
Full Council – 10 February 2026 

Questions submitted by Councillors 

 

Question 1 – submitted by Cllr J Somper 

Hate crimes continue to be reported across Dorset on multiple strands, including 
antisemitism, racism, disability-related hate, sexual orientation, and religion. In 
August 2025, antisemitic incidents were reported in neighbouring Bournemouth, 
including the ultimate alarming symbol, a swastika graffitied on to the walls of the 
home of a religious leader and an assault on a Jewish teenager with an air weapon, 
following which Dorset Police increased patrols and reassurance for Jewish 
communities. 

There has been a deeply concerning escalation in antisemitic hate crimes in the UK 
and internationally, including the fatal attack in December at Bondi Beach in 
Australia and an attack at a synagogue in Manchester, occurring as Jewish people 
were travelling to worship or to celebrate. These events have understandably 
heightened anxiety within Jewish communities. 

Members of Dorset Council were contacted by Dorset Police seeking information 
about any Jewish community events during Hanukah in December. This was done to 
provide reassurance and ensure appropriate safeguarding. While welcome, this 
highlights the ongoing and immediate nature of the risk faced by some communities 
at moments of religious and cultural significance. 

Dorset Police data shows that hate crime continues to be recorded across the 
county, including racially motivated offences, disability-related incidents, and religion-
based hate crime. 

Given the urgency of these developments, will the Cabinet Member commit to asking 
the Dorset Community Safety Partnership to designate hate crime prevention as a 
specific priority within its Community Safety Plan, including improved reporting, 
victim support, community engagement, and visible reassurance for communities at 
increased risk? 

 

Response by Cllr G Taylor  

Thank you, Cllr Somper, for your question and for highlighting this important issue. 

  

A hate crime is when any criminal offence, for example, an assault or harassment, is 
perceived to be motivated by hostility or prejudice. Reports of hate crime in the 



Dorset Council area are low but when it does happen it has a devastating impact on 
victims and communities. 

  

The Council and its partners are committed to supporting victims and preventing 
hate crime from happening in the first place. This includes raising awareness, 
helping people report issues and signposting victims to support services. 

  

There is a commitment in the Council’s Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Strategy to 
put in place a strategy to strengthen community cohesion. 

  

The Council also undertakes work to prevent violent extremism including assessing 
and responding to risks, raising awareness, providing training for officers and 
members and leading preventative work including in relation to individuals who are at 
risk of becoming radicalised. 

  

The Dorset Community Safety Partnership brings together the Council and 
organisations including the Police, NHS Dorset, Dorset & Wiltshire Fire & Rescue 
Authority and the Probation Service to work together to understand and tackle 
community safety issues in our area. 

  

Each year, the Partnership must use information and data to complete an objective 
assessment of issues. This assessment must then be used to determine priority 
areas that are set out in a three-year community safety plan. 

  

The Partnership is in the process of writing its next Community Safety Plan and I will 
discuss the inclusion of hate crime prevention with partners at our next meeting in 
March. 

 

 

Question 2 – submitted by Cllr S Flower 

Material Planning Development Management Considerations – Viability 



One of the key material considerations currently is scheme viability. This council and 
predecessor councils have experienced post planning application approval, 
submissions by developers claiming that the approved housing development would 
no longer be viable if the obligation for social housing allocation for rent or shared 
equity is retained in the scheme. 

With the support of a spreadsheet, it is possible for developers to ‘prove’ that the site 
is no longer viable. This results in the loss of much needed housing for local people, 
something I am aware has cross-party support in this chamber. 

The imposition of yet another non-negotiable levy of £400 per dwelling to cater for 
the New Forest Recreational Mitigation Strategy adds another cost burden, which 
could well further impact on the viability of schemes, which are within the designated 
zone, whilst bringing no direct benefit to the people of Dorset. 

When the New Forest Recreation Mitigation Strategy was brought to the 9 December 
Cabinet, I asked a question concerning the impact on scheme viability. The response 
was that any financial impact would be discounted from the land value. This is 
interesting in as much as another application came back to the 19 November 
Eastern Area Planning Committee [one of several cases in the past] with a 
spreadsheet claiming that the scheme was no longer viable. I do not recall that 
discounting of the land value was a factor in this case. The question was asked 
whether there was a difference between the land value when permission was 
originally granted and the figure quoted on the spreadsheet; unfortunately, this 
information was not available. 

So, my question is in two parts: 

1. Will officers commit to a piece of work to analyse the impact of developer 
contributions and deliverability of schemes, with a clear link to the provision of social 
housing in accordance with the aims and aspiration of this council’s legacy Local 
Plans, the Dorset Local Plan once adopted and the Dorset Plan which has housing 
as a key feature. 

2. In future can Area Planning Committees be made aware of the viability, of 
development schemes, which include a percentage of social housing, beyond just 
words. Planning Committee reports should include a detailed spreadsheet setting out 
the financial considerations, when planning applications are submitted in the first 
instance. This would ensure that scheme viability is established [with contingencies] 
prior to the granting of planning permission. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman 

 

Response by Cllr S Bartlett 



Q1: Work on development viability to support the new Local Plan has already been 
commissioned.  This will consider the impact of developer contributions and 
affordable housing provision, to inform policy decisions in the new plan and make 
sure that they are backed up by sound evidence. 

Q2: Thank you for your question. While the National Planning Policy Framework 
expects financial viability to be tested at the plan‑making stage, it recognises that 
there may be occasions where costs or material changes in circumstance occur. In 
Dorset, much of the Council area relies on local plans that were adopted prior to a 
series of known changes affecting viability, including global economic impacts, 
inflation, nutrient neutrality and biodiversity net gain costs.  As such the Council 
cannot prevent the submission of viability evidence at the decision-making stage. 

 National policy guidance sets out a recommended approach for viability 
assessments, including the use of standardised inputs. These assessments are then 
independently reviewed on behalf of the Council (at the applicant's cost) and made 
publicly available. However, national policy guidance does not require or encourage 
full financial spreadsheets so we cannot insist on these. Nevertheless, reports to 
committee set out gross development value, costs, profit levels, and the justification 
for any deviation from policy expectations in accordance with national requirements. 
This approach ensures robust and transparent decision‑making.   

 

Question 3 – submitted by Cllr S Flower 

Dorset Local Plan – Regs 19 draft plan preparation  
 
I refer to a recent Parliamentary Question to the Planning Minister from a Dorset MP, 
which elicited, what could be taken as an important clarification of national planning 
policy. The Minister confirmed that Local Authorities should, and I quote: “make an 
assessment of the number of new homes that can be provided in their area… 
justified by evidence on land availability, constraints on development such as 
National Landscapes and areas at risk of flooding, and other relevant matters. 
Local Plans must be deliverable, based on proportionate evidence, and 
consistent with national policy, whilst taking the views of local people into 
account.” 
 
At face value, this response could be seen as giving encouragement for Dorset 
Council to push back on the rather simplistic aim of meeting the imposed massively 
increased housing targets set by Government. These arbitrary targets don’t in any way 
relate to the needs and aspirations of the people of Dorset. 
 
The major constraints in the Dorset Council area must surely be flooding risk, 400m 
habitats zones, green belt and National Landscapes, which is clearly why certain sites 
have to be excluded. As Members in this chamber will be aware there are huge 
community concerns regarding these matters, which surely have been expressed in 
responses to recent Regs 18 Land Allocations public consultation. 
 



So, given the Minster’s response, my question is whether this was simply a re-quote 
of the NPPF or is this cause for optimism. Does this Council still need to take account 
of the critical part of the sentence in para.62 of the NPPF, which includes reference to 
the local housing needs assessment quote ‘should be conducted using the 
standard method for calculating housing numbers’. 
 
Can members in this chamber and the communities of Dorset be reassured that due 
weight will be applied, and consideration given, when taking account of local views 
and concerns during the sifting process, regarding which sites will be included or 
excluded during Dorset Council Draft Local Plan preparation.  
 
Thank you, Madam Chairman 
 

Response by Cllr S Bartlett 

The Local Plan must take account of the National Planning Policy Framework, 
including the reference in paragraph 62 to using the standard method for calculating 
housing needs.  If we are unable to meet the standard method numbers in our plan 
due to the constraints, then we would need to be able to demonstrate this with robust 
evidence, and would need to show that we had considered all other options including 
asking if adjoining councils were able to meet any of our need.  Following the local 
plan consultation, we are assessing all the consultation responses and undertaking 
further work on the site options in order to inform these decisions. Any planning 
considerations raised by communities will be taken into account as will other issues, 
in preparing the plan. Once the plan is submitted, the plan will be examined at 
publicly accessible hearing sessions where the balance of planning considerations 
will be weighed up by an independently appointed inspector. 

 

Question 4 – submitted by Cllr R Bryan 

My question is for the Cabinet Member for planning 
  
On the 14 January I attended the Eastern Planning Committee and had the 
opportunity to speak to the Corporate Director for Planning about a local planning 
issue. 
  
I requested details of existing planning and any extant planning permissions on the 
site in question, which is causing significant issues for my residents; Having already 
sent emails requesting this information. 
  
With the investment in a new planning system following the formation of the unitary 
council I am surprised just how long it has taken to even get an acknowledgement of 
my request. 
  



As recently as Monday 2nd February I was told that I should receive an email with 
the details of planning permissions, both current and historic and if not received a 
written response I was to inform the writer as to the failure to deliver the details I had 
requested. 
  
As from today the site in question is running yet another business that does not have 
planning permission. 
  
My question is, what does the Cabinet Member feel is a reasonable time for an 
elected member to receive acknowledgement of their request for information, 
bearing in mind the officer member protocol. 
  
Thank you, Madam Chairman, 
 
Response by Cllr S Bartlett 

Thank you for your question and I am sorry that you experienced a delay in your 
response. I understand that the Corporate Director has apologised to you separately 
for this, and that the information has since been provided to you. While it is 
unfortunate that there was a delay, I am informed that this arose from a 
miscommunication in relaying the request to officers. The request for information 
related to a site with a detailed planning history and officers will be happy to speak 
with you directly about any specific queries you have in relation to this. 

Regarding any allegations of breaches of planning control, these can be reported 
directly using the online enforcement portal on the Council’s website as this will 
ensure the case is logged, prioritised and investigated accordingly. 

 

 
 
Question 5 – submitted by Cllr R Bryan 

Can I ask the Cabinet Member for Place what plans are in place to clear the drains 
and gullies to allow for the dispersal of the huge amounts of ground water we have 
experienced during the last week. 
  
I requested information as to how much we spend on road sweeping and drain 
clearance; I did receive that information within 36 hrs. This information worryingly 
demonstrated that we do not have separate budget for this important front-line 
service. It also revealed that staff employed to deal with drains and road sweeping 
are often transferred to waste collection when there is a short-term lack of drivers for 
the HGV waste collection vehicles. 
  



During my time as Portfolio Holder for Highway put forward a suggestion for an 
Edge-to-Edge review, with the sole purpose of keeping roads and walkways clear of 
debris that blocks the drains, which would also have the benefit of reduce highway 
maintenance costs. 
  
During the last few days, the weather has been exceptionable wet to say the least, 
but unless we keep drains and roadside gullies clear then flooding and the 
subsequent highway damage will always be an issue. 
  
Under the previous Dorset County Council, the decision was made to reduce the 
budget on highways maintenance by circa £183 K by reducing the road sweeping 
and drains clearance. The outcome of this rather short-sighted decision was damage 
to highway surfaces. I am aware that this incurred a cost of over £1 million to 
remedy. Hence my request for a full review. 
  
Without the budget to clear drains and gullies the situation will only get worse. In the 
2026/27 budget I cannot identify any financial committed to clear the roads of the 
weeds and get the drains and gulleys clear, which would therefore avoiding costly 
highway repairs and ensure roads kept open for the motorist. 
  
So, my question is, what plans are in place to deal with the issue I have outlined. 
  
Thank you, Madam Chairman, 
 
Response by Cllr J Andrews 

 
Thank you Cllr Bryan. Keeping our roads clear of water is vitally important to 
maintain connectivity, support our communities and enable our economy to grow. 
Good drainage also helps our roads to last longer, reducing the amount of work we 
need to do fixing and replacing roads. In the budget that we have put forward, we 
have increased the amount we will be spending on highway maintenance. This will 
further increase our resilience when we see exceptional storms like Chandra. 
 
The immediate response to the unprecedented conditions caused by the recent 
storms is ongoing. The storm water has washed sand and gravel into our drains and 
we’re prioritising the worst affected areas, starting with the main road network. Our 
own gully emptiers are already working hard on this and we are increasing our 
resources by bringing in extra drainage crews from our local contractors. 
 
In the longer term, we have already committed to increasing the proactive drainage 
clearance programme and we are procuring an additional gully emptier to strengthen 
our resilience to climate change. Furthermore, I would like to thank Cllr Bryan for his 
work helping to initiate the Hedge to Hedge review. Through this programme we are 



introducing better digital management of our highway and greenspace assets as we 
move to the new Symology system. An integrated asset management plan is being 
developed encompassing all Hedge to Hedge assets, and a coordinating group has 
been setup ensuring that programmes of work covering verge cutting, litter clearing, 
street sweeping and road resurfacing are all interconnected. 
 
Question 6 – submitted by Cllr J Vitali 

To ask the Cabinet Member for Property and Assets how Dorset Council proposes to 
address persistent issues with Shepherd’s Close County Farm in Marnhull, and: 

a) To set out what immediate actions are to be taken to reduce agricultural runoff 
and pollutants from running into neighbouring properties, and the timelines for 
those interventions; 

b) To set out the longer term plans for investment in the farm and support for the 
tenant; 

c) To explain why it has taken some two years to address issues raised by 
adjacent residents and the ward member; 

d) To explain why his department’s communications with the ward member have 
been so inadequate. 

 

Response by Cllr R Biggs 

Thank you, Councillor Vitali. 
Dorset Council recognises the ongoing concerns about Shepherd’s Close County 
Farm, and we are now taking firm action to resolve them. 
 
First, on the immediate issue of agricultural runoff: an order for the necessary 
drainage and containment works has been placed, contractors are due to start on 
site imminently, and the programme is expected to take around six weeks. These 
works are designed to stop pollutants leaving the farm boundary and provide a 
lasting solution for neighbouring properties. 
 
Second, on longer‑term investment, the holding is being reviewed as part of our 
wider County Farms Estate programme in line with the Council’s Farms Estate 
Strategy approved by Cabinet in October 2025. A condition survey and planned 
preventative maintenance report for the asset are informing this review, which 
includes assessing building, drainage and land‑management improvements, and 
ensuring the tenant has the support needed to operate the farm sustainably. 
 
On the question of delay, the team accepts that the time taken has been too long. 
Resourcing pressures and competing priorities contributed to this, but residents and 
members should not have had to wait. Finally, the team also accepts that 
communication with the ward member has fallen short. This is linked to capacity 



challenges within the service, and recruitment is under way to strengthen the team 
and improve responsiveness. 
 
We are committed to resolving the issues at Shepherd’s Close and improving the 
service moving forward. 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 


