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Marnhull Parish Council planning response to: 

Application: P/OUT/2021/03030  
 

Outline application for  

 

P/OUT/2021/03030 - Develop land by the erection of up to 39 No. dwellings, form vehicular 

and pedestrian access, and public open space. (Outline application to determine access). 

 

Marnhull Parish Council objected to the previous application for up to 74 dwellings 

(2/2018/0448) and many of the points raised previously in regard to that earlier application 

still apply. 

 

Objection 1 

 

This application is not in accordance with the spatial strategy for North Dorset as set 

out in the Local Plan 

 

Policy 2 of the North Dorset Local Plan 2016, Core Spatial Strategy, states that outside the 

four main towns, where access and proximity to services is more limited development will be 

more strictly controlled with an emphasis on meeting local and essential rural needs.  

 

The Plan also states that in the past development in rural areas significantly exceeded planned 

rates, yet did not enable rural facilities to be retained or enhanced. North Dorset District 

Council made clear that it did not want this unsustainable spatial distribution of development 

repeated. 

 

At the time of the last Census, Marnhull parish had a population of approximately 2,000 

residents and 962 dwellings. By 2016 (when the Local Plan was adopted) this had increased 

by 13 dwellings to 975 dwellings. 

 

Based on information provided in the annual monitoring reports, and known applications, the 

level of growth since the plan was adopted, and further consented growth for Marnhull 

parish, is summarised below: 
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Housing Supply  Total  Notes  

Post LP adoption - completions (Apr 2016 – Mar 2021) 42  

Extant consents (likely to complete Apr 2021 – Mar 2026) 97  

• Longonot, Crown Road 1 2/2012/0771/PLNG 

• Land adjacent Joyces New Street  2 2/2015/0522/REM 

• Agri. Building, Haines Lane  1 2/2018/0441/AG 

• Land adjacent Joyces 7 2/2018/1391/OUT 

• Barn at Ashley Down Farm 1 2/2019/0722/FUL 

• Land at E 377595 N 118361 1 2/2019/0623/FUL 

• Land N Of Kentisworth Road 9 2/2020/0042/REM 

• Land N Of Elmside, Musbury Lane 1 2/2020/0801/REM 

• Greenfields, Sodom Lane 3 2/2020/0610/OUT 

• Land at E 378925 N 119315, Sodom Lane 2 P/FUL/2020/00251 

• Strangways Farm, Hains Lane 4 P/PAAC/2021/00061 

• Land North of Burton Street 61 2/2018/1808/OUT 

• Land at E 377395 N 118565 Kentisworth Road  4 P/OUT/2021/01737 

TOTAL  139  

 

In the last 5 years, there have been 42 dwellings built – about twice the rate experienced in 

the 10 years between the last two Census dates (2001 – 2011). In the period April 2021 to 

March 2026, there are already extant consents which mean that the number of homes will 

increase by 97 dwellings. This rate of growth going forward (19 dwellings per annum) is a 

significant exponential increase for the village. And this is before this current application is 

considered, that would increase this further still. It would mean that the since 2016 the village 

(parish) would have grown by 178 dwellings – an 18% increase. 

 

This is not what the Local Plan envisaged. The level of housing growth for Stalbridge and the 

larger villages set out in the Local Plan was based on 825 dwellings over the 20 years from 

April 2011. Split proportionately (based on settlement size) this would equate to about 80 – 

90 dwellings in Marnhull – which is already exceeded just half way through the plan period.  

 

Surely this degree of divergence from the Spatial Strategy – which was specifically drafted to 

avoid development in rural areas given that these are inherently less sustainable than the 

towns – should be resisted. There is nothing in the proposals to suggest that this will improve 

the current level of service provision, increase options for public transport, or bring 

businesses to this rural part of the County, that would justify this as a sustainable form of 

development. It will inevitably increase car-borne trips and undermine the Council’s declared 

climate emergency.  
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Objection 2 

 

The lack of local housing need for this scale of development 

 

The site is not being promoted as a rural exception site for local needs. Marnhull already has 

a good share of affordable homes – in 2011 the Census records some 111 affordable homes 

for rent and a further 5 shared ownership, and this has increased through recent development 

such as the 5 affordable homes built in Chestnut Close (2/2014/0247/PLNG). 

 

With the outline consent on land North of Burton Street (2/2018/1808/OUT) likely to provide 

some 25 affordable homes (61 x 40% = 25, of which 18 would normally be for rent and 7 

affordable sale / intermediate) it seems unlikely that there is evidence to suggest that there 

would be a local need for a further 20 affordable homes in the short term. This is not just our 

assertion; in the planning officer’s report for the above application, at the Northern Area 

Planning Committee meeting of 15th September 2020, it was stated that: 

 

“It was never anticipated that local needs be met through large-scale housing proposals and, 

notwithstanding the housing shortfall, it is relevant to have regard to the Council's spatial 

strategy when considering the appropriate distribution of housing across the district, and the 

scale of development proposed. No housing needs assessment has been carried out for the 18 

larger villages, however, consideration of known variables can assist in offering some context 

and understanding the implications of a development of this scale. 

 

The number of commitments and completions within Marnhull since 2011 falls within the 

region of approximately 68 dwellings to date. The delivery of housing proposed within the 

current application would increase this figure to 129, equating to approximately 15% of the 

825 dwellings to be delivered across Stalbridge and the 18 larger villages. 

 

It is also worth having regard to identified needs within the village, and the housing register 

offers a means of considering this. In this regard, there are 25 households currently awaiting 

housing in the Parish. In order to meet this local need, a development of 63 dwellings would 

be required, which would be largely fulfilled by the current proposal.”  

 

It is our assertion that these statements remain inherently relevant today such that local 

housing need is unchanged, implying that further development on the scale of this application 

would result in an influx of population with all the accompanying stress on local services and 

amenities (including highway pinch points) with no associated benefits.  

 

This summary by the planning officer is completely aligned with our view. However, we 

understand that the affordable housing register is being refreshed and we would ask that 

information of current need is obtained and considered as part of this application in weighing 

up any supposed benefit from the proposed provision and taking into account the additional 
affordable housing already consented. 
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Objection 3 

 

The lack of local employment opportunities to meet this scale of development 

 

There are very few rateable business premises in Marnhull, a total of seven small businesses, 

excluding the community and local centres such as shops, the pub, the surgery and the 

primary schools.  

 

In the 2011 census 877 residents were economically active. 24% were based at or working 

within 2km of their home, one in five travelled between 5 to 10km, and more than one third 

commuted to work in excess of 10km. 

 

The evidence is clear that there is a substantial reliance on work outside the parish given the 

very few opportunities for employment in Marnhull. 

 

Of those travelling to work, 83% drive a car, with a further 6% car sharing. Less than 1% of 

workers used the bus service in 2011. Bus services are limited and timetables do not fit with 

normal working hours in the main employment centres such as Gillingham or Blandford. 

 

The potential for cycling to any of the nearby towns for employment purposes can be 

dismissed; this will simply not happen, despite the travel plan insisting that cycle parking 

facilities in garages or gardens will be provided! 

 

The evidence is that any local need for employment from this development cannot be met 

from the parish and that the residents would have to find employment outside Marnhull and 

travel to their work by car, increasing traffic on local roads resulting in an unsustainable 

pattern of development. 

 

 

Objection 4 

 

Lack of safe walking routes into the village and adverse impact of further traffic on the 

lanes in and around Marnhull 

 

The applicant’s traffic consultants estimate that development would produce 194 vehicle trips 

in a typical 12-hour day – which we consider an underestimate as noted later in this section.  

 

The exit for the development is onto Butts Close and from there onto New Street which 

already carries substantial through traffic coming up Cox Hill from the A357 and the A3030, 

from the B3092, as well as local traffic. Along New Street to the east is St Gregory’s Primary 

School. This area becomes very congested at school dropping off and picking up times, the 

parents parking along New Street narrows the road to effectively one lane, and making it 
difficult for pedestrians to cross safely.  

 

The congestion mentioned above would most likely result in some residents (heading towards 

Sturminster Newton and beyond) avoiding it by travelling along Chippel Lane. This 
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possibility has been ignored in the Transport Assessment but is a distinct possibility. 

Increased traffic along this very narrow lane would increase the risk of accidents. 

 

The junction of New Street and the B3092 by the parish church already presents a hazard 

given the narrowness of the junction. Pedestrians including school children have little room 

to avoid traffic as there is no pavement alongside the church wall or the wall of the house 

opposite. Nor is there space for any pavements to be inserted either side of the road on New 

Street at the junction. Both the church and the house opposite and their walls are listed. 

 

An already dangerous situation will be made more hazardous by the substantial additional 

traffic from the proposed development using the B3092 and New Street junction. 

 

To walk to the local facilities on Burton Street, choosing to use Sackmore Lane is dangerous 

because of the lack of pavement, and the alternative route via Church Hill includes pinch 

points with no pavement and in some sections no verge at all. Journeys on foot to the 

pharmacy, Post Office and village hall are all in excess of 800m, and whilst in theory these 

may be achievable on foot this is dependent on good walking routes that we do not have – 

and therefore it is inevitable that people will drive to these facilities if they have a car. 

 

Recent traffic surveys carried out by Dorset Highways department have shown that vehicles 

regularly speed along New Street to such an extent that a Speed Indicator Device is 

recommended; one is due to be installed within the next two months. This further highlights 

the lack of safe pedestrian and/or cycle routes to local facilities. 

 

The Travel Plan states in paragraph 3.4 that “Footways along New Street are approximately 

2m wide and are facilitated by pedestrian crossing points in the form of dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving.” This is a fallacious statement. There are no footways on New Street 2m wide 

and no tactile paving anywhere. A recent residents’ meeting highlighted that, for pedestrians 

and particularly disabled pedestrians, New Street is positively dangerous specifically due to 

the lack of wide footways and the need to cross the road to travel along it to any local 

facilities. The statement above shows the applicant has scant regard for the concerns of local 

residents to the point where false statements are being used. 

 

Furthermore, paragraph 5.1 of the Travel Plan states “The TRICS database was consulted for 

‘Residential: Houses Privately Owned’ within ‘Edge of Town’ locations”. How is this relevant 

to a rural village and a site that proposes 50% affordable (i.e. social) housing? The TRICS 

data is patently not fit for purpose for a development such as this and would, we suggest, 

seriously underestimate traffic movements compared to an “Edge of Town” location where 

public transport links would be far better and more local employment opportunities would 

exist. We maintain that the traffic movements be regarded as significant underestimates.  

 

The proposals in the Travel Plan highlight the lack of understanding of the realities of rural 
North Dorset. In paragraph 6.5 it refers to “improving walking access” and “the promotion of 

safe cycling routes” when no clear proposals for such improvements are put forward. The 

Bournemouth, Poole and Dorset Local Transport Plan 3 (2011 – 2026) is cited as an example 

of how to lower carbon travel behaviour. The fact that it is expecting a rural village to follow 

incentives available to a large conurbation shows further ignorance of rural conditions. It 
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references in paragraph 6.6 the potential to “promote bus journeys as a main commuter 

method” and the possibility of people cycling for some 39 minutes to catch the train at 

Gillingham. This needs to be put in context against the 2011 Census which shows just 6 

people (less than 1% of those working away from home) using the bus, and 12 using the train 

(and most likely driving to the station). There is no data given to show what if any success 

the promotion of liftshare schemes has had, despite the supposed use of such incentives and 

their monitoring in approved Travel Plans for many other schemes in North Dorset. 

 

The three paragraphs above show that the Travel Plan is hopelessly flawed and that the 

strategy it promotes is dead in the water even before it has been implemented. 

 

The ‘Bus Back Better’ report highlights that the X4 service is a subsidised route and therefore 

vulnerable to cuts. There is no indication that this will form part of the potential ‘superbus’ 

network being planned.  

 

In relation to trips generated from the site, there is already limited parking at the top of 

Burton Street where the post Office and other services are. There is no adequate provision for 

parking at the busy Spar shop on New Street where parking either side of the road already 

constitutes a hazard. The cumulative impact of cars parking at these shops and services from 

both sites will cause more parking problems around the village and add to congestion. 

Developing this location for housing would therefore both add pedestrian and traffic 

movements in areas where pedestrian safety is at risk, increasing the likelihood of accidents 

and propensity to use car-borne journeys for short trips into the village. 

 

Objection 5 

 

Lack of access and egress for agricultural machinery 

 

Presently, the field in which the development site is located is served by two vehicular 

entrances. One is through a field gate off Butts Close and the other is situated close to the 

junction of the B3092 and Chippel Lane. Due to the width of road in Butts Close, the former 

is only accessible for tractors and smaller agricultural vehicles and the latter is the only 

access for larger agricultural vehicles which are regularly used in managing and cropping the 

field.  

 

The site plan shows the only vehicular access point into the development site itself is via 

Butts Close. Whilst, as described above, this access is only suitable for smaller agricultural 

machinery, there is no other access shown for larger machinery. The field outside of the 

development site will therefore have no access for the machinery required to maintain it. 

 

In addition, there is no indication of any gated access from the development site into the 

remaining field for agricultural equipment. How does the applicant intend to maintain the 
field? 

 

We consider this an oversight which needs to be addressed; any suggestion that all 

agricultural machinery can access via Butts Close should be dismissed.  
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Objection 6 

 

The impact of the character of the village and countryside 

 

We note that the Conservation Officer raised substantial concerns in relation to the previous 

application, as did the Council’s landscape officer. Whilst this revised application is reduced 

in scale and more removed from some of the historic buildings around the church, it still 

represents and substantial southward extension of the village breaking away from the 

ridgeline into what is clear countryside.  

 

With regard to the 2019 LUC study1 we consider the following qualities listed in the report to 

be harmed by the development: 

• distinctive and historic linear settlement pattern 

• strong rural perceptual qualities with high levels of tranquillity 

• the surrounding network of minor rural lanes which have not been significantly 

altered by modern development also contributes to the rural character of the village 

• strong network of public rights of way surrounds the village, allowing appreciation of 

the landscape, including views to the church tower 

 

Objection 7 

 

The planned population increase will have a negative impact by increasing pressure on 

village services and amenities 

 

1. Schools 

 

There are two primary schools in Marnhull: St Gregory’s on New Street and St Mary’s, a 

Catholic diocese school on the edge of the village on Old Mill Lane, a dead end which 

already suffers from hazardous congestion to pedestrians from school traffic. As a Catholic 

school St Mary’s has a large catchment area from outside the village. 

 

There are no clear proposals as to how the likely cumulative level of increase in pupils from 

the present 97 planned developments and this one will be accommodated, particularly if this 

will require the addition of new classrooms. Both are on sites that do not have space for any 

extensions to the current school buildings. 

 

In addition, secondary schools in the area – Sturminster Newton and Shaftesbury in particular 

– are seeing dramatic increases in approved developments within their catchment areas which 

will undoubtedly impact them as the waves of increased intakes hit them.  

 

2. Village amenities 

 

The village hall is the most significant village amenity. It is heavily utilised by the current 

population. The increase in population from the already approved and this proposed 

 
1https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/35024/282495/North+Dorset+Larger+Villages+L+%26+H+Asses

sment+%28incl+M+St+A+update%29.pdf/0633a15b-488b-b462-e832-9fbc0bf36c55  

https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/35024/282495/North+Dorset+Larger+Villages+L+%26+H+Assessment+%28incl+M+St+A+update%29.pdf/0633a15b-488b-b462-e832-9fbc0bf36c55
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/35024/282495/North+Dorset+Larger+Villages+L+%26+H+Assessment+%28incl+M+St+A+update%29.pdf/0633a15b-488b-b462-e832-9fbc0bf36c55
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development will add substantially to pressure on access to this key village amenity to the 

potential detriment of current residents and users. 

 

3. Healthcare 

 

Marnhull surgery (part of the Blackmore Vale Partnership) is currently operating a half day 

operation, due to staff shortages. Even prior to COVID-19, many patients were finding 

themselves having to travel to Sturminster Newton or Shaftesbury to visit a doctor. The 

Stalbridge practise closed in 2018, putting more pressure on the partnership. The ability of 

the practise to increase capacity in line with housing provision is questionable; the limiting 

factor is the availability of medical professionals, something that cannot be remedied by 

increasing budgets alone. 

 

Point of Note 

 

Whilst not under consideration for the decision-making process for this application, the 

illustrative master plan provided cannot be relied upon as being representative of the final 

plan that would be submitted under reserved matters should this application be approved. At 

least two dwellings would be constructed over - or within 6m of - the foul sewer main that 

crosses the site. Wessex Water explicitly stated in response to the earlier application that no 

construction should be made within 6m of the main. If this illustrative master plan is truly 

reflective of the desired final plan, it would require re-siting the main at great cost, something 

we doubt any developer would contemplate. 

 

Conclusions 

 

The cumulative impact of this development would be counter to the spatial strategy of the 

(still extant) North Dorset Local Plan as established by NDDC, as well as the last draft of the 

Dorset Council Local Plan as it is in the countryside and far exceeds local needs. It would 

therefore represent an uncontrolled and disproportionate growth in the village in an area 

without local employment opportunities and only a limited range of local services. 

 

Any benefit from the applications is outweighed in addition by the hazards to public safety 

they would cause, reliance on the private car for most journeys and by their adverse and 

detrimental impact on the character of the village and surrounding countryside, village 

services and amenities. 

 

If Dorset Council are minded to approve this application Marnhull Parish Council 

requests that it being referred to the Planning Committee for Member consideration. 

 

 

 
Marnhull Parish Council 

 


