower for those that 
don’t have a bicycle 
but may be prepared 
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to hire one – with Routes 2, 7 and 8 / 9 scoring particularly well2. 

The level of support did vary by area – tending (but not altogether matching) the routes closest to 
where people lived.  A small minority of non-cyclists commented on the need to ensure that any 
new provision would not give rise to conflicts with pedestrians (whilst a similar number of non-
cyclists took the opportunity to comment on their support for extra cycle provision). 

A full list of suggested changes or alternatives routes is provided in Appendix 5. 

 

2 NB the annotated map erroneously swapped the numbering for Routes 8 and 9 to that shown in the text, 
and therefore they may have been some inputting errors as a result, but this is not considered likely to 
significantly alter the reported results. 
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Design Character 

There were mixed views in response to 
the household survey as to whether the 
priority in new design should be in 
maximising a building’s sustainability 
(such as through achieving the highest 
standards in energy efficiency) or to 
retain the character of the various local 
neighbourhoods.  We therefore took the 
opportunity of the survey to try to better 
understand what people thought has 
worked well, and what hasn’t, using 
examples of recent development in and 
around the area. 

We used 10 images (as shown), asking 
first which of them made a positive 
contribution to the character of the local 
area (and why), and secondly, whether 
there were any that they felt may have 
detracted from the character of the local 
area (and why).   

In terms of the properties that were 
generally thought to have made a 
positive contribution, image 2 was the 
most popular (with about two thirds 
(68%) of respondents choosing that 
image), with images 3 and 6 also gaining 
at least 50% support ,and image 9 a close 
fourth (chosen by 49% of respondents). 

In terms of those that were thought to 
have been detrimental, there were about 
a third (33%) fewer photos selected 
overall.  Only one property (image 7) was 
selected by more than half (55%) of 
those responding.  Images 4 and 5 were also selected by at least 2 out of 5 respondents (without 
around 42% of the votes).  Image 10 came in fourth place, but there were more people who 
thought this was a good design than those that felt it was poor. 

 Image 1  Image 2 

 Image 3  Image 4 

 Image 5  Image 6 

 Image 7  Image 8 

 Image 9  Image 10 

✓✓✓

✓ 

✓✓

✓ 

✓✓

✓ 

✓ 
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The following graph shows the differences in which images were selected for their positive or 
detracting attributes.  There were no significant differences by area of residence or age (the only 
really notable point being that 
the younger age cohorts tended 
to be slightly less negative 
overall, but were less in favour 
of image 1). 

In terms of what worked well, 
and what didn’t, the top 
characteristics as described by 
the respondents were: 

 Positive attributes  Negative attributes 
x40 Fit in with the local area x38 Bland / boring 
x37 Modern styling x35 Out of keeping with the local area 
x27 Has character / charm x28 Lacks character / charm 
x24 Traditional styling x29 Blocky or box-like 
x23 Has variety / interest x26 Cramped 
x17 In spacious surroundings (not cramped) x29 Too modern / gimicky 
x17 Modest / discreet in scale x21 Too tall / overly imposing 
x13 Not too fussy / ostentatious x17 Too little green space / vegetation 
x10 Blend of old and new x14 Too much glass 
x10 Clean appearance x12 Anywhere / estate development 
x7 Large windows / open plan x8 Not enough parking 
x7 Coastal  feel x5 Uniform repetition 
x5 Varied roofline   
x5 Village style   

 
It is clear from the above that there is often a balance to be struck.  For example, both modern 
and traditional designs can work, or a blending of the two.  There needs to be variety and 
character, avoiding being too bland and box-like, or too fussy, or too out of keeping with the 
areas.  Both village and coastal ‘styles’ are generally welcomed, but very urban and overly massive 
or imposing buildings are not.  The inclusion of greenery and space around building was also 
clearly supported.  It is clear that not everyone will ever agree on design – as the saying goes, 
beauty is in the eye of the beholder.   

There was broad support for the general guidelines that had been drafted, which were: 

Retain existing mature trees and the degree of spaciousness and set-back that contributes to each 
area’s character. 

Provide practical and attractive public and private external amenity spaces. 
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Groupings of either bungalows or two-storey 
houses should remain the predominant 
characteristic of the many estate roads. 

Whilst variation between individual streets and 
within the streets is acceptable, within obvious 
groupings any changes to existing properties (or 
their replacement) should reflect or complement 
the characteristic style and materials used in that 
group. 

Modern materials such as for cladding, glazing and 
roofing may be supported provided they are 
sensitively chosen for type and colour with respect 
to the wider character area.  

The first principle achieved almost unanimous support, without between 68% to 78% support for 
the other ideas.  Interestingly those living in the Hoburne / Runaway area were less supportive 
(although over half of the respondents still supported every point), with the greatest support 
coming from residents in the Highcliffe central area. 

There were just over 70 comments on the design principles, some of which were reinforcing the 
points, and others suggesting either different or more nuanced guidance.  Common themes 
included the need for planting around developments, the importance of adequate parking, and 
concerns over the increased number of apartment blocks.  Some additional suggestions included 
points such as: 

− Encouraging a mix of heights and size, but within a scale that the individual plots can 
comfortably accommodate. 

− Encouraging variety but not too the extent where there are too many competing visually for 
attention. 

− Considering the need to replace trees when they become too big, and/or allow for their full 
growth. 

− Concerns about some of the surfacing materials being used and loss of grassed areas for parking 
/ driveways. 

− Concerns that some modern materials may not weather well. 

A full list of suggested changes or alternatives ideas is provided in Appendix 6. 

Parking problem areas 

The final section of the survey was about areas where there are on-street parking issues relating 
to the level of demand and lack of off-road spaces.  From previous work these had been identified 
as the Plantation Drive area, the Glenville Road area and in the Montagu Road area.  We had just 
over 50 responses from residents in these areas, who broadly agreed that there was a problem, 
although a small proportion (under 20%) of those in Montagu Road disagreed.   

We asked whether there were any other areas where there were particular parking problems at 
present – those with at least 5 respondents referencing them were: 
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− Greenways (x10 responses) 

− Jesmond Avenue (x20 responses) 

− Kilmington Way (x7 responses) 

− Lymington Road (x11 responses) 

− Rothesay Drive (x7 responses) 

− Stuart Road (x5 responses) 

− Wharncliffe Road (x6 responses) 

The most popular solution in these locations was considered to be through achieving higher on-
site parking provision when sites get developed (and that the garages are not converted or used 
for storage).  The majority of living in the Glenville Road area would also support introducing 
parking restrictions (such as residents parking permits), and in Montagu Road there was slightly 
higher support for increasing the coverage of double yellow lines.  People also commented about 
the need for better enforcement (of the existing restrictions and bad parking close to junctions), 
the seasonality / timing of the issues (usually worse in summer time, school holidays and 
weekends or, in the case of the school, around the start and end times).  The pricing of car park 
tickets could also be adjusted (perhaps using a resident’s pass) to encourage local residents to 
park in the car parks (rather than on-street) outside the peak car park times. 
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Stage 6: Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation: January 2021 

What was done: 

Sending out the consultation 
The consultation period ran from 22nd January to 8th March for the statutory 6 week period.  The 
plan and consultation was publicised via 

− Parish Neighbourhood Plan web site https://www.highcliffewalkfordplan.org.uk   

− ‘Nextdoor’ – community social media 

− Highcliffe News – community social media 
https://www.highcliffedorset.co.uk/newschanges.html  

− Facebook – Christchurch, Highcliffe & Mudeford Community site 

− Bournemouth Echo - advertorial  

− New Milton Advertiser – advertorial  

Highcliffe Residents Association Members and the 15 Interest Group representatives who 
attended the scoping workshop in December 2019 were contacted by email.   

A copy of the Plan was made available on-line on the Neighbourhood Plan website 
(https://www.highcliffewalkfordplan.org.uk/), together with a response form (if you would like to 
use the structure to frame your response) and various reports from earlier research and 
consultations.  Whilst encourage people to use the online form (as this made analysing the 
responses easier) letter or emails could be sent to the Parish Council Clerk (and their detailed were 
publicised). 

Unfortunately we were unable to organise any drop-in consultation due to the Covid-19 
pandemic, but if anyone had any questions about how to access the documentation or how to 
respond the Neghbourhood Plan Group lead contact (Nigel Brooks) could be contacted via 
telephone (and details for this were provided).  For those without access to the internet, hard 
copies of the questionnaire will be available from The Old School House, 254 Lymington Road in 
the vestibule area, and these can be returned to the Parish post-box also in the vestibule.   

Emails were sent to the following statutory consultees: 

Councils 

− BCP Council 

− New Forest District Council 

− Hampshire County Council 

− New Forest Nation Park Authority 

− Burton and Winkton Parish Council 

− Christchurch Town Council 

− Bransgore Parish Council 

− New Milton Parish Council 

− Statutory Bodies 

− Natural England 

− Environment Agency 

− Historic England 

− Transport and Utility Service Providers 

− Network Rail Infrastructure Limited 

− Highways England 

− Marine Management Organisation 

− Public Health Advisor (c/o Dorset Council) 

− Royal Bournemouth & Christchurch Hospitals  

− Mobile Operators Association 

− Vodafone and O2: 

− BT (inc EE)  

− Three 

− Scottish and Southern Energy 

− Southern Gas Network 

− Wessex Water 

− Bournemouth Water (now part of SW Water)  

https://www.highcliffewalkfordplan.org.uk/
https://www.highcliffedorset.co.uk/newschanges.html
https://www.highcliffewalkfordplan.org.uk/
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Equality, Business, Faith / Voluntary groups operating in the area  

− Dorset Race Equality Council 

− Equalities Body: media@equalityhumanrights.com 

− Advisory Council for the Education of Romany and other Travellers (online contact offer sent via 
https://acert.org.uk/contact-acert/, no responses received) 

− Access Dorset and DOTS Disability CIC 

− Spectrum Housing Group 

− Christchurch Chamber of Trade and Commerce 

− Christchurch Business 

− Christchurch Christian Centre 

− Christchurch Baptist Church 

− Godfirst Church 

− Greenhouse Christian Centre (Poole) 

− Bournemouth Jewish Representative Council 

− IBEX / Churches Together in Bournemouth 

− Bournemouth Islamic Centre & Mosque 

− Christchurch Commoners Association (via Peter Hall, Chairman) 

− Christchurch Joint Residents Association & Christchurch Citizens Association (emailed Avril 
Coulton as Secretary) 

The draft SEA screening report was also sent to BCP Council, the Environment Agency, Historic 
England and Natural England at the same time.  A further ‘reminder’ email was sent out just prior 
to the close of the consultation on 1 March 2021. 

Who responded 
We received 42 responses via the online form - mainly from local residents, but including Meyrick 
Estate and Yellow Buses.  A further 15 written responses were received from: 

− Anonymous “clients who have an interest in delivering new residential developments” 
(represented by Chapman Lily Planning Ltd) – NB Chapman Lily Planning Ltd were approached to 
verify the details of these to ensure there was no duplication but were unable to provide details 

− Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council (BCP) 

− Brentland Limited (represented by Chapman Lily Planning Ltd) 

− Chewton Farm Estate residents (26 named residents from Chewton Farm Road, Avenue Road 
and Seaview Road) 

− Christchurch Chamber of Trade & Commerce 

− Christchurch Commoners Association (no comments requiring changes) 

− Christchurch Town Council - Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (CTC-NPWG) 

− Environment Agency (no comments requiring changes) 

− G and J Williams (local residents) 

− Highways England (no comments requiring changes) 

− Historic England 

− Hoburne Developments (represented by Chapman Lily Planning Ltd) 

− Meyrick Estate (represented by Intelligent Land) 

− Natural England (no comments requiring changes)  

− New Forest National Park Authority 

− Rowan Allinson (local resident) 

https://acert.org.uk/contact-acert/
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A late response was also received from Adam Sofianos (local resident) which was also considered. 

Main Findings: 

The following slides were presented to the Parish Council, to explain some of the key issues raised 
and changes being made to the plan, alongside the more detailed comments and issues (as 
follows) whish was formally considered at the Parish Council meetings in April / May 2021.  
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Summary of all main issues and proposed response: 

Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NP Group Response 

CTC-NPWG  General It is the consensus of the Sub-group that Christchurch Town 
Council should broadly SUPPORT the Highcliffe and Walkford 
Neighbourhood Plan 

Support noted 

Historic 
England, 
Natural 
England, New 
Forest 
National Park 
Authority 

 SEA The conclusion reached in the draft Screening Report that a 
full SEA and HRA process is not necessary / there are unlikely 
to be significant environmental effects from the proposed 
plan appears reasonable. 

Noted 

Responses to be included in final SEA screening 

report. 

BCP  1 1.1 Use of 2020 mid-year estimate would provide a recent 
estimate of current population ahead of release of 2021 
census results. Also other ‘Key Facts’ based on the 2011 
census could be updated, we can assist the parish with this. 

Noted – some data is available on 
https://public.tableau.com/profile/bcpinsight#!/vi
zhome/Mid-
YearEstimates2019/ComparisonDashboard  

Update introduction with latest mid-year 

population estimates, to check with BCP reference 

other available statistics. 

BCP  1 Vision and 
priorities 

The Plan period should align with the emerging BCP Local 
Plan period (2022-2038) 

There is not requirement for the plan to align to 
any set date, and the Parish Council fully expect to 
review and extend the plan period after the 
adoption of the emerging BCP Plan.  In term 
interim it seems a sensible approach to align to the 
adopted core strategy which has an end date of 
2028. 

https://public.tableau.com/profile/bcpinsight#!/vizhome/Mid-YearEstimates2019/ComparisonDashboard
https://public.tableau.com/profile/bcpinsight#!/vizhome/Mid-YearEstimates2019/ComparisonDashboard
https://public.tableau.com/profile/bcpinsight#!/vizhome/Mid-YearEstimates2019/ComparisonDashboard
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Meyrick 
Estate 

1 Vision and 
priorities 

Minor amendments suggested to further enhance the vision 
and priorities – addition of “which support residents’ 
physical and mental health and wellbeing” with reference to 
network of green spaces, cycle and walking routes, and “and 
engage in hobbies and activities locally” with reference to 
opportunities for people of all ages to work and socialise and 

Agreed 

Make minor amendments based on the suggested 

text. 

BCP, Local 
resident 

  Projects would benefit from being more clearly defined and 
what the budgets may be – it is not clear what the CIL (Levy) 
is. 

BCP will work closely with the parish to confirm what 
infrastructure improvements are required in relation to clear 
evidence and through working closely with local 
infrastructure and service providers.   

Noted – at the current time the exact project 
budgets have not been quantified, and this can be 
made clear.  Support of BCP welcomed. 

Update plan to provide further explanation on 

project funding and the need for further work on 

this 

BCP 2 Policy 
context 

Would benefit from a broader context both in terms of 
National Planning Policy and Local Transport Policy – this 
would help in terms of demonstrating the basic conditions 
have been met.  In particular the plan is silent on the existing 
Local Transport Plan (LTP) 3 and the emerging LPT4.  BCP 
Council’s Local Cycling & Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) 
could be included within this section. The LEP, in partnership 
with BCP Council and Dorset Council has published its South 
East Dorset Urban Mobility Study (SEDUMS) which should 
also be included.  

Noted – whilst the basic conditions statement will 
cover this in greater detail, reference can be made 
to the LTP and LCWIP and that there BCP are 
producing various evidence reports covered 
planning matters. 

Update plan to provide further explanation of the 

various evidence reports being produced by BCP.  

BCP 2 Policy 
context 

Para 2.8 may be better placed under the previous section to 
follow para 2.6 as this relates to the review of the 

Noted 

Consider ordering and update reference to the 

application. 
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Christchurch Local Plan.  The outline application for the 
Hoburne development has now been granted (15/01/2021) 

BCP 2 Policy 
context 

Para 2.9 could be updated to say “Work is progressing on the 
BCP Local Plan. Regulation 18 Issues and Call for Sites 
consultation took place between 7 October and 18 
November 2019. A total of 206 sites were promoted across 
BCP. Within Highcliffe & Walkford, six parcels of land on 
Chewton Common were promoted for Suitable Alternative 
Natural Greenspace (SANG), a further parcel of land at 
Cranemoor Common for SANG. Two sites have been 
promoted for housing at the Hoburne Estate, one site at 
Jesmond Avenue and two sites within the greenbelt on 
Chewton Farm . All these sites are currently being assessed 
as part of the preparation of the BCP Local Plan.  

BCP Council is undertaking a number of evidence studies to 
better understand the potential impacts and provide robust 
evidence to support the BCP Local Plan. For example, up to 
date evidence on housing need, urban potential study, green 
belt study, retail study, South East Dorset Urban Mobility 
Strategy. The next stage of the BCP Local Plan is Issues and 
Options Consultation, expected to be published for 
consultation in Summer 2021.” 

Noted 

Include additional information taking on board the 

suggested text. 

BCP 3  It may be helpful for this section to note the strategic 
important of A337 as main route Christchurch to Lymington 
and onwards to Brockenhurst as part of the context for the 
High Street.  Highway Authority will not support removal of 

Agreed 

Reference the function of the A337 as a strategic 

transport route and BCP stance on use by HGVs at 

this point in time. 
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lawful usage of an A-route of HGVs as this is the identified 
priority route. 

Christchurch 
Chamber of 
Trade & 
Commerce 

3  Greater emphasis / recognition should be made of the local 
tourism and hospitality businesses.   

Suggest: on page 10 under Strengths, add “Good quality 
eateries” and (further to the comments below) “Free on 
street parking” and that expanding the evening economy 
could be shown as one of the opportunities available.  Also in 
the key priority and vision should be amended to read “Its 
High Street, local attractions and hospitality venues…” 

Broadly agreed apart from free on street parking 
(as this also contributed to the car-dominated 
impression of the High Street) 

Make minor amendments based on the suggested 

text (other than with reference to free on street 

parking). 

CTC-NPWG 3 3.2 Check who commissioned the retail report, given the change 
of Councils 

The report states that it was commissioned by 
Bournemouth Borough Council and Christchurch 
and East Dorset Councils. 

Amend paragraph to clarify the above point. 

BCP  3 3.6 The ‘High Street’ study by Paul Basham Associates could 
usefully be referenced as part of the evidence base. 

Agreed – the study is online at 
https://highcliffewalkford-
pc.gov.uk/downloads/documents/high-
street/highcliffe-high-street-highway-
improvements-study.pdf 

Add to evidence base list (section 9) 

BCP  3 3.6 Generally supported - points to note: 

White lines should generally be omitted when roads are re-
surfaced, as opposed to removed from existing surfaces, as 
the asphalt can be damaged by the line-removal process 

Agreed 

Make amendments to reflect these advisory issues 

in the supporting text. 

https://highcliffewalkford-pc.gov.uk/downloads/documents/high-street/highcliffe-high-street-highway-improvements-study.pdf
https://highcliffewalkford-pc.gov.uk/downloads/documents/high-street/highcliffe-high-street-highway-improvements-study.pdf
https://highcliffewalkford-pc.gov.uk/downloads/documents/high-street/highcliffe-high-street-highway-improvements-study.pdf
https://highcliffewalkford-pc.gov.uk/downloads/documents/high-street/highcliffe-high-street-highway-improvements-study.pdf
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Pinch points can be a hazard for cyclists on the road as they 
tend to get “squeezed” by motor vehicles (and you cannot 
‘pinch’ to less than 6m) 

The type of crossing (i.e. zebra, puffin etc) will need to be 
considered during the design process according to a number 
of factors including traffic volumes. 

BCP 3 HWNP1 High 
Street Public 
Realm 

This policy is vague in terms of outcome expected, further 
specific criteria would help in decision making.  Are 
pedestrians the only factor of consideration? 

Noted 

Consider possible changes to the policy to provide 

greater clarity 

Christchurch 
Chamber of 
Trade & 
Commerce, 
local residents 

3 P1 High 
Street 
Improvemen
t 
Opportunitie
s 

Whilst very supportive of the proposal to improve the High 
Street environment, the suggestion that all on-street and 
layby parking should be removed from the High Street 
(except for a small number of disabled bays) is of concern.  
The possibility of some free 30 minute parking is unlikely to 
be enough to balance the loss of free parking on the High 
Street, and particularly those businesses some distance from 
the car park – further consultation is needed.   

All High Street traders were individually 
approached, and there was broad support for this 
initiative.  There will be further consultations as 
the project progresses.  This can be clarified. 

Amend supporting text to clarify that further 

consultations on the details will take place. 

Local 
residents 

3 P1 High 
Street 
Improvemen
t 
Opportunitie
s 

Would like to see content to improve the quality and 
consistency of pavement 

Noted – the Parish Council anticipate that repair 
and replacement works will continue to maintain 
the pavements. 
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Yellow Buses, 
local residents 

3 P1 High 
Street 
Improvemen
t 
Opportunitie
s 

Object to the introduction of zebra crossings / uncontrolled 
crossings are dangerous 

See above BCP response – i.e. that the type of 
crossing will considered further during the design 
process. 

Christchurch 
Chamber of 
Trade & 
Commerce, 
local resident 

3 P1 High 
Street 
Improvemen
t 
Opportunitie
s 

To reduce the amount of traffic on the High Street consider 
(a) making changes to the Cat & Fiddle junction where 
Ringwood Road meets the A35 (Lyndhurst Road) which 
motorists currently avoid due to the tail-back caused by cars 
coming from Walkford wishing to turn right (and no slip road 
for turning left) and (b) advanced traffic signage warning 
HGV's to avoid Lymington Road (c) HGV ban between 10 and 
4 

Agreed – this can be noted but is not something 
the NP can actively undertake. 

Amend supporting text to mention these points. 

BCP 3 HWNP2 High 
Street Uses 

It is unclear what proposed changes there are to the 
boundary and what evidence has informed this boundary 
change.  The BCP Local Plan will set out retail policies 
applying to Highcliffe District Centre and will review the 
retail frontage designations.  It is anticipated that the 
anticipated retail study will recommend re -designating all 
frontages in Highcliffe as secondary frontages.  There is also 
an ongoing BCP car parking review which will inform the 
Neighbourhood Plan and future car parking provision. 

The boundary changes are explained in 3.14. 

Whilst it is noted that the retail study may 
recommend re -designating all frontages in 
Highcliffe as secondary frontages, HWNP2 does 
not specifically refer to primary or secondary 
shopping frontages (these are no longer specified 
in the NPPF which simply refers to town centres 
and primary shopping areas). 

It is considered necessary to have an interim 
update given the changes in use class and likely 
timescale for the Local Plan adoption (2023+).   
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In March 2021 the Government have made further 
changes to the General Permitted Development 
Order, enabling potential changes from the new 
Class E to residential.  This will need to be 
reflected in the text and the impacts on the 
centre’s vitality monitored. 

Amend supporting text to explain introduction of 

Class MA change of use and inset monitoring 

project. 

Yellow Buses 3 HWNP2 High 
Street Uses 

If shops are vacant these sites may present an opportunity 
for redevelopment 

The policy would not prevent vacant sites from 
being redeveloped 

CTC-NPWG 3 HWNP2 High 
Street Uses 

Broadly supported – note need for a strong backing 
framework of design codes / guidelines 

Noted – paragraph 7.31 considers the design 
issues and concludes that the key issues are not so 
much the character of the buildings, but that 
overall the impression is one of an attractive, clean 
environment with a mix of uses and public realm 
that make it an area people want to visit 

Local 
residents 

3 HWNP2 High 
Street Uses 

Encourage an affordable gym operator into the area / need 
'Cafe Velo' cycle sales, repairs and social gatherings - 
nowhere to fix bikes in village! / too many secondhand 
shops. 

The policy would not prevent these uses, and 
there is no ability in planning to distinguish 
between secondhand and other shops. 

Local resident 3 HWNP2 High 
Street Uses 

Add annual events (Christmas, food markets, displays, etc.) 
to the list alongside an outdoor market. 

The policy could be rephrased to clarify that the 
annual events are supported. 

Amend text as above. 
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BCP 3 3.15 Reference is made in 3.15 to shopping facilities being 
supplemented by further shops and facilities at the Roeshot 
Hill local centre. However, it is not anticipated that further 
retail shops will be delivered within the local centre as part 
of the existing planning permission. 

Noted – the text uses the word ‘may’ – whilst the 
current outline application does not specify retail, 
the core strategy policy does state that “The local 
centre will provide a community hub and cater to 
local day to day needs with small scale retail 
provision and local health services” 

Amend text to clarify the above 

BCP 3 HWNP3 
Local 
Centres 

Local Centres are defined on the local authority’s policies 
map. Modification of the boundary has to take into account 
the retail hierarchy and up to date evidence to determine 
the impact on the wider retail catchment. 

The modifications are minor in nature and reflect 
the centres as they are today (rather than making 
any major revisions) would not impact on the retail 
hierarchy 

Meyrick 
Estate 

4 4.2 Question whether it is a statutory process (rather than policy 
designation).   

The text does not refer to them as part of a 
statutory process, explains that they concept has 
been defined in national planning policy. 

Meyrick 
Estate 

4 4.2 Suggest include “enhanced community facilities” as a 
possible beneficial use of green spaces within the policy 
wording 

Agreed 

Update policy to include enhanced community 

facilities as a possible special circumstance, and 

clarify in the supporting text that the delivery of 

housing would not qualify 

BCP 4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces 

The areas proposed for LGS already have existing 
designations which provide sufficient policy protection and 
the council considers that an LGS designation would not 
offer any additional local benefit in accordance with the 
planning practice guidance. It has also not been 
demonstrated how the proposals meet the requirements of 
paragraphs 99 and 100 of the NPPF and the wider planning 

The concerns raised by BCP (as previously received 
in December 2020 in response to the LGS 
consultation) have been considered, and no 
changes to made other than the removal of LGS 14 
from the list.  A number of designations only 
provide protection on a single ground and a 
number also date back to the 2001 Local Plan 



Highcliffe and Walkford Neighbourhood Plan: Consultation Statement, June 2021 

P a g e  | 41 

Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NP Group Response 

practice guidance in relation to local green space.  [NB 
spreadsheet of detailed comment was previously provided to 
the NPWG in December 2020] 

which may not be considered up to date.  The 
reasons for the continued proposals to designate 
these spaces can be included in Appendix 1.   

Include additional clarification of LGS designation 

reasons within Appendix 1. 

CTC-NPWG 4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces 

Support but suggest consideration is given to whether the 
classification used in the 2001 Town Plan (ie Public Open 
Spaces, divided into Recreational Open Space, Public Open 
Space and Other Open Space) may be more suitable and 
robust 

Support noted.  The 2001 Town Plan only covers 
public open space, whereas a number of green 
spaces are not public but still considered worthy of 
retention.  The reasons for their designation can 
be multiple, and therefore the LGS assessment as 
set out in Appendix 1 is considered to be more 
appropriate. 

New Forest 
National Park 
Authority 

4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces 

Supported. Support noted. 

Historic 
England 

4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces – LGS 
04 

The Council may wish to consider whether to flag a 
commitment to the long term restoration of the landscape 
surrounding Highcliffe Castle. There is a Capability Brown 
landscape under the current built and vegetative mix which 
could be sensitively reinvigorated. 

Noted – awaiting BCP Council response to clarify 
with regards to HLF project.   

Subject to clarification from BCP Council (awaited) 
this could be added to the supporting text as an 
informative. 

BCP 4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces – LGS 
04 

There are also specific requirements Highcliffe Castle 
grounds due to the multi-use of the site and the Heritage 
Lottery Fund project objectives. 
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Meyrick 
Estate 

4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces – LGS 
08, 14, 23 
and 24 

Designation of the Common as a local green space could lead 
to wider expectations of increased recreational pressure 
which could damage the character and woodland habitat. 
Land at Cranemoor Common and Woods also falls within this 
category.  Preferred approach would be for the Estate and 
the Council to agree management plans for each space and 
delete LGS 08, 14, 23 and 24 from the list of local green 
spaces. 

Suggest amendment to 1.13 and 4.9-10 to include reference 
to larger spaces which are already designated as Green Belt, 
Common Land, or have ecological importance as being 
important but not appropriate for LGS, and delete LGS 08, 
14, 23 and 24 from the list of local green spaces (wording 
supplied). 

The main area of Chewton Common currently 
proposed for LGS designation is LGS08 to the north 
side of Chewton Common Road which is accessible 
from a number of roads and generally well used.  
Bramble Lane Copse (LGS24) is a much smaller 
parcel separate from the main common and is 
considered important in the character of the 
Conservation Area in which is falls and merits LGS 
designation.  LGS23 is similarly distinct from the 
common and much more local in character and is 
not registered Common land. 

The remaining large areas of Common are 
identified as ‘proposed’ to reflect their more 
limited accessibility and the intention to improve 
public access to these through appropriate 
management.  Having reviewed LGS14 it is 
considered that this too would be more 
appropriate designated as proposed.  The Parish 
Council welcome the Estates’ intention to work 
with together on the management plans for each 
space. 

Change LGS 14 to proposed Green Space.  Include 

project to work with Meyrick Estate in developing 

management plans for the areas within their 

ownership proposed as SANGs. 

Brentland 
Limited 

4 HWNP4 
Local Green 

Objection to LGS 12 as it is suitable for delivering additional 
much needed housing.  The evidence of community support 
is poor taking account of the first consultation, and the 
special local significance not demonstrated.  The site is, in 

The concerns raised by Brentland Limited have 
been considered, but the reasons for designating 
this space (which is currently a green corridor 
within the adopted Local Plan and provides 
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Spaces – LGS 
12 

the main, separated from Lymington Road and furthermore 
Lymington Road does not display a wooded character.  There 
is no historical significance of the site and it is only because 
of the potential for a by-pass that the site has not been 
redeveloped.  The footpath which crosses the site, from 
north to south, is a functional link not a recreational path.  
Given the proximity of the of site to Highcliffe centre, 
Lymington Road and the residential properties to the north it 
cannot be argued that the site enjoys any degree of 
tranquillity or that it has any richness of wildlife. 

additional tree cover (protected by TPO) is 
considered to make this a valued and significant 
space.  Whilst the consultation responses were 
comparatively low the degree of objection to the 
loss of this space engendered through the 
application consultation reinforces its local value.  
The public footpath is considered to have 
recreational value and is well used by local 
residents. 

Local resident 4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces – LGS 
12 

Jesmond Avenue (LGS12) should not be on the list of sites for 
development (in section 7.1) 

It is mentioned in 7.1 because the landowner has 
put it forward for development – however its 
proposed LGS status can be clarified (along with 
the Green Belt status of Land at Chewton Glen 
Farm and Coda Music Centre) 

Amend text to clarify the above 

Local resident 4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces – LGS 
12 

Concern that the protection given to Jesmond Avenue 
(LGS12) will not be as strong as current LP Policy ENV15 

The policy does not over-write the adopted Local 
Plan but is intended to be a more robust 
protection of this area based on the many reasons 
for which it is designation.   

Local resident 4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces – LGS 
13 

LGS13 should be Wharncliffe Road, not Drive, and is of high 
recreational and wildlife value 

Name can be updated.  The area is primarily mown 
grass and is not considered to be of any particular 
wildlife value.  It is consdiered to have medium 
recreational value but not high given that it is used 
as an overflow car park at peak holiday times. 

Amend name to Wharnecliffe Road. 
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Local resident 4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces – LGS 
23 

Haslemere Copse should be included within LGS 23 The LGS covers the area including the copse on the 
‘island’ south of Kingsbere Gardens off Hazlemere 
Avenue.   

Hoburne 
Development 

4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces – LGS 
26 

There is an existing, extant permission, which relates to the 
land parcels identified as LGS 26 and through pre-application 
discussions with BCP Council the land known as Hoburne 
Farm, phase 9, has been identified as being suitable for 
delivering additional residential units (over and above the 
extant permission).  The evidence of community support is 
poor taking account of the first consultation, and the special 
local significance not demonstrated.   

The extant consent 8/17/0195/OUT overlaps 
slightly with LGS26 (which is the Conservation 
Area).  The heritage statement accompanying that 
application states  
“6.3.10 No construction (except soft landscaping) 
is proposed within Verno Lane Conservation Area, 
the part of the Conservation Area which lies within 
the Site is to be part of the community open space 
and landscaped areas. Additional planting will 
enhance the existing woodland screening within 
the eastern part of the Site and preserve the green 
character of woodland and open spaces.  
6.3.11 The walled garden, though largely ruinous is 
to be retained as part of the community open 
space. Although this feature is considered to be of 
low significance, the development proposals 
provide an opportunity to clear the overlying 
undergrowth and consolidate the remnants of the 
walls. This will preserve and enhance this feature 
and, due to its historical association, have a 
positive impact on the character of Verno Lane 
Conservation Area” 

As such its retention as LGS appears justified on 
the grounds of its heritage importance and would 
not undermine its proposed use.  The last 
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consultation provides evidence of community 
support, albeit that it has not been easy to consult 
during the preparation of the plan because of the 
pandemic. 

Amend text to clarify the above 

Meyrick 
Estate 

4 HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces – LGS 
31 

The Estate could facilitate the replacement of the allotments, 
and LGS would be inappropriate given that the site is already 
allocated for development. 

Noted – however the Parish Council as landowner 
have confirmed that they wish to retain it as 
allotments in situ6.   

Amend text to clarify the Parish Council intent. 

Local 
residents 

4 HWNP5 
Green 
Corridors 

Tree cover will turn the ground underneath into bog.  This 
seems to be a lesser protection than ENV15.  The wildlife of 
the area should also be give some space. 

Trees will not create bogs (saturated soils 
generally have insufficient oxygen for healthy root 
function).  The policy wording is not dissimilar to 
saved policy ENV15, which states that the 
identified “green corridors are to be retained for 
wildlife movement and where appropriate public 
enjoyment.” 

BCP 4 HWNP5 
Green 
Corridors 

In some cases, there are conflicts which are noted in the 
attached spreadsheet.  Recommend the removal of highway 
verges, however, would recommend their removal as subject 
to PD rights.  [NB this spreadsheet was previously provided 
to the NPWG in December 2020] 

The layer of green corridors broadly covers that 
already identified through the Local Plan but 
extending these further.  The main difference is 
that the NP has not included the land to the south-
west of Somerford Roundabout and around 
Mudeford Centre (which can be corrected) and 
takes a slightly narrower area of land along the 
Bure Brook through Hoburne Caravan Park and to 
the east (mainly reflecting the encroachment of 
caravans into this area).   
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The Green Corridor policy does not provide the 
same protection as LGS and as such the same tests 
are not relevant.  The inclusion of highway land 
highlights the importance of these areas for tree 
planting and wildlife corridors, and whilst it is 
accepted that the highway authority may under PD 
rights undertake works required for the 
maintenance or improvement of the road, 
including elements such as bus shelters and 
charging points, the LGS designation would not 
prohibit this.  This can be clarified in the 
supporting text.  However similarly the highway 
authority may extinguish the highway (which will 
remove all public rights of way and enable such 
land to be privately managed and enclosed) and 
dispose of it (if it is in the Council’s ownership), in 
which case the policy would be particularly 
relevant in guiding future development 
aspirations. 

Amend map layer to include the green corridor to 

the south-west of Somerford Roundabout and link 

around Mudeford Community Centre and make 

minor revision to the Bure Brook corridor 

Chewton Farm 
Estate 
residents 

4 HWNP6 
Proposed 
Green 
Spaces 

Strongly support the indication that these are an important 
part of the green infrastructure network of the parish and 
welcome the indication that the Meyrick Estate is proposing 
to manage these more positively. The inclusion of some 
paths to enable them to be accessed and enjoyed would be a 
great benefit. 

Support noted. 
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Local 
residents 

4 HWNP6 
Proposed 
Green 
Spaces 

Importance of retaining wildlife within these spaces and 
ensuring they remain undeveloped. 

Noted – the enhancement of biodiversity is 
referenced in the policy. 

Amend policy wording to clarify that these areas 

should remain largely undeveloped 

Chewton Farm 
Estate 
residents, 
Local 
residents 

4 4.10  

HWNP4 
Local Green 
Spaces 

We would like to see the plan being more positive and 
strident about the need to retain the Green Belt farmland on 
the east side of Chewton Farm Road which is the last 
protection stopping Highcliffe & Walkford merging into New 
Milton and to retain the semi-rural feel of this part of the 
neighbourhood.  

The Neighbourhood Plan should be stronger on the retention 
of the green spaces and green belt protected areas, and 
cover those spaces that separate the parish from Somerford, 
Friars Cliff and New Milton 

The Neighbourhood Plan does not have the 
authority to decide on whether Green Belt Land 
should be released, this issue is a strategic matter 
for the Local Plan.  However the benefit of the 
Green Belt in terms of its function of retaining the 
separation of Highcliffe and Walkford from New 
Milton, and safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment can be made clear in the text (with 
reference to the recent LUC study conclusions 
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-
buildings-land/planning-policy/dorset-council-
local-plan/evidence/pdfs/strategic-green-belt-
review/stage-2-appendix-b-christchurch-highcliffe-
part-2.pdf that assess these factors as being 
relatively strong). 

Amend text to clarify the above 

Yellow Buses 5  Within this section there should be a policy on how public 
transport fits into the future of Highcliffe as it is part of the 
solution. 

The introductory sections (box on page 5) notes 
that there were a lot of the discussions focused on 
local bus services – however the frequency and 
routing of services is not something that can be 
readily influenced by land use planning, 
particularly in existing built-up areas. 

https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/dorset-council-local-plan/evidence/pdfs/strategic-green-belt-review/stage-2-appendix-b-christchurch-highcliffe-part-2.pdf
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/dorset-council-local-plan/evidence/pdfs/strategic-green-belt-review/stage-2-appendix-b-christchurch-highcliffe-part-2.pdf
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/dorset-council-local-plan/evidence/pdfs/strategic-green-belt-review/stage-2-appendix-b-christchurch-highcliffe-part-2.pdf
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/dorset-council-local-plan/evidence/pdfs/strategic-green-belt-review/stage-2-appendix-b-christchurch-highcliffe-part-2.pdf
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/dorset-council-local-plan/evidence/pdfs/strategic-green-belt-review/stage-2-appendix-b-christchurch-highcliffe-part-2.pdf
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Local resident 5  The NP would be better informed with the usage/capacity 
figures for the buses that travel through Highcliffe. Is the 
usage/capacity data for buses available to you? 

See above. 

Yellow Buses 5  Housing developments should be designed to enable access 
to buses and so that they can penetrate the development 
ensuring that there is less than 400m to bus stops 

The box on ‘other themes’ on page 5 notes that 
the frequency and routing of services is not 
something that can be readily influenced by land 
use planning, and the need for bus routing is 
already covered in the urban extension policy for 
Roeshot Hill.  The principle is a good one and 
would be more appropriate raised as a policy for 
the new Local Plan.   

BCP 5  Positive element re improving walking and cycle routes – 
supported by the introduction of Beryl Bikes at Highcliffe 
Castle and the surrounding area.  

Could address wayfinding and accessibility as part of 
enabling more people to walk, cycle and glide.  A better 
understanding of the general condition, experience, 
accessibility of the base network would be beneficial to the 
neighbourhood plan. 

Whilst the plan did review existing evidence and 
local knowledge on walking and cycle routes, there 
was limited resources to undertake a more 
detailed walking audit, but this would be an 
appropriate project to be included under P2. 

Amend P2 to refer to walking and the potential for 

a walking audit to be undertaken by local 

volunteers that can consider in more detail aspects 

such as benches, dropped kerbs, overall suitability 

for wheelchairs, baby buggy’s etc.  Reference 

introduction of Beryl Bike scheme in section 5.2. 

BCP 5 5.1 May need to note in 5.1 that the household survey is a 
limited and age-skewed sample. 

Noted – the consultations may be better explained 
in the introductory chapter. 

Include reference to consultations (and level of 

responses / difficulties due to Covid-19 pandemic) 

in the introduction (possibly to follow 1.8) 
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BCP 5 5.8 and 
HWNP7 

References to the "Local Cycling and Walking Plan" should be 
the "Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan" (LCWIP). 

Noted 

Amend instances in 5.8 and HWNP7 

BCP 5 5.9 Regarding 5.9 principles –  

Making sure that routes pass in front of people’s homes 
rather than to the back of them – creating a well overlooked 
public realm. Doesn't have to be at the front but does have 
to be overlooked. 

Ensuring the layout of streets prioritises the pedestrian and 
cyclist (eg: pavements and cycleways that continue across 
side streets). Any new cycle and pedestrian facilities should 
be designed in accordance with the latest national guidance 
and with reference to the BCP engineering team to ensure a 
consistent approach across the conurbation. 

Anticipating future pedestrian and cycle connections. Take 
opportunities to increase permeability by providing new links 
across development sites where possible. 

Including visitor cycle parking in locations that are as or more 
convenient than the equivalent car park spaces. Refer to BCP 
Parking Standards SPD. This covers specific and detailed 
requirements for cycle parking provision in new 
development. 

First bullet – agree that the key point is that the 
routes are overlooked, but that this is better done 
by routes being in front of people’s homes (as this 
avoids privacy / overlooking issues).  Reference to 
national guidance, BCP parking standards and 
consultation with BCP can be made in the 
supporting text.  The third bullet point can also be 
made clearer.  Reference to the cycle parking 
guidance is more relevant to development than to 
the provision of routes, and does not need to be 
duplicated here.   

Revise wording to take on board the above points. 

BCP 5 5.10 5.10 may note that Government guidance LTN1/20 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/upload
s/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/951074/cycle-

The plan is not encouraging shared use paths, but 
equally needs to find pragmatic solutions.  The 
guidance differentiates between streets with high 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/951074/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-1-20.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/951074/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-1-20.pdf
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infrastructure-design-ltn-1-20.pdf discourages shared use 
paths 

pedestrian or cyclist flows (where distinct tracks 
for cyclists should be made) and routes away from 
streets where shared routes may be appropriate 
such as on paths through housing estates, parks 
and other green spaces. 

Modify text to make clearer that the plan is not 

advocating shared routes but accepts that in some 

locations these may be the only pragmatic solution. 

BCP 5 5.11 Wheelchairs and mobility scooters are not lawful users of a 
cycle track as they are not pedal cycles. 

The guidance note LTN 1/20 states that “Users of 
invalid carriages [manual, self-propelled, attendant 
propelled or powered wheelchairs and mobility 
scooters] have no specific right to use a cycle 
track, but they commit no offence in doing so 
unless an order or local by-law exists creating 
one.” 

BCP 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 1 

Saffron Drive / Hoburne Brook / Verno Lane green space 
routes might require more than signposting 

Agreed  

Include reference to additional improvements as 

necessary. 

BCP 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 3 

Creating a new off-road link alongside Burns Brook south of 
Lymington Road needs to address land ownership 
constraints and potential viability issues to demonstrate that 
this scheme is deliverable. 

Agreed  

Include reference in supporting text to need to 

negotiate with landowners where paths would use 

private land. 

BCP 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 

Cycling routes from the train station have always been 
requested by our visitors, but it is noted that there is not 

Support noted.  There is a footpath that follows 
the tree line to the east of Hinton Wood Avenue 
(adjacent Kilmington Way, Amberley Close and 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/951074/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-1-20.pdf
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cycle routes - 
Route 5 

much use even through there are bike racks on site.  The 
improved links may help. 

Oakwood Road) that could be widened to provide 
a segregated cycle route. 

BCP 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 6 

Is this correctly marked on the map? The route is correctly marked by the annotations 
need to be clearer.   

Check / refine annotations on map. 

Chewton Farm 
Estate 
residents 

5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 7 

Route 7 from the Chewton Farm Estate area towards the 
main village is a much cherished walkway and the paths are 
quite narrow, so would need to be widened significantly to 
accommodate cycles. 

Agreed – the footpaths would need to be widened 
but this should be possible. 

Local resident 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 7 

North and parallel to Lymington Rd is either under water or a 
bog for at least half the year. 

This is a technical issue that can and should be 
resolvable through suitable design measures. 

Local 
residents 

5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 7 

The proposed cycle path from Chewton Common / 
Elphinstone to Lymington road crosses private land and 
should pass to the south of 1 Chewton Common Road. 

Noted – part of the land to the rear is within BCP 
Council ownership but there is a ‘missing section’ 
that would require landowner consent.  Whilst the 
route is indicative it can be altered to pass through 
the Common land to the front side of the property.   

Amend route to run through the Common land. 

BCP 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 7 

Suggest connecting to various cul-de-sacs at the southern 
end to maximise permeability and use. 

This would make sense, although the footpath link 
at the end of Holme Road has a barrier to force 
cyclists to dismount and the footpath through the 
common past the end of Seaton Road has been 
overgrown for the past couple of years.  However 
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the plan currently focuses on delivering the main 
routes and such additions would not be prevented 
coming forward either individually or as part of a 
future review. 

Meyrick 
Estate 

5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 7 

An appropriate balance needs to be struck where routes are 
proposed through sensitive locations. The Estate would 
welcome further discussion on these proposals. 

Suggest 5.7 / Project P2 amended regarding developing 
proposals for the routes in partnership with the landowner, 
Meyrick Estate (wording supplied). 

Agreed – the plan should acknowledge that these 
routes are indicative and would be subject to 
negotiation with the landowner.   

Amend text to make clear that the off-road routes 

are indicative and would be subject to agreement 

with the relevant landowners (and may mean other 

options are explored). 

BCP 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 8 

This is the most critical piece of infrastructure.  The existing 
off-road cycle facilities on the A337 Lymington Road west of 
Highcliffe Castle do not meet modern standards and are 
barely wide enough for pedestrians in places.  There is also a 
distinct lack of pedestrian crossings on the A337 and 
Somerford Roundabout, causing major severance, with 
hugely extended walking distances over footbridges. 

Agreed that this is the most critical link, but is 
extremely difficult to bring up to standard.  It may 
be possible to narrow the road as far as 
regulations would permit in order to provide more 
space for cyclists. 

BCP, Local 
resident 

5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes - 
Route 9 

Montagu/Wharncliffe Roads (Route 9) are not wide enough 
to create cycle lanes and far too indirect to be useful. Many 
people will (when enabled to) want to cycle to the High 
Street to shop it, find somewhere to park their bike, etc. 

Whilst the route is indirect for east-west transition 
it does provide a safer alternative for locals and 
may be a short-term solution pending the success 
of the High Street improvements.  Neither the 
A337 nor Montague / Wharncliffe can be widened 
for cyclists and therefore only signage is proposed. 
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Local resident 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes 

No cycling in Chewton Bunny There are no proposals to introduce cycling within 
the Bunny – the map shows the existing route and 
the parish boundary. 

Local resident 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes 

There is already a legal cycling through the grounds of 
Highcliffe Castle from Steamer Point Joint towards and 
including the Zig Zag which was built as an all user path. The 
signage should be corrected to indicate to all users it is legal 
to cycle on that route but care should be taken with 
pedestrians holding priority.   

Whilst this is not currently shown on the NCP cycle 
map https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/News/News-
Features/Transforming-Travel/Docs/area-cycle-
map.pdf, the path is used other than at the zig zig 
section (where bicycles dismount).   

Update map 

BCP 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes  

Additional clarity as to the type of cycle path should be 
provided, it is assumed that on-road paths are advisory 
painted lanes.  

It would appear there is a missing on-road link between A35 
and A337 along the Ringwood Road connecting the 
secondary centre of Walkford.  

The on-road facility on the A35 adjacent Verno Lane should 
be continued with HCC support to Ringwood Road. 
Additional north south route should be added from A35 via 
Forest Way. The off-road routes adjacent markers 1, should 
be extended to link with marker 5 to increase permeability 
and provide alternative east-west routes. The gap on the 
A337 should be resolved to ensure a continuous route along 
its entirety.  

Agreed there is a missing on-road link between the 
A35 and A337 along the Ringwood Road 
connecting the secondary centre of Walkford via 
the adjoining parish.  The bulk of this route lies 
within Hampshire, but the connection to the 
parish boundary can be shown (and connecting 
into Forest Way, subject to landowner 
negotiation).  There are a number of different 
routes then linking through to Hinton Wood 
Avenue which are all relatively quiet residential 
roads that are therefore relatively safe for cyclists 
– and therefore less of a priority. 

Agree it would be appropriate to indicate a similar 
route from the station via Cranemoor Common (as 
part of the proposed SANG) to the centre of 
Walkford and on to the facilities near the New 
Milton. 

https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/News/News-Features/Transforming-Travel/Docs/area-cycle-map.pdf
https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/News/News-Features/Transforming-Travel/Docs/area-cycle-map.pdf
https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/News/News-Features/Transforming-Travel/Docs/area-cycle-map.pdf
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An additional link from the centre of Walkford to New Milton 
via Walkford Road should be included. The missing link from 
marker 7 to the Ringwood Road should be addressed. 

Add continuation of route along A35 and connecting 

link to Forest Way as part of Route (1), and add 

additional cycle route connection from the station 

through Walkford, using routes across green spaces 

where possible. 

Local resident 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes 

Need to include reference to dropped kerbs - it took a fight 
just to get one across the entrance road to the Cliffhanger 
car park 

Noted 

Include reference to dropped kerbs within key 

principles described under 5.9 

BCP 5 HWNP7 
Walking and 
cycle routes 

Review policy wording to improve clarity, could help address 
lack of permeability 

Agreed. 

Amend first part of policy to read: “Development 

should improve the safety and/or connectivity of 

the pedestrian and cycle networks where practical, 

taking into account the indicative cycle network 

shown on Map 8 (and when produced, the Local 

Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan).” 

BCP 5 HWNP8 
Parking 

Would be useful to provide further clarity on the findings 
(and robustness) of the survey results in 5.12 / 5.16, and 
include reference to the fact that the parking standards have 
been adopted in 5.13 (and include a map of the parking 
zones 
https://bcpcouncil.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/ind
ex.html?id=76cd38b6dc834ad3a53bd7a689f78ecd). 

Also, if people use Jesmond Avenue to avoid 70 pence to 
park in Wortley Rd, then rather than insisting on new 
dwellings overproviding parking spaces, the better solution is 
to restrict long-stay on-street parking in Jesmond Avenue.  
Suggest rationale for SPD is better explained.  The policy 
implies that the SPD can be ignored – this should be 

Noted.  The supporting text is reasonably explicit 
about the evidence, but this can be checked and 
further explanation of the SPD adoption and 
implications added. 

It is noted that the SPD consultation report had 
just 239 responses from BCP residents (it is not 
known whether any were from this parish) and 
more than two thirds of the total comments raised 
concerns about the impact of lowering the number 
of spaces, and in response the SPD was altered to 
acknowledge that there may be local 

https://bcpcouncil.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=76cd38b6dc834ad3a53bd7a689f78ecd
https://bcpcouncil.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=76cd38b6dc834ad3a53bd7a689f78ecd
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rewritten to state that development should accord with the 
requirements in the BCP Parking Standards SPD.  There is 
provision within the SPD for variations to the adopted 
parking standards, based on the need of the proposed 
development, dealt with by development management on a 
case by case basis. 

circumstances where variations to standards can 
be considered. 

It is also noted that BCP council is undertaking a 
Strategic Car Parking Review to implement 
appropriate on-street parking controls to support 
the reduced car parking levels set out in the SPD. 

Amend text to reflect the above points and the 

relevant weight to be given to the SPD vs the Local 

and Neighbourhood Plans. 

CTC-NPWG 5 HWNP8 
Parking 

Broadly supported – could consider strengthening reference 
to the provision of charging points for electric vehicles 

Noted - charging points are referenced in the new 
parking standards. 

Include reference to charging points in the 

supporting text. 

Chewton Farm 
Estate 
residents 

5 HWNP8 
Parking 

We fully support the concerns expressed here, and consider 
that the recent granting of outline planning permission for 
14 flats on a single plot in Chewton Farm Road requiring 
underground parking for 15 vehicles only is now going to 
create another parking problem area along Avenue Road (as 
Chewton Farm Road due to its narrow nature has no parking 
or pavements).  Can Avenue Road be mentioned (or marked 
on the plan) as another likely new parking problem area? 

Support noted.  Whilst it is not appropriate to 
include Avenue Road within the policy (as there is 
no evidence of an existing problem) the potential 
to identify further areas can be mentioned in the 
supporting text. 

Include the possibility of more areas arising in the 

supporting text and that the extent of areas may be 

reviewed in the next plan.  

Local 
residents 

5 HWNP8 
Parking 

The Neighbourhood Plan identifies current problem areas 
but it should be more forceful.  This may be through the 
provision of additional spaces, better use of car parks (which 
may need to be free of charge) – deliveries and disabled 
drivers will park on yellow lines. 

The plan is considered to be proportionate taking 
into account the BCP Parking Standards as 
underpinned by their response to the climate 
emergency. 
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Meyrick 
Estate 

6 Community 
facilities 

Support paragraph 6.5/Project P4 - the importance of the 
scout hut at Chewton Common Road is also noted 
specifically in the Plan. The Estate is currently in discussions 
with the scouts regarding the hut, which is many years old 
and in relatively poor condition. The Scouts are keen to 
enhance their facilities in the future.  This could involve 
relocation of the scout hut to a site closer to the centre of 
Highcliffe and the High Street. 

Suggest amendment to 1.15 to include reference to Scout 
Hut and include the hut on the community facilities shown 
on the map. 

The Scout Hut is shown on Map 10 and listed as a 
community facility for recreation.  Section 1 is 
intended to provided more of an overview and 
does mention the focus being for young families / 
children. 

Reference to the possible relocation of the Scout 

Hut can be included in the supporting text. 

Christchurch 
Chamber of 
Trade & 
Commerce 

6 Community 
Facilities 

Greater emphasis / recognition should be made of the local 
tourism and hospitality businesses.   

Suggest: on page 28 under Cultural Facilities, the reference is 
expanded to more that just there being four pubs to include 
restaurants and other hospitality venues. 

This section is focused on community facilities 
(described in the NPPF as “such as local shops, 
meeting places, sports venues, open space, 
cultural buildings, public houses and places of 
worship”) as opposed to wider tourism and 
hospitality businesses.   

The box on ‘other themes’ on page 5 notes that 
whilst tourism was discussed it was not identified 
as a priority for this plan, and therefore there is no 
specific section on this topic area. 

Yellow Buses, 
BCP 

6 HWNP9 
Community 
Facilities 

Health care facilities should be located near to infrastructure 
that enables access, i.e. on an existing bus route. 

The bus routes (the Yellow buses 1a (hourly) and 
More Bus X1/2 (half-hourly)) currently all favour 
the High Street, and this can be referenced and 
highlighted as the first preference.  However many 
parts of the parish are not in easy reach of a bus 
route and as such local (neighbourhood level) 
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Include wording to encourage new community facilities if 
their location is easily accessible by public transport, and/or 
safe and convenient cycle routes 

facilities would be more likely to be accessed on 
foot / cycle. 

This is touched on in 6.2, but could be expanded.   

Amend text to indicate that the High Street should 

be the preferred location for facilities which may 

have a larger catchment given it is more accessible 

for those dependent on using public transport, and 

cross-reference to walking / cycling routes. 

BCP 6 HWNP9 
Community 
Facilities 

Clarify what is meant by a ‘clear functional link between co-
located facilities’ and what evidence would be needed to 
prevent an existing community facility from loss.  Cross 
reference Parking Standards SPD (pgs 31-46) for car parking 
requirements by use class for community halls, schools etc 

Noted. Clear functional link refers to the likelihood 
that there is likely to be shared use of facilities 
and/or commonality of users – such as schools / 
clubs using recreation facilities.  The retention of 
facilities broadly reflects Policy LN7 in the core 
strategy (which similarly does not detail the 
evidence needed).  However in line with CRTB 
legislation, a period of 6 months marketing 
(including notification of the Parish Council) is 
considered an appropriate period. 

Update text to give an example of a functional link, 

and also the marketing expectations.  Include cross 

reference BCP Parking Standards SPD. 

BCP 7 HWNP10 
House Types 

As part of the preparation of the BCP Local Plan the council is 
preparing a Housing Needs Study which will identify future 
housing requirements across BCP. The BCP Local Plan will set 
out an approach to housing mix based on this evidence. 

Noted.  This has not been available but will be 
relevant to consider in the planned review. 
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Local 
residents 

7 HWNP10 
House Types 

How realistic is it that developers can provision Affordable 
Housing in the area?  There is little reference to how and 
where affordable housing and any share ownership schemes 
may be. 

The main provision will be through major 
development such as the planned provision at 
Roeshot and the possible development of the 
Hoburne Holiday Park.  Due to national policy 
small sites of less than 10 dwellings are not 
required to provide affordable housing.  It is noted 
that in recent cases (eg a block of 14 apartments at 
Chewton Farm Road 8/20/0752/OUT) there was 
no viability to provide an affordable housing 
contribution despite being over this limit. 

Reference potential for affordable housing in the 

supporting text. 

Chewton Farm 
Estate 
residents 

7 HWNP10 
House Types  

Strongly support Policy HWNP10 and the statement that 
‘Apartment blocks are unlikely to be acceptable where the 
characteristics of the plot and surrounding area are not 
suited to this more intensive form of development’. 

Support noted. 

Local 
residents 

7 HWNP10 
House Types  

Strongly support the view expressed that Highcliffe needs to 
retain a proper mix of housing and not a proliferation of 
blocks of flats made up of multiple small units at or below 
the lower limits of the permitted space and with inadequate 
parking. 

Support noted. 

BCP, 
Anonymous 
“clients who 
have an 
interest in 
delivering new 

7 HWNP10 
House Types  

It has not been evidenced how limiting the delivery of flats to 
20% of new build housing is justified in relation to meeting 
local housing need and providing the appropriate mix to 
meet the needs of specific groups identified in the NPPF.  
The SHMA figure is six years old.  The suggested appears to 
be contrary to the aims of the NPPF and based on a local 

The policy has been based on the latest available 
information (the new housing study is not yet 
available).  The data is not considered to be 
particularly ‘old’ and relates to Christchurch 
(rather than the wider BCP area).  It does not 
prohibit flat-building but seeks to ensure that this 
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residential 
developments
” 

perception of the number of flatted schemes being 
delivered.   

is focused on the locally identified needs in 
relation to affordable and age-related dwellings, 
and is considered to be compliant with NPPF.  It is 
accepted that this will need to be monitored, 
including the provision of affordable housing, and 
this can be included as a project for the Parish 
Council (working with BCP Council). 

Review policy wording to ensure it reflects the 

evidence, and include a monitoring project. 

BCP 7 HWNP10 
House Types  

Concerned that the reference to “Apartment blocks are 
unlikely to be acceptable where the characteristics of the 
plot and surrounding area are not suited to this more 
intensive form of development.” will be used to resist all 
forms of change and place greater pressure on the Green 
Belt contrary to the NPPF. 

This is not intended to be used in all locations, and 
relates in particular to the following policy – to 
which cross-reference can be made. 

Update text and policy to clarify how this policy is 

intended to apply. 

Christchurch 
Chamber of 
Trade & 
Commerce 

7 HWNP10 
House Types  

The move to flat building has resulted in a number of bed 
and breakfast establishments being replaced by flats, which 
might indicate a need in the area for such accommodation to 
be replaced 

This is considered to be a more economic / 
industry trend, and the plan does not prohibit new 
tourism accommodation. 

Local resident 7 HWNP11 
House 
Design  

Need new homes to have a lorry accessible space including 
for access to wheelie bins, without these blocking pavements 

Agree 

Include wording to reference the need to clear 

access to bin stores 

BCP 7 HWNP11 
House 
Design  

Cannot require the exceedance of national space standards 
without viability evidence 

The policy is worded “attain and preferably 
exceed” and therefore is not a requirement. 
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BCP 7 HWNP11 
House 
Design  

The phrase “seek to achieve the highest level of carbon 
reduction and energy efficiency through design” needs 
clearer criteria e.g. relate to a standard in order to be robust. 

The Government is progressly raising Building 
Regulations as part of the future homes standards 
proposals – and as such any standard may well be 
overtaken by events.  It may therefore be more 
appropriate to acknowledge rather than try to go 
further that these steps. 

Amend wording to remove ‘the highest level’ and 

within the supporting text reference the proposed 

‘interim uplift’ to building regulations (that is 

meant to come in this year), and full future homes 

standards in place by 2025.   

BCP 7 HWNP11 
House 
Design  

The accessibility standards will be guided by Building 
Regulations – it is not clear what the higher standards are in 
relation to age / mobility related accommodation.   

These are with reference to the higher standards 
set out in Building Regulations, i.e. M4(2) 
accessible and/or adaptable dwellings and M4(3) 
wheelchair user dwellings. 

Amend supporting text to clarify the above. 

BCP 7 HWNP11 
House 
Design  

It is not possible for all development across the parish area 
to include amenity space that receives sunlight throughout 
the day e.g. north facing gardens.   

Noted – however the design should allow for 
sunlight for much of the day (either by re-
orientation and/or configuration of layout / garden 
depth). 

Amend ‘throughout’ to ‘for a reasonable period of’ 

to allow some discretion in planning judgement, 

and include further guidance in the supporting text. 

BCP 7 HWNP11 
House 
Design  

Potential conflict between encouraging social interaction and 
Policy HWNP11 which might require development to follow 
existing setbacks, where properties may be hidden behind 
trees and hedges. 

The policy recognises the potential for front 
gardens, and hedges can be maintained to allow 
interaction in front gardens (albeit at the owner’s 
discretion). 
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Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NP Group Response 

BCP 7 HWNP12 
Character 
and Design 

2nd bullet point, “retention of the degree of spaciousness 
and set-back that contributes to each local area’s character” 
could make it impossible to reconcile meeting housing 
requirements for the area and is therefore overly restrictive. 

This characteristic is considered to be a significant 
element of the distinctive character of the area.  
However further clarification can be added in 
terms of the key factors which are to enable the 
retention and integration of larger tree species 
within the area and to provide adequate garden 
sizes for households.   

Revise text to clarify the above points as necessary.  

BCP 7 HWNP12 
Character 
and Design 

2nd bullet point, “Similarly parking provision should not 
dominate the street scene, with measures taken to ensure 
that open grassed spaces in front of properties are not 
simply turned into a barren wasteland to readily 
accommodate the car.” may not be possible where it is 
actually permitted development to pave over a front garden 
for a parking space. 

Measures taken could include the removal of 
permitted development rights where this is 
considered necessary for both the landscape / 
character and adherence to the BCP parking 
standards.  This can be clarified in the text (and the 
point that this would not therefore be enforceable 
to existing properties) 

Amend text as above. 

BCP 7 HWNP12 
Character 
and Design 

5th bullet point would rule out flatted schemes in Roeshot 
Hill and other parts of the parish that may be appropriate for 
such development.  Higher density and well-designed 
development is possible in these areas that contributes well 
to local character 

The guidance is not intended to apply to the 
Roeshot development and this can be clarified.  
The text specifically highlights larger buildings may 
be possible along the main arterial roads, which 
would include Lyndhurst Road / Roeshot Hill. 

Clarify that “north of Lymington Road” does not 

include Roeshot Hill 

Historic 
England 

7 HWNP12 
Character 
and Design 

While this sets out a useful summary of the character of 
discrete parts of the Plan area there is a risk that where this 
alludes to development potential (eg Hoburne Park holiday 
caravan park and Lymington Road) it could be misconstrued 

Noted 

Include clarification in text that the guidance is not 

advocating the development of any specific sites 
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Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NP Group Response 

as de facto allocations – which would potentially require 
further supporting evidence.  

Historic 
England 

7 HWNP12 
Character 
and Design 

“Greystones” is an important arts-and-crafts Clifftop house 
by ES Prior, but now significantly divorced from its historic 
relationship with Christchurch Bay by mid-20th century 
social housing. That housing will probably need repair and/or 
replacement before too long, and using the Plan to advocate 
a heritage-led approach could be beneficial.  See example 
policy DH3 
https://www.broadclyst.org/files/102257_Broadclyst_Summ
ary_v3.pdf 

Agree to consider further references to this 
historic building within the section on Wharncliffe 
Road and the Coastal strip.  Note that in 2021 
Christchurch Housing Association had submitted 
an application to renovate and extend blocks, but 
this was withdrawn following objections from 
Historic England regarding the lost chance for a 
more thorough redevelopment of the estate which 
could better reveal the original setting of 
Greystones, and restore its visual connection with 
the sea.  This has also flagged up the need to 
further increase the profile of both Listed Buildings 
and Buildings of Local Architectural or Historic 
Interest and their setting, within the plan.  The 
latter were previously referenced in the 2001 plan 
https://www.christchurch.gov.uk/planning-
buildings-land/planning-
policy/christchurch/pdfs/local-plan/historic-
buildings.pdf  but are no longer readily apparent, 
and therefore may benefit from inclusion as an 
Appendix (and shown on the Maps). 

Include further context with reference to the above 

and expand the first bullet of HWNP12 to reference 

the setting of Listed Buildings and Buildings of 

Local Architectural or Historic Interest.  Include 

details of the these within the Plan. 

https://www.broadclyst.org/files/102257_Broadclyst_Summary_v3.pdf
https://www.broadclyst.org/files/102257_Broadclyst_Summary_v3.pdf
https://www.christchurch.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/christchurch/pdfs/local-plan/historic-buildings.pdf
https://www.christchurch.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/christchurch/pdfs/local-plan/historic-buildings.pdf
https://www.christchurch.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/christchurch/pdfs/local-plan/historic-buildings.pdf
https://www.christchurch.gov.uk/planning-buildings-land/planning-policy/christchurch/pdfs/local-plan/historic-buildings.pdf
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Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NP Group Response 

CTC-NPWG 7 HWNP12 
Character 
and Design 

Support Policy and note the areas mentioned include The 
Runway and the estates adjoining, which are closely related 
to Christchurch and this relationship could be noted. 

Support noted.  Whilst there is the close 
relationship with the adjoining Christchurch areas 
here (given the area’s history as part of the 
runway that stretched across both areas), the 
character areas described are part of Highcliffe 
parish and the policy cannot extend beyond the 
Neighbourhood Plan area. 

Chewton Farm 
Estate 
residents, 
Local 
residents 

7 HWNP12 
Character 
and Design 

The Chewton Farm Estate and important saved policy H9 
should be mentioned and highlighted in the Neighbourhood 
Plan – this refers to the fact that this area (between Chewton 
Farm Road and Avenue Road ) consists mainly of substantial 
residential properties set in large plots, providing a form of 
large family accommodation which is not in abundance 
throughout the remainder of the Plan area, and that, whilst 
not justifying Conservation Area status, is cherished by the 
community and considered worthy of protection. 

Noted – this can be further detailed within the 
description. 

Amend text to refer to the Chewton Farm Estate 

and related saved Policy H9 and its continued 

relevance. 

Local 
residents 

7 HWNP12 
Character 
and Design 

Local character is important but it should not prevent change 
that would allow good design to flourish. 

The policy encourages a degree of variation 
between individual streets and within the streets.   

Consider minor amendment to 6th bullet to clarify 

the support for variation to allow good design to 

flourish 

BCP 7 Project P5 If this will require a funded arboricultural officer, who will 
fund this? 

The project does not specify the need for an 
additional member of staff with the TPO team at 
BCP Council, but is intended to flag up the 
potential for more proactive liaison between the 
Parish Council and existing staff. 
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Respondent/s § Para / Policy Matters raised (summarised) NP Group Response 

Local resident 8 Updates to 
the NP 

Will the NP be updated. Yes- this is covered in section 8.1. 

Revise wording to ‘review and update’. 

BCP 8 Updates to 
the NP 

Rephrase as ‘emerging’ BCP Local Plan.  Further work with 
BCP Council now could help avoid conflicts and minimise the 
need to review the plan in 2023 to address conflicts. 

Noted – however the decision has been taken to 
get a plan in place as soon as possible and not 
delay for the BCP plan.  As such any conflicts will 
need to be addressed through a future review and 
this can be made clearer in the text. 

Revised text to clarify the above further. 
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Appendix 1: Results of the scoping consultation, December 2019 

Notes from workshop tables: 

Housing Transport & Mobility Green Space & Coastline Tourism & Industry 

− Aim to be carbon neutral by 
2025; plan for this 

− All developments should have 
adequate parking 

− All Flat blocks must have lifts 

− Consider needs of rental 
Properties Possibly through 
Housing Associations 

− Consider provision of elderly 
peoples shares 
accommodation 

− Create an agency to pair up 
young and old to share 
accommodation in a safe way 

− Encourage Car Clubs 

− Energy Efficiency new build 
and retro fitting (consider 
climate change) 

− Ensure character of housing in 
maintained in good order 

− Mix of Houses too Skewed 
towards elderly  

− More social affordable Housing 

− Must always built in keeping 
with local architecture 

− Better configuration of cycle routes, 
pavements and vehicle parking  

− Audit/review parking bays to 
improve passage of through traffic 

− Ban lorries! 

− Community bus - station to beach 

− community mini-bus services for 
specific purposes, eg to 
Bournemouth Hospital and Hinton 
Admiral Train Station. 

− Cycle racks in strategic places 

− Cycling – currently no paths! 

− Dangerous for cycles at present – 
need designated routes 

− Delivery restrictions during 
daytime? 

− Designated routes around and 
across village 

− Encourage Electric vehicles into the 
area with charge points wherever 
possible 

− Encourage the Beryl bike initiative 
to extend to Highcliffe 

− Bring beach back to original 
glory! 

− ‘Flag up’ the ‘green 
corridors’ between green 
spaces – better 
signage/connectivity 

− Education to appreciate 
green spaces 

− Ensure correct designation 
of green spaces to protect 
them from any 
development 

− Importance of allotments as 
green space; takes two 
years to establish 

− Improve accessibility and 
but not to compromise the 
flora and wildlife 

− Improve the pathways in 
Nea Meadows and disability 
access 

− More signage to attract 
visitors 

− Preserve and add trees to 
the existing woodland as 

− 300 sixth formers in school – 
what demand for apprenticeships 
in the area 

− Boardwalk or similar to link Zig-
Zag/Castle to Friars Cliff beach 
promenade  

− Encourage cafes not to close on 
Sundays in the summer months 
(school holidays) 

− Encourage more light/cottage 
industries to attract more 
families/younger people to area 

− Highcliffe farthest east point in 
Dorset ‘gateway’ to BCP area 

− Improve cliff top/cliff pathways 

− Improve directional signage eg 
Castle, coastal paths 

− Invite Bournemouth Symphony 
Orchestra to come and play in 
the Castle grounds. + more 
concerts 

− Need surf school and facilities at 
Cliffhanger area/High Street 

− New Forest cycling is BIG so let’s 
look at traffic less or low traffic 
routes through Highcliffe 
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− Need for low cost (affordable) 
housing but where? 

− Provision of Roundabouts at 
Highcliffe Castle Walkford/ 
Ringwood road, Cat and Fiddle 
PH 

− Resist garden grabbing 
vigorously 

− Retain house character of the 
area do not sweep away 
existing properties with flats 

− Second homes destroy 
communities 

− “pepper potting” This is mixing 
Social housing with other types 
(avoids ghettos) 

− Severe shortage of medium 
Retirement houses (not 
necessarily flats) 

− Too many flats being built and 
being unsold. Here is the 
planning for housing needs? 

− Too many flats causing density 
issues parking etc 

− Unsold properties to be 
considered for redistribution 

− For lorries from New Milton Sand 
and other through traffic –times, 
speed and weight to be considered 

− Free parking for residents behind 
Co-op – permit for locals but 
visitors to pay 

− Harmonisation of the existing bus 
schedules  

− High speed, too big, too aggressive, 
too polluting, and too much of a 
contribution to the overall 
congestion 

− Highcliffe ‘High Street’ requires 
radical change to eliminate on 
street parking risk to pedestrians 
and vehicle collisions 

− Identify cycle routes through and 
around Highcliffe 

− Improve car parking provision 

− Improve pavements! (multiple 
comments) 

− Mini bus for hospital visitors from 
centre of Highcliffe to 
Bournemouth hospital 

− Multiple trip/slip hazards 

− Need audit of pavement/road use 

− Need bus between Highcliffe and 
Hinton Admiral Station 

− New scheme of hard and soft 
landscaping required 

well as new areas to help 
impact of climate change 

− Protect the cliffs and 
beaches from any 
development 

− Reinstate the ‘look out’ 
information panel at the 
Castle zig-zag path to the 
beach 

− Review status and 
designation of green spaces; 
i.e. Chewton Bunny to 
ensure protection and 
enhancement  

− Village green status for 
coastline west of the 
‘Cliffhanger’ 

− Widen the use of green 
spaces with focus on ‘keep 
trim’ trails to encourage the 
diversity of use for all ages 

− No need for any further 
attractions for tourists 

− Portaloo/facilities around area of 
Zig-Zag (similar to Barton-on-Sea  

− Regrade beaches with more sand 

− Reinstate Colmore Steps down to 
the beach via pathway from 
Wharncliffe Road 

− Rename/retain name Highcliffe-
on-Sea 

− Shared office space (hosted 
Offices) 

− Start-up Incubator units for new 
businesses   

Retail 

− Close High Street once a month 
for a market 

− Consider ‘change of use’ of some 
of the existing retail premises 

− Convert recreation park to car 
parking! 

− Co-op car park free for first 30 
minutes. Conflict with free 
parking at retail parks. 

− Create limited parking bays in 
High Street 

− Encourage a local market day 

− Heritage walks 

− High Street intimidating due to 
heavy traffic, lorries etc 

Design  

− And footpaths 

− Discourage more flats and 
developments with too high 
a density.  One method is to 
use financial tools. 

− Encourage a greatly 
improved ‘High St’ 

− Encourage affordable 
housing 

Community Facilities 

− Additional children’s play area 
in Walkford area. 

− Adult outdoor exercise 
facilities 
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− Community Policing needs to 
be more visible 

− Community renewable energy 
schemes – Climate & Ecological 
Emergency 2030 declared by 
BCP Council 

− Condition of ‘streets’ cleaning 

− Day nursery facilities 

− Emergency services not 
‘visible’ but respond effectively 

− Greystones, excellent 
community ‘hub’ 

− HRA Old School building, 
Lymington Road – coordinate 
as community ‘hub’ facility 

− Increase in Health Centre and 
Surgery facilities with growing 
population – Christchurch 
Urban Extension c850 new 
homes in Parish area 

− Lack of ‘banking’ facilities in 
Highcliffe (Nationwide closing) 

− Library – important, keep it. 
Excellent children’s activities – 
good for families   

− Local market, say, once a 
month 

− Mobile library  

− More/larger schools to 
accommodation children from 

− No parking along High Street so 
long as free parking 

− No parking in High street including 
on cycleways 

− Public transport more frequent and 
sustainable 

− Reconfigure high street parking 

− Reconfigure Hinton Admiral Station 
– access for Christchurch Urban 
Extension - Roeshot Hill 
development 

− Reduced car parking costs for 
residents, example - Hillingdon First 
Card 

− Re-evaluate bus routing 

− Review access to Castle from 
Lymington Road – roundabout on 
A337? 

− Review pedestrian access and 
crossing on Lymington Road near 
Castle – currently dangerous to 
groups, cyclists, and tourists 

− Routes and timings, particularly 
early finishing 

− Shuttle bus services for popular 
events eg. Highcliffe Castle, Food & 
Arts Festival, Music Festival 
(planned 2020) 

− Shuttle bus to/from Hinton Admiral 
Station (x3) 

− Encourage balanced 
infrastructure to support 
housing: transport, retail, 
medical, educational, 
industrial, recreational etc. 

− Encourage better husbandry 
of local water courses (the 
grill protecting the Chewton 
Bunny culvert is always 
blocked and so too is the 
Bure drainage trench east of 
Gordon Road) 

− Encourage clean energy 

− Encourage clean energy 
sources such as solar wind 
power, heat pumps 

− Encourage cycle routes and 
footpaths 

− Encourage different forms 
of tenure 

− Encourage electric charging 
points 

− Encourage facilities for 
recycling 

− Encourage family houses 

− Encourage height 
restrictions 

− Encourage housing for all 
age groups 

− Encourage housing for local 
people 

− Increase in disable parking 

− Is it feasible to pedestrianise 
Lymington Road from Gordon 
Road to the Globe restaurant? 
More attractive to retailers and 
restaurants  

− Lorries in High Street intimidating 

− Make parking free behind Co-op 

− More signage for Highcliffe 
attractions – local guide via 
Highcliffe Action Team (HAT) 

− Move High Street to another 
location to stop conflict with 
traffic 

− New Milton £25.00 timed badge 

− New Milton cheaper parking; 
better retail ‘offer’. First ½ hour 
free parking 

− No parking in High Street, but 
retailers against? 

− People on fringe of Parish do not 
feel part of Highcliffe 

− Provide free parking for electric 
cars and charging points 

− Retail not residential at ground 
floor in High Street 

− Retail to remain to support 
residents rather than to be a 
‘draw’ for shopping tourism (with 
the exception of the Food & Arts 
Festival) 
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Roeshot Hill Urban Extension 
housing 

− Need of advertising ‘What is 
available’ 

− Sporting facilities, eg bowls, 
running track 

− Sufficient provision for 
litter/waste disposal for 
visitors to area 

− Wingfield recreation ground – 
perimeter ‘jogging’ track 

− Youth coaching & clubs 

− Youth facilities -independent 
after school clubs 

− Small pavement blocks wrong 
material 

− Take cars off Lymington Road retail 
centre of Highcliffe 

− Take parked cars off Lymington 
Road in front of shops and use car 
park behind – may need to increase 

− Time Limits when deliveries are 
allowed 

− Time table issues 

− Timetables don’t work for 1a and 
X1 – too close 

− Traffic & alternative transport; 
cheap sustainable public transport 

− Under use of Hinton Admiral 
Station and lack of accessibility 

− Uneven, ‘ponding’ when it rains 

− Weight limit on heavy goods 

− Where possible shared cycleways 
and footpaths 

− Encourage improved energy 
efficiency of existing 
buildings and infrastructure 

− Encourage improved 
parking facilities 

− Encourage improvement to 

− Encourage improvement to 
unloved green spaces 
(eg Chewton Common, 
land abutting Jesmond 
Avenue etc)  

− Encourage tree planting 

− heating, photovoltaics, 

− Smaller retail units – more viable 
for start-up companies 

− Sports Centre, maybe at the 
Highcliffe School to attract 
people  

− State of pavements 

− Stop lorries coming through 
Highcliffe/ limit parking in High 
Street 

− Too many charity shops; better 
mix needed 

− Too many shops for the size of 
Highcliffe 

− Tourist buses encouraged to visit 
Highcliffe 

 

Notes from priorities exercise: 

− Better youth facilities 

− Clubs such as badminton etc for young people 

− Surf school 

− Eco-development  

− High Street design 

− Housing which is architecturally sympathetic 
to the area 

− Retain character of housing in the area  

− Sustainability 

− Sustainability 

− Sustainable affordable housing 

− Promote tourism 

− Access to the beach for the elderly 

− Beach restoration 

− Identify key sport/ recreation eg surf centre 
and/or cycling centre 

− Improve green spaces, paths, signs, 
connectivity 

− Improve ways to and along beach  

− Incorporate allotments in any development 
(leave where they are) 

− Maintaining cliff paths and benches 

− Maintenance and enhancement of trees and 
open spaces 
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− Management of cliff vegetation to improve 
biodiversity 

− Open spaces 

− Prioritise the beach as key feature 

− Protect green spaces 

− Protect open spaces and biological value 

− Recording of and understanding of biodiversity 
and connections between green spaces 

− Retain ‘green spaces’ – woodland and 
naturalness of beach and cliffs 

− Toilet facilities at bottom of 
‘Cliffhanger’/Castle Zig-zag path 

− Enhance the retail experience 

− Free parking 

− Free parking in the Co-op Car Park for 30/60 
minutes 

− Full audit of the management of the High 
Street 

− High Street redevelopment 

− Improve High street (transport/ access) 

− Improve shopping experience eg monthly 
market/close road 

− Improve the ‘offer’ of the high Street 

− Limit traffic in the High Street 

− No parking in Highcliffe village centre 

− Redesign High Street to improve, wider 
pavements; remove parking bays along road 

− Redesign the High Street 

− Redesign the High Street to make it safe and 
usable 

− retail 

− Shopping area 

− Supporting and re-landscaping the High Street 

− Affordable housing 

− Affordable housing 

− Affordable housing option for young 
families/elderly 

− Better housing/ planning 

− Develop housing not apartments 

− Families, down- sizing – Housing Associations 

− Housing less flats 

− Housing mix 

− Mix of housing (size, affordability) 

− More mixed housing not only flats 

− No more flats 

− No more flats 

− Restrict flats by promoting good design and 
construction of good housing 

− Restrict the building of flats (housing for 
families) 

− Stop building ‘luxury’ flats 

− Stop flat building and build terrace housing 

− Return name of Highcliffe-on-Sea  

− Bus travel after 7.00pm 

− By-pass! 

− Car parking 

− Cycle routes 

− Cycling 

− Improve cycyling and walking access to and 
around Highcliffe 

− Improve traffic flow through High Street 

− Lymington Road village centre conflict – cars 
parking, cycling/lorries 

− parking 

− Parking - EV charging facilities 

− Parking facilities 

− Safe cycling throughout Highcliffe 

− Safer facilities for cyclists 

− Sustainability plan for the area – carbon free 
Highcliffe 

− Traffic management 

− Traffic management through village including 
weight restrictions 

− Transport and mobility 
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Appendix 2: Residents’ Survey Form  
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Appendix 3: Community Facilities Survey Form 
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Appendix 4: Second Residents’ Survey Form  
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Appendix 5: Comments on cycle route proposals / route configuration 

− #1 It would be great to be able to cycle along Verno Lane from area lgs17 to lgs26 but at the 
moment there is no access between the two area via the woodland area (hatched in grey) on the 
map, and the existing Hoburne Brook area is not good enough quality to cycle along, but I would 
if it was improved and linked to Verno Lane. A crossing at the top of Roeshot Hill would also be 
good to link with the Bridleway on the other side of the road. 

− #1 lots of elderly, dog walks and young children if cyclists come through at speed. 

− #1 Please consider improving the current bridleway the other side of verno lane and up towards 
Burton common to make this accessible for wheelchairs  

− #1 The access to Verno Lane from dip between Hoburne Farm estate and end of Manning 
Avenue is usually flooded, despite school children using as shortcut to school. Proper planking 
should be put down to enable year round access, and also a safe crossing point across from end 
of Verno Lane across very busy main road to allow access to Gus Common would be great. Also, 
the path runs out from Hoburne estate going towards Hinton Admiral station so not safe to walk 
or cycle to station a extremely busy A35.  

− #1 The bottom part of Verno Lane is both overgrown and blocked by parked cars by the cottages 
in Hoburne Lane.   

− #2 Access from Hoburne Lane is very restricted and then mixing a cycleway with tourists' 
children playing on the park would be a major hazard.   

− #4 Allocated cycle lane from secondary school down smugglers lane to the runway for use by 
school children to avoid pedestrian injuries or rta.  

− #4. Parts of Chewton Common Road are very narrow and quite dangerous for existing traffic, this 
would create a risk of injury to cyclists.  Lots of footpaths aren't used extensively. Where wide 
enough, I believe permitting cycles to use one side of the footpath would be safer for cyclists. 

− #5 Do NOT support cycleway along Hinton Wood Avenue - too narrow  

− #5 is a very dangerous route, safety improvements are definitely a must, but it would be better 
to think of a less direct but safer route to link the station towards town centre or towards the 
secondary school.    A proper coastal route should be envisaged!, ie link between Mudeford and 
Barton on Sea 

− #5 too many cars park on Braemar Drive throughout the day, due to the school.  Making the 
road more cycle accessible would be very dangerous at drop off & collection times when 
motorists have no patience at the best of times.     

− #6 and #7 there’s a bend in the path and a blind corner there could be danger to pedestrians. 
Routes across Chewton Common should be separated from those for pedestrians and NOT 
shared. 

− #6 Hinton Wood Avenue is extremely narrow in places as the trees are never cut back, this could 
be quite dangerous for cyclists as they swerve around the vegetation.       

− #6 The suggestion of an off-road link along the edge of Jesmond Avenue wood is not feasible 
unless action is taken to reduce the amount of parking in the road, which at times means there is 
only room for one vehicle to pass through. The parking on pavements and on corners would also 
be a significant danger to cyclists. Some form of parking restrictions would need to be 
introduced and enforced before that route would be safe for cyclists. 

− #7 is the most important for me. Even as a very experienced cyclist, the section between the 
roundabout and chewton glen over the hump back bridge is treacherous as it has blind corners 
and vehicles that close pass at high speed.  

− #7 Would love to see route 7 from Milestone r’bout (nr Walkford) to bridge over Chewton Bunny 
(nr Naish) have priority for action as this is extremely hazardous for cyclists. 
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− #7Chewton Common - Southwood Avenue.   This is not ideal to use as an off-road cycle route.   
The road already has lots of parked cars which affects visibility and sometimes accessibility.   For 
those coming out of the woods, the access on to Ringwood Road from Heath Road would be very 
precarious due to the amount of heavy traffic using this road especially if turning right on to the 
road.  The tarmac path running from Pinewood Avenue to Chewton Common Road is already 
used by cyclists even though it currently has no cycling signage.   This could be utilised but would 
not want to see it broadened or lighting added as this would affect the naturalness of the 
woodland and thereby the existing wildlife.     

− #8 Nothing along the shopping area n Highcliffe.  The cycle route should be along wharnecliffe 
road, Waterford road and Bute road thus avoiding the congestion and causing more by taking up 
road space 

− #8 The section in the High Street would be far too congested unless on-street parking was 
sacrificed. 

− #8 There is a better route for #8, across the playing field! 

− #8 We have a problem with people who park on Montagu Road and do not want any more 
traffic including cycles. Lymington Road is already too busy to have more cycling or cycle lanes. 

− #8 Whancliffe Road and Montagu Road are now in constant use as a diversion (rat run) from the 
high street.  Many motorists speed along this diversion and therefore additional cyclists will be in 
danger. 

− #8. The 'high street' part of Lymington Rd. could be a cycle-free zone - possibly unnecessary if it 
becomes a 20 limit!  

− #9 Drivers have very little patience in the area around the recreation ground as it is.  
Encouraging cyclists into the mix will only make things worse.     

− #9 given how busy Lymington Road is I would not ride my bike along it.   

− #9 I agree with Montagu Rd route, but as a resident would suggest safety features as parking 
problems, together with speeding drivers using Montagu Rd as a "rat-run" to avoid village traffic 
build-up, make for a very unsafe cycle route without them. 

− #9 Improving the situation on Lymington Road seems particularly important in view of the 
present dangerous mix of pedestrians and cyclists and volume of traffic on the road. 

− #9 is already a "rather run" signposting will make it more so.    

− #9 Lymington Road could do with a cycle track area as can be quite dangerous at times. 

− #9 Not easy to discern where cycle routes are along Lymington road and where they start/end. 

− #9 The main road between the surgery and the Castle turning is too narrow/congested for slow 
cycling. There is a need for an off-road cycle and walking route through from Raneleigh/Arundel 
road area to Rothesay Drive or the castle. There is only a very short piece missing. This would 
enable people from the Friars Cliff area to visit Highcliffe by bike. I think signposting on road links 
is detrimental to safety when roads are too narrow/busy. 

− A cycle lane on Lymington Road through the village centre.  

− Another improvement would be to build up some of the paths below the Wharncliffe road car 
park and above the beach - these are regularly used by cyclists but the weather this year has 
resulted in them becoming very bumpy and quite treacherous. 

− Cycle path to Roeshot Hill Allotments on the grass verge that leads from Stewarts to the 
Allotments. There is no cycle path after the pedestrian lights in that direction and the grass verge 
gets very narrow towards the end near the entrance to the allotments. Could the hedge be taken 
back to facilitate a wider verge and possible cycle path to avoid cycling near or on the A35  

− Cycle paths need to be off the road and cycling should be allowed on more footpaths and 
pavements provided they are wide enough and pedestrians have priority.  In Germany and 
Austria, most paths off road can be used by both cyclists and pedestrians (many are split with 
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half for cyclists and half for pedestrians) and this is far safer than having cyclists on the roads. If 
there is a 10mph speed limit and cyclists are encouraged to use a bell, this is perfectly safe.  An 
example is the zig zag up to the castle which creates a lovely through route from Chewton Bunny 
to Steamer point.   

− Highcliffe and Walkford is a built-up area and until speed limits are properly followed cyclists and 
pedestrians will not be safe and the expense for upgrades etc a waste of money. Particularly 
Walkford road and Ringwood Road, busy through Roads, for all users. The Hampshire boundary 
is close-by but that part and beyond is an extension of our own conurbation. Responsibility for 
what we do does not end at county boundaries.  

− I regularly use the cycle path from the Golf Course towards the high street.  The length between 
the church and the high street is a constant concern in both directions. 

− Improved road surfaces would go a long way as well. 

− It would be helpful and much safer to provide off road routes along Ringwood Road - the traffic 
isn't always well behaved some cyclists consistently use the pavement endangering both 
themselves and pedestrians  

− Make use of wider pavement sections in Highcliffe Centre to create some bike racks.   

− Making cycle routes through open spaces is an excellent idea to link more places together but 
must however be made un inaccessible to motor bikes. 

− Making ringwood road safer for cycling through signage and camera enforcement 

− Need to see the routes maintained too - with foliage cut back - which will also help with space.  

− Our son uses a wheel chair and has a wheelchair adapted bike!  Please consider accessible access 
on off road cycle ways .   

− The on road cycle routes should ideally be accompanied with double yellow no parking lines. This 
is essential in this area if you wish them to be used safely or in fact at all.   

− The pathways along the coast need upgrading both for cyclist and walkers. A Boardwalk from the 
Zig-Zag to Steamer Point, wide enough fir bikes and walkers would be a great addition enabling 
more people to enjoy access to the beach.   The path in the Nature Reserve need to be upgraded 
fir cyclist and walkers.   On both the coastline paths and the Nature Reserve there are safely 
issues.  

− There is a pedestrian crossing to cross the A35 to Stewarts and Sainsbury's but no cycle route to 
the allotments from Stewarts to the Alotments other than a grass verge which is narrow in 
places. Could this be made easier to ride along ?. 

− There is likely to be a higher than average use of mobility scooters so isn’t this more important?  

− There needs to be some safe cycling route from the Lymington Road / Ringwood road 
roundabout and the Sea Corner traffic lights 

− Where possible it would be good to have curbed cycle lanes that separate them from the normal 
traffic, especially on the routes to and from highcliffe school 

− You appear to have missed out the permitted cycle use of Steamer Point Nature Reserve as it 
then combines with the permitted all user use zig zig at Highcliffe Castle down to the long 
Undercroft by the beach to  Chewton  Bunny and upto the road. ALL of this coastal route is off 
the public highway and highly advantageous to the safe use of cyclists    

− You have not marked on your map the existing coastal route thru the Steamer Point Nature 
Reserve, Castle grounds and down to the undercroft along Highcliffe Beach and I would point out 
this route enables cyclists and motorist to stay apart right through the area for a number of 
miles whilst not actually costing anything to the tax payer of significance 
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Appendix 6: Comments on design guidelines 

− A long row of bungalows for instance is not interesting. A mix of heights and size is more 
interesting if they have similar threads .. ie colour of bricks 

− A reduction in flat development 

− Agree entirely. Planning permission is being given to a lot of flats in Highcliffe and knocking down 
the old houses. It is destroying the essence of a village. 

− All new properties must include rain water catchment, solar panels and use heat pumps for 
central heating.  

− All new properties must include rain water catchment, solar panels and use heat pumps for 
central heating.  

− Any chance of some land for a community self build development for locals? 

− As much vegetation and trees as possible need to be retained in new developments .we all know 
most of houses with decent gardens are being developed and flora and fauna are decimated . 
Sometimes token trees are planted but they will not replace those big mature trees cut down  

− Avoid developments being too tightly associated with an era  

− Break up the larger areas of open planning on estates so that the spaces look as if they belong to 
a property. To encourage residents to have care for the landscape instead of it degenerating in 
time to  looking unkempt with bits of rubbish, long grass and invariably Dog Poo. 

− Buildings should fit in and NOT stand out - several new developments seriously negates from the 
ambiance of the Highcliffe. 

− Bungalow conversions could become 2 storey houses if they apply character (e. g art deco or 
georgian). The current fad of blue and grey plastic cladding over white render will age quickly 
and look characterless.  

− cladding is awful 

− covid spacing of corridors and exits/entrances for resident and visitors 

− Disallow properties that are very different from or do not complement existing properties within 
a group. 

− Diversity is good 

− Don’t cram so many homes into a plot 

− Don’t forget mature trees can become too big and sometimes need their top branches to be cut, 
not just the lower branches.   Trees have a life and can be replaced where necessary. 

− Don't really understand the 2nd point, so have left it unticked. 

− Enough storage facilities and car parking should be a top consideration for any new builds.  Also, 
a village high street should retains character and provide reasonably priced storefronts to bring 
allow individual shops to thrive, not just the big supermarket chains and their outlets. Also, 
coastal towns should be able to sell water related items on the high street. 

− Ensure adequate off road parking is incorporated  into the design 

− Existing specimen trees can be pruned, but not removed, unless confirmed dangerous, any 
unapproved removal should incur a fine of £10,ooo per tree in todays values increasing by an 
inflation factor each year 

− extensions and developments should be in keeping with adjacent properties, including spacing 
and tree preservation orders  

− Family homes should not be bulldozed to make way for more flats unless they are to be available 
to all generations as there are too many elderly in this area . Is has the misfortune of being called 
gods waiting room and it certainly feels that way sometimes 

− Fine retaining mature trees but care must be taken to ensure any new developments give 
sufficient growing space around the trees and are not inserted into every bit of space which over 



Highcliffe and Walkford Neighbourhood Plan: Consultation Statement, June 2021 

P a g e  | 88 

time will make life unpleasant for both the occupants and trees.  We must live in coexistence 
with nature, space and light is important for people and trees. 

− Garages should / must be incorporated in all plans for new properties including flats 

− Glass box designs are not acceptable if they do not fit in with existing properties. 

− Housing should be built to be as carbon neutral as possible 

− I very much agree with the first statement. However, whilst many trees have preservation orders 
on them, not enough leeway is given by the Council to allow significant pruning. 

− In  many cases the surrounding trees are too large and should be replaced with or severely 
pruned. With the increase in wind speeds in recent years many are now becoming dangerous to 
residents and their properties. However their replacement should be controlled in a manner 
which is conducive with improving the environment progressively. For example over 20 years. 

− In keeping with my previous statements,  individually designed homes that promote open, light 
filled homes with plenty of garden still retained are what attracts families and retirees alike.  A 
home should be attractive and not just a brick build Lego looking building.  

− Indifferent. 

− Individual architecturally interesting properties should be encouraged.    Larger family homes 
should be encouraged rather than flats, bungalows and small houses. 

− Inhibit the amount of flats that appear to be being built whilst ignoring the increase in traffic and 
pressure on existing facilities e.g. the local surgery. 

− Introduce sensible modern building regulations and ensure they are complied with. 

− It is a real shame that so many lovely old house have been demolished to make huge profits for 
builders of luxury apartments, many bought by outsiders as holiday homes for occasional use. 
Sadly young families are frequently unable to afford homes in our area, despite there being 
schools for all ages. 

− It is always a sad occasion when an existing property is demolished and a block of flats or a 
sheltered housing development is built.  Whilst realising these buildings are needed they can 
make our roads look very bitty and unattractive. 

− Large houses like the Huf Haus in Nea Road should never be allowed to be crammed in to such a 
small area of land. Please - never again! 

− Let there be a space for greenery by each building, not just tarmac, etc. with a building shoe-
horned in 

− many buildings that are under construction and have been built have less parking spaces than 
the flats that they are supposed to be supporting     

− modern materials such as for cladding, glazing and roofing will only be supported provided they 
are shown to have been chosen for quality, type and colour which respects the wider character 
area. Cementitious fake wood planking will be specifically refused unless exceptional 
circumstances dictate. 

− More lawns, gardens for wildlife. Less enormous houses in a bungalow estate, less cars, boats 
and caravans/motor homes taking pride of place. Shingle should be banned!! Highcliffe is 
becoming too suburbanites by new people to the area bringing their 'city's designs with them. 
They love the area then immediately  rip out trees, dig up lawns and add huge add ons. Then the 
area looks just like the area they have left.!!!   

− Multiple occupancy buildings must have reasonable outdoor space for tenants.  Buildings 
replacing existing ones should reflect the general character of their predecessor. 

− New build must provide adequate parking, most families comprise of two drivers these days and 
for example the new properties in Ringwood road only have one allocated parking spaces, which 
will mean problems of parking on the surrounding roads   

− No more care homes! 
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− Please no more apartments in the area - there are enough already 

− Please no more blocks of flats in the area, those new flats over the shops in the high street are 
far too high and over bearing.  

− Please plant more trees and make sure there is sufficient garaging with each property built and 
side roads are becoming very congested and are sometimes dangerous. 

− Preference for new builds to have solar panels installed, insulation, efficient heating & 
ventilation, green space, off-road parking (to facilitate EV charging) 

− Privacy for neighbours should be considered. 

− Properties should be provided with stairs and/or gardens for exercise during pandemics 

− Provision of at the very least 2 parking spaces per unit plus visitor spaces.  

− Re-instate the former planning rules that seem to have been over-written by the insidious 
'permitted development'  let-out clause! 

− Removing houses and making blocks of flats with inadequate parking should not be allowed. 
Most homes do have more than one car whether we like it or not.  

− Restrict height. 

− Retain adequate spacing between housing and expect at least two parking spaces per unit. 

− Retain the “garden” appearance of the Wolhayes Garden Estate by the planting of more grass 
lawns and reducing the spread of gravel. The road called Greenways is an example as the fashion 
for gravel replacement increases. 

− Save our green spaces because there is too much building in the area. 

− Stop building flats - Highcliffe has too many already with even more pushed being pushed 
through planning.  Look online, there is an abundance of flats but not houses and bungalows. 

− Stop residents on Hoburne Farm from removing their landscaped areas provided and extending 
their back gardens effectively turning them I to ugly alleyways 

− Take account of the demographic, Highcliffe is a community of more elderly people. The area 
needs more young people to balance out the age profile.  

− The area of Highcliffe I like least is where every house/bungalow looks identical. Glenville Road is 
a really good example of how variety of buildings can work well. Literally no 2 houses are the 
same. Compare this to pinewood road where they are all the same and just a bit boring! 

− The density and design of new developments to be commensurate with immediately adjoining 
residential areas. 

− The introduction of pea stone front gardens or just bricked area should be dissuaded. The area is 
beginning to look like a car park. Just turn into Felton Crescent at the Denham Drive end!  

− The last design statement re modern materials appears to limit their use, when many modern 
design details are very tasteful and often eco friendly. 

− The size of the frontage of any new or extended building should reflect the current feel of the 
area or current house. Rear extensions, frontal additions that are in character or enhance the 
appearance of the building (eg single dorma windows, porch) or small areas of in keeping 
decoration eg cladding should be allowed. Vast expanses of frontal glass, large and imposing 
designs or bungalows or detached houses replaced with modern flat blocks should not be 
allowed.  

− There is an excessive use of TPOs in Highcliffe and in the past the planning dept has been 
unreasonable when considering homeowners applications for tree surgery.  

− There needs to be a concerted effort to get parked cars off the roads in areas that permit this. 
They are unsightly, a hazard to road users, pedestrians and animals. 

− Trees that are mature but not  
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− Try to incorporate a recognisable 'Highcliffe element or style' in new developments. Include that 
element in any appropriate signs, buildings, wherever, to give a common theme visitors (and us) 
will remember! 

− Utterly amazed that so much plastic cladding is allowed in modern design. 

− We must plant more trees to offset the use of cars and Lorries 

− We need to keep all the greenery in the area lots of trees for the birds all very uplifting for the 
peop,e of Highcliffe  

− We should preserve the homes and bungalows and stop all the blocks of flats and retirement 
buildings being built in their place by developers. 

− Where existing properties are replaced by multiple properties the resultant density should 
reflect the existing density in the road/area 

− Within housing design pay attention to 'sense of place' and any relevant historical reference 
where possible. 
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Appendix 7: Pre-submission consultation survey form 
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