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Dorset AONB Draft Management Plan Consultation Report

This report sets out, in broad terms, the results of the public consultation on the Draft Dorset AONB Management Plan.  The accompanying Modifications Report describes the key changes made to the Plan to bring it to its revised version before one final round of limited consultation.  

1.
Analysis of Respondents
The Consultation Process

1.1
The Draft Dorset AONB Management Plan, accompanied by a response form, was available for public consultation from 15th September to 7th November. Over 900 copies were circulated to all relevant organisations and individuals and further copies were made available in libraries and information centres. The plan was also available on the AONB web site. Press releases were circulated to promote the consultation, resulting in a number of press articles and radio interviews. Public Information Point displays were featured in all libraries in the county.

Breakdown of Responses

1.2
Following the eight-week public consultation period, a total of 137 responses were received with approximately 900 comments. Of these, 47% used the feedback form provided, 13% came via the feedback form on the web site and 40% were more detailed written responses. The breakdown of responses via organisation type was as follows: 
Organisation Type
Percentage of response

Parish / Town Councils
21

Individuals
20

Local Authorities / Heritage Committees
16

NGOs / Partnerships
16

Local Interest Groups
10

Statutory / Governmental Agencies
7

Private businesses
5

Landowners / Estates
3

Community Partnerships
2

1.3
The overall level of response has been very encouraging in that it clearly indicates the commitment that is now being given to the support of AONB’s and their future management for the benefit of natural beauty, from regional government down to more local levels. Both the original process of plan preparation and this subsequent consultation have helped to raise the profile of the Dorset AONB locally as well as engender new partnership possibilities for future delivery of the Action Plan.

1.4
Particularly encouraging has been the high level of response from local representatives (61% of all responses). This is especially welcomed as the short period over which the Draft Management Plan was prepared precluded any significant engagement with local representatives at this draft plan consultation stage.  However through the earlier consultation period, which included a “travelling roadshow” to four venues in Dorset, as well as stands at Melplash and Dorchester agricultural shows during the summer, has emerged a strong wish and enthusiasm amongst parish and town councils, local groups and individuals to engage with the Management Plan and assist in its delivery.

1.5
The Dorset AONB Team wishes to thank all those who have taken time to consider and comment on the Draft Management Plan. Responses have been very thorough and thought provoking.  Together with information collected at the four community workshops earlier in the 2003, they have been of great assistance in preparing the final draft of the Management Plan.  All comments have been examined carefully and details of how comments have been addressed can be found within the separate Modifications Report.

1.6
One particular comment encapsulates the ongoing process which is required to ensure that local communities involvement, ownership and support for the AONB Management Plan grows: “Constant feedback and consultation will be a reminder that AONB is for life not just an initiative which we did last year”

1.7
List of Consultation Responses 

Parish Councils/Town Councils

Coombe Keynes, Powerstock & North Poorton, Motcombe, Milton Abbas x2, Ibberton, Okeford Fitzpaine, Bishops Caundle, Winterborne St Martin x4, Hilton, Char Valley x3, Wool, Iwerne Coutney, Burton Bradstock, Cerne Valley Bridport TC, Litton Cheney, Cam Vale.  Total 22
Individuals

John Bridle, Cllr Kimber, Cllr Friar, Cllr J Wheeldon, R.N Lidington, C Hounshaw Thomas, A Chitty, J B Chaffey, Cllr Jim Lukes, Sally Rix, Rosie Whicheloe, Michael J Fowler, Rose Chaney, Peter Johnston, Mr Murray, Mrs E Keats, John Birtwhistle, David Bacon, James Kelly, Anthony Felstead, Helen Ellery, Cllr Fifield, PJ Jefferey, Mr Mitchell, W Chapman, Donald Rousell, Howard Thomas, Susan Blake, Mr & Mrs Bissex,  MO Case, Rachel Palmer, Mrs V Gillard, Mike Adams, Mr P Glanville, Ted Horton, Robin Ansell, Jenny Rose, Mrs Robertson Total 38
Local Authorities/ Heritage Committees

WDDC Economic Regeneration x2, Conservation Ranger DCC, Dorset Countryside DCC x2, Bournemouth BC x2 , WDDC Overview & Scrutiny Committee, DCC Chairman, Purbeck HCx2, WDDC Tourism, DCC, Historic Environment DCC, Devon CC, West Dorset Joint Advisory Committee, Weymouth & Portland Environmental Conservation Committee, NDDC x2, Passenger Transport DCC,  Total 21
NGO/Partnerships

FWAG, LAF, DCA, Butterfly Conservation, Charmouth HC, English Heritage, CPRE x3, DWT, Dorset Strategic Partnership, Woodland Trust, CLA, NFU, NAAONB. Total 15
Local Interest Groups

GM Free South West, Cyclists Network, Dorset Gardens Trust, British Horse Society, SWCP Association, Sturquest, International Tree Foundation, Dorset Owl & Hawk Group, Campaign for Dark Skies x2, Purbeck Quarries Association, Age Concern, Rail to Trail, Dorset Natural History Archaeological Gp, Newton Residents Association, Total 15
Statutory/Government Agencies

EN x2 MOD Gunnery School, Wessex Water, Environment Agency x2, DEFRA, CEH, GOSW, Countryside Agency x2. Total 11
Private Business

WPB, Roger Mckinley, Ochill, Imerys, Nash Farm, Waterside Holiday Park, Savills, CDA. Total 8
Landowners

Duchy of Cornwall, National Trust, Chichester Estates, Mappercombe, Smedmore Total 5
Community Partnerships

Dorchester Community Partnership, Bridport Community Initiative  (Environment Group). Total 2


2.
General Impressions
Consultation Comments

2.1
The representative of the Countryside Agency pointed out that the preparation of the Management Plan for the Dorset AONB had been done very well compared to many other areas nationally and that there were some aspects of it which were being referred to as best practice by the Countryside Agency.  She congratulated the Team on their work on the plan.  Cathy Fitzroy Countryside Agency – Extract from Partnership Board minutes 2/12/2003

2.2
This is a good plan, and particularly impressive given that it is the first time that Dorset AONB has produced one.  Areas where the Plan is strong include – Good introduction, especially for setting the Plan’s context and links, good consultation process, which will be important for subsequent ownership of the plan, comprehensive coverage of the components of the AONB landscape, good linking of landscape description to where it is affected by policy, comprehensive suite of policy aims.   Countryside Agency Finest Countryside National Team 

2.3
It is a first class, bullet point plan leaving no one confused or aware of exactly the way forward.      Major M Burgess, Range Officer Lulworth Camp and W. Lulworth Parish Council
2.4
Very good, articulate and well written plan.    Cllr J. Wheeldon Purbeck District Council and Swanage Town Council

2.5
Very well researched and organised but the authority to enforce the objectives does not seem strong enough to achieve success e.g. in farming and agriculture.  Margaret Hearing

Winterborne St Martin Parish Council

2.6
I think the document is very well presented compared to others I have seen and makes a surprisingly good read!
DEFRA
2.7
This document is too long and too complex to be fully read and understood by the average person looking at it.  Policy aims and objectives are unrealistic and unachievable.  What the Dorset AONB looks like in 20 years time will be largely decided by decisions taken in

Brussels and how they are implemented by our national government.  This document must have been extremely expensive to produce and will achieve precious little.  Alan King, Martinstown.

2.8
I found the draft management plan of very great interest and I applaud the very real efforts

you and your team have made to get this document out within the timescale you have been forced to work to. On the whole this is a good document with many positive messages and clearly thought through policy statements. I particularly welcome the emphasis you have placed on the historic environment and the very real role it plays in defining the character of the AONB.  Nowhere is this approach better illustrated than in Section 3 where sub-sections on “Historic Landscapes and Features”, “Traditional Boundaries and Features”, “Traditional Buildings”, “Market and Coastal Towns”, “Villages and Hamlets” and “Country Lanes” all demonstrate quite clearly the richness and diversity of the human legacy within this landscape. Duncan Coe, English Heritage.

2.9
Comprehensive, well presented and very ambitious.  Ibberton Parish Council
2.10
So many organisations with overlapping responsibilities.  Who has the overall management? Elizabeth Fortescue Char Valley Parish Council
2.11
This is a well-presented and comprehensive management plan.  It is very accessible and readable and there is much good practice demonstrated.  There is clear and logical link between the special qualities, trends and issues, with the aims and policies.  Given a supportive reaction from the consultation round, this draft should be relatively easy to develop into a sound management plan for the next five years. The comments from the Peterborough staff (English Nature Head Office) are made with the benefit of having seen various other AONB Management Plans drafts during the current consultation period.  In this context it is clear that the Dorset plan compares very favourably, even before the results of this consultation are assimilated.    Jim White, English Nature.

2.12
Well and clearly presented.   Iwerne Courtney & Steepleton Parish Council
2.13
Congratulations on producing this useful and comprehensive document.  (It) was comprehensive and well structured, enabling easy analysis of the issues raised. There was also a sensible approach to cross-cutting issues, which is vital if we are to achieve a sustainable approach to managing the AONB.   Andrew Pollard, Dorset Wildlife Trust.

2.14 A well researched, thoughtful and thorough document that will inform the community strategy for Dorset, being developed by the Dorset Strategic Partnership. The AONB covers only 42% of Dorset, yet many of the proposals in this plan will link well with the over- arching DSP strategy.      Dr Malcolm Macleod OBE, Dorset Strategic Partnership.

2.15
The consultation document is a very readable and makes a logical progression from identification of the key assets and character of the AONB, through the issues to providing a policy framework for action.  Devon County Council is pleased to be a member of your AONB Partnership and looks forward to receiving the Action plan.      Richard Butler, Devon County Council

2.16
The Country Land & Business Association are very pleased to be able to support the overall aims and aspirations contained within this draft management plan.   Claire Stuckey, Country Land & Business Association.

3.
Analysis of Responses

3.1
The responses indicated broad support for the format of the Plan, the vision and special qualities and for the most part, all of the long-term aims and policies. There were a number of suggestions to improve the clarity of the text, augment current activity sections and data, as well as strengthen policy context. Some statements were challenged and omissions highlighted.  The following sections provide a brief summary of the broad key issues raised.  More detailed coverage on a topic basis, together with the revisions made, can be found in the Modifications Report. 

3.2
A more detailed analysis of the total comments made indicates that they related to the following topics:

Topic area
Percentage of comments

General (presentation, achievability etc.)
30%

Landscape 
10%

Farming and agriculture
9%

Biodiversity
8%

Built environment
7%

Access and recreation
6%

Transport
5%

People, jobs and services
5%

Trees and woodlands
5%

Tourism
4%

Natural resource management
3%

Historic environment
3%

Monitoring
3%

Earth Heritage
2%

3.3
The results presented in the table show that the majority of the comments were of a more general nature than directed at specific topics. However, the top three subject areas commented upon are Landscape, Farming & Agriculture and Biodiversity indicating a strong concern and interest in the very basis of AONB designation (Landscape), one of the main core drivers for change (Farming & Agriculture) and the subject area which perhaps reflects changes most obviously (Biodiversity). The Modifications Report details comments made on each individual topic area.

3.4
There was a very positive response to the main questions. Analysis shows that in answer to the four main questions:

3.5
What are your views on the document as a whole?

Do you think the topics covered are broadly right?

Do you feel anything has been missed out?

Do you agree with the emerging key actions?

The responses were as follows

Response Form Questions
Positive

Views on document as a whole
92%

Topics covered broadly right?
99.2%

Anything missed out?
72%

Agree with emerging key actions
97%

3.6
92% of responses to the first question gave overall support, 8% gave negative responses ranging from “too broad or detailed” (4 responses) to “poor” (5 responses)

3.7
All but one consultee felt that the topics covered were broadly right.

3.8
72% of consultees highlighted particular omissions. Comments drawing attention to omissions in the draft plan were welcomed and a wide range were identified, from particular subjects (like the impact of offshore activities) to key oversights (like the need for a glossary and executive summary).

3.9
There was general agreement (97%) with emerging key actions despite the absence of a clear action plan, (which was fairly widely highlighted as an omission). 3% of the responses did not support the key actions. 5 individual consultees considered, in general, the actions to be “too weak” or “not sufficiently forward thinking” but were still in agreement.

3.10
There were approximately 900 individual comments on the draft plan. Outside of the individual topic chapters (e.g. Tourism, Built Environment etc), comments on more general aspects of the Draft Plan can be grouped into the following categories:

Structure & content – i.e. balance, readability, general length and detail, information

Terminology – i.e. accessible language for a wide audience

Vision – is it “fit for purpose” as specified in the Countryside Agency guidance?

Policies  - support/don’t support

Omissions – topics or issues omitted

Conflicting views – possible conflicting proposals within the management plan itself or a personal view of the consultee 

Consultation – responses which expressed a view of the consultation process

3.11
Analysis of the 900 comments identifies the following information 

Aspect of Plan
No. of  positive comments
Percentage


No. of  negative

comments
Percentage

Structure & Content
92
10%
6
0.2%

Terminology
10
1%
2
0.2%

Vision


5
0.5%

Policies
837
93%
63
7%

Key Omissions
23
17%
48
35%

Consultation Process


4
3%

3.12
Structure & Content

Most comments were positive in terms of general structure and content, considering the document comprehensive and informative, tackling issues in a balanced and sensitive way. There was a view from a small number of respondents that it was too long and too comprehensive. However the majority of respondents felt that the draft Management Plan was well balanced, covered topics adequately and was eminently readable. A change of sequence was recommended in several instances e.g. Historic Environment, Built Environment chapters and Vision sections.
3.13 Terminology

Several consultees raised concerns that language and terminology had been used that were not widely understood by a general audience. Terms such as “landscape sensitivity” and confusing terminology like the use of “landscape beauty” instead of “natural beauty” are cited as examples.  It was felt that this made the Plan less accessible to a lay audience, although the actual number of examples mentioned was very limited. 

3.14 Vision

Surprisingly this key part of the document attracted a very small percentage of comments. It is likely that most consultees are unaware of the requirements of the Countryside Agency Guidance and the importance placed upon this aspect of the Plan. Both the Countryside Agency and English Nature’s comments were that this section is currently too short and generic and needs to better reflect the special qualities of the Dorset AONB. There were also comments that the vision did not include the needs of the community or economic activity.

3.15 Policy Aims & Objectives

There was 93% general support for the policy aims and objectives. A number of responses highlighted the need to clarification, either in terms of order or to ensure a clearer link between issues and opportunities raised in the chapters, through the aims leading to “SMARTer” (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, Timely) objectives. It was also the feeling of the AONB Team that further work was required on this important aspect of the draft plan. The majority of the 7% of “negative” comments called for firmer objectives, particularly in regard to influencing the planning system. 
3.16
Key Omissions  

48 responses highlighted areas where it was felt there were omissions in the draft plan. These were wide ranging and included some important areas requiring major additions as well as smaller, but no less significant references. Key areas of omission were:

· Funding

There was little indication of how emerging actions would be funded.

· Overlap with other existing, and emerging rural strategy and partnerships

(12%) consultees felt that that there was failure to mention how the draft plan would link with national and local plans and strategies covering similar topics, particularly those which overlap with the Dorset AONB draft plan. The Dorset Strategic Partnership highlighted particular overlap with community planning strategy. It was also commented that, running in parallel within the county, is the Cranborne Chase & West Wiltshire Downs AONB Management Plan process, covering adjoining areas of North Dorset and a link with the issues and broad conclusions emerging from their consultation is important. Also in adjoining areas, for example East Devon and Blackdown Hills, there are similar AONB Management Plans progressing. There was a general feeling that the relationship between the Dorset AONB Management Plan and others in terms of rural delivery had not been strongly represented. Future interface with the community and other partnerships in order to prevent duplication and to ensure integration of rural delivery was also considered an important point to emphasise, particularly since there are currently many different bodies involved.

· Development Planning

There is a great strength of feeling and wide spectrum of views on this subject. There were 44 comments raising particular concerns which can be grouped as follows:

· Lack of reference to PPS7, new government planning policy guidelines, was a key omission.

· Some respondents (7%) commented that the planning process had a key role to play in protecting the special qualities of the AONB. Sometimes a lack of resources precluded policies being effective in this important role.

· Concern was raised about the priority and future application of AONB aims and policies by planning authorities. English Nature commented that the role of the AONB team was unclear in terms of involvement with the process of development control and suggested protocols with local authorities to ensure consistency of approach across the AONB and their active delivery of AONB objectives.  

· The National Trust, amongst others, would like to see the policy aims and objectives strengthened to ensure the protection of the AONB against the negative impacts of inappropriate development.

· There was a feeling from Parish Councils (3) and a number of individuals that sometimes economic, or other factors, took precedence over protection of the historic environment in planning applications.  There was also the opposite view expressed that whilst conservation of the character of the AONB is of prime importance, there would be occasions when development in the right manner, in the right location should be encouraged. 

· There were opinions expressed about the need for specific policies on: road schemes, signage, pylons/radio masts and travellers.

· There was particular support for work on Building Design Guidance and encouragement for use of sustainable building materials and environmentally friendly housing projects.

· Glossary and Executive Summary

The need for a glossary to explain technical terms and an executive summary was highlighted.

· Wind Turbines, Travellers, Genetically Modified Crops, Spatial Analysis, Coast & Marine Issues.

There were a number of sensitive key issues raised which elicited many comments – either suggesting the draft Plan had avoided an issue because of its controversially or reflecting the personal views of the respondent. Wind Turbines and GM Crops require specific mention due to the number of comments, strength of feeling and local sensitivity. Wind Turbines were of particularly high concern in 8% of the response forms, chiefly because there are local planning applications already in process.  Amongst the 8% of responses, there is considerable weight of opinion being expressed to avoid any form of wind energy development within the AONB. GM Crops (7% of response forms) engendered similar strength of feeling and raised comments about insufficient impartial and ethical information available on which to make a judgement (reflecting the conclusions drawn locally and nationally in “GMNation? The Public Debate”). Both issues require careful consideration within the Plan in order to reflect the primary purpose of AONB designation, take into account views expressed, assess possible implications for policy objectives to adversely affect areas outside the AONB boundary and also conflict with the principles of sustainable development.

· Weymouth Relief Road

A concern was raised by a number of respondents that little significance had been given to the impact of road building within the AONB, in particular the proposal for a major new road scheme. Comments generally reflect the view of The National Trust, that the character of the AONB is not negatively impacted upon through inappropriate road development.

· Boundary

There were 11 respondents whose comments related to different aspects of the Dorset AONB designation. They fall broadly into these categories:
· Geographical - Although the boundary for Dorset AONB designation was set in 1959, there are many who believe that the whole of Dorset’s landscape merits special designation and this issue has been raised throughout the entire consultation process, most notably at the public consultation events. 

· Policy delivery and relationship to adjoining areas - Consistency and the difficulties of delivering policies “inside” and “outside” AONB boundaries (but within the same county or district) and negative effects of AONB policy on adjacent areas were felt to be omissions. A number of comments highlighted a need for consistency with policies in adjacent AONB’s e.g. Cranborne Chase & West Wiltshire Downs. 

· One respondent commented that the plan should be solely Dorset AONB focussed and another suggested that the AONB Plan should provide a “Good Practice” manual for the whole county. 

· Light Pollution and Night Skies

Importantly it has been noted that light pollution and the night sky has not been given due regard. 
· Education and Awareness Raising

Importantly it has been noted that education about the AONB, particularly to young people who will be future guardians, has been neglected in the draft plan. Failing to raising awareness about the Dorset AONB’s special qualities and the pressure upon them could pose a significant threat to the AONB in the future.

· Monitoring and Evaluation

Currently the draft Management plan does not include a detailed monitoring strategy.

· Action Plan and role of AONB Team 

Although the draft plan gives some indication of possible future delivery in Chapter 6 “Achieving the Vision – Emerging Key Actions”, a specific Action Plan was not included. Several comments acknowledged the inherent difficulties of the dependence upon others, for major parts of the implementation of the plan.

3.16 Consultation

A small number of comments (4) indicated dissatisfaction with the consultation process for the draft plan. It was highlighted by one or two consultees that the timescale available for the preparation of the draft Management Plan had precluded widerscale individual consultation with organisations, groups, and officers. In contrast one respondent commented that “the consultation process is good and important for subsequent ownership of the plan”. One comment expressed dismay that there would be no wider consultation on the Action Plan. 

3.17
Conflicting views 

Through the consultation responses, it became apparent that there were clearly conflicting views in some topic areas. 

Balance between protection and imposition of over-restrictive policies on development.

Through the consultation responses it was clear that many consultees felt that the draft Management Plan did not go far enough in trying to control development that adversely affects the natural beauty of the AONB, others felt that policies that were too restrictive could prevent necessary economic development or benefits.  

· Environmental issues and economic feasibility

There was a view that environmental concerns could override long-term economic feasibility and health and that compromises would need to be made.

· Traffic and the economic benefits of tourism

The views expressed about traffic and tourism also provide a dichotomy of opinion between unacceptable impact on the landscape from increasing traffic and the major economic benefits which, the mainly car-borne, visitors bring. 

· Impact of policies for the AONB which may adversely impact on adjoining areas

There was a view that policies employed within the AONB would transfer some development  “over the AONB border” to the detriment of those areas outside the AONB. (see also 3.11 Omissions – Boundary) There was a useful suggestion that the AONB itself provide a good practice guide for use in areas outside the specific designation.

· Future policy on GM crops may conflict with biodiversity policy (on invasive species for example)

This comment highlighted that careful consideration is required to ensure clarity of position especially in relation to other policy areas within the AONB Management Plan.

4. Response to These Points 

The response that is being adopted to all the comments in revising the draft Management Plan is set out at the start of the separate Modifications Report.
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