
 

Appendix F Schedule of Proposed Changes 
Consultation 
 
 
PLEASE NOTE:  
Regarding the newspaper articles listed for this appendix in the Core Strategy 
Submission Statement, under copyright law we are unable to publish copies on this 
webpage.  Please contact planning.policy@christchurchandeastdorset.gov.uk for 
further details if you wish to see a copy. 
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 Land at Ringwood Road, Verwood 
Meeting with EDDC and Natural England at EDDC,  
2.30pm 17th October 2012 

 
Purpose: To discuss SANG Requirements 

 
Attendees: Lynda King  EDDC 
 Nick Squirrell  NE 
 Frances Pickering  Linden 
 Donna Palmer  Boyer 
 Julian Arthur  Tyler Grange 
 Lauren West  Tyler Grange 
 
 
 
1. At the outset, LK stated that owing to concerns regarding deliverability (sustainability of 

location, drainage, SPA, access, trees, layout, level of objection) the site was not likely to be 
included in the submission draft Core Strategy, to be published in November for consultation.  
To meet this timetable, officers will need to complete the drafting of the consultation document 
by 26th October. The Council currently anticipate submission of the Core Strategy in March 
2013. LK indicated that the Core Strategy would now have a single housing target covering 
both East Dorset and Christchurch Districts. LK stated that the loss of this 50 unit site does 
not affect EDDC’s housing figures.  

 
2. Issues related to the SPA and Ebblake Bog SAC were discussed. 
 

SPA 
3. JA noted that, further to a meeting with Richard Henshaw at EDDC, our approach had been 

based on that set out in draft policy ME2. ME3 was not triggered because the site is not 
proposed to be of greater than 50 units in size. 

 
4. It became apparent that, owing to a recent Inspector’s report in respect of the EIP for 

Purbeck, EDDC Core Strategy policies ME2 and ME3 relating to the SPA will be changed, 
and that this will change the policy mechanism previously relevant to the Verwood site. The 
approach to SPA mitigation will therefore need to be amended for the site. 

 
5. Policies ME2 and ME3 will be modified to refer to the Dorset Heathland DPD (yet to be 

adopted).  The current SPD does not include a 50 unit threshold (currently referred to in draft 
policies ME2 and ME3), and, we were informed that the SANG sites identified in the SPD will 
not satisfy the SANG need for developments proposed outside of the existing Verwood 
development boundary. No other suitable SANG sites that could be funded as set out in ME2 
have been identified. Consequently, for developments outside the Verwood boundary, 
financial contributions to create SANGs are not an option – each development site must 
provide its own SANG. 

 
6. This means that for all strategic sites, they must either: provide a SANG on site; or they must 

identify land that could be enhanced as a SANG. LK gave an example of a site south of 
Verwood alongside the river where an agreement with a 3rd party landowner to provide a 
SANG had been worked up to the satisfaction of NE. However, there are still issues as to 
whether this SANG is deliverable. 

 
7. In the absence of another suitable SANG site, given Ringwood Forest already has a SANG 

function (it could be improved), NS felt that the best option was to seek to improve the existing 
SANG function of the forest close to the site, based on principles set out in the SPD.  
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8. The fact that this is managed by a public body (Forestry Commission) could avoid possible 
cross boundary (land in New Forest DC) or land ownership (Somerley Estate) issues. The 
SANG strategy must be secured in perpetuity (the exact duration of this needs to be 
confirmed; between 80-120 years discussed), though again, the FC lease is likely to be very 
long-term so may not be an issue.  

 
9. As per the SPD, the SANG would need to: 
 

a. Provide a 2.3-2.5km circular dog walking route from the site, extending into the forest. 
NS felt a permissive right of way would be best, which could be moved in future if 
necessary; 

b. Some tree thinning; 
c. Include a ball throwing/dog exercising area (clearance of trees and levelling need), a 

bench; 
d. Dog bin at start/end; 
e. Wet pond within development site for dogs/children; 
f. Signs and leaflets for the new residents/users 

 
10. Given the known presence of Annex 1 birds and EPS reptiles, NS also mentioned how 

habitats should be enhanced to ensure disturbance resulting from SANG creation does not 
result in impact (Rufford case and risk based approach was raised). The FC Forest Plan has 
an objective to create open heathland and restore wetland/mire, though they have run out of 
funds and so some contribution to this and ongoing management could be an option for the 
Verwood site as part of the surface water drainage strategy for the site. This could be costed 
through discussion with FC, but would need to be agreed pre planning.  

 
11. A meeting ASAP with FC is needed. NS will provide contact details and can attend to help 

ensure a solution that would satisfy NE can be agreed. 
 
12. Possible implications of mineral extraction in that part of the forest within Hampshire will need 

to be explored to ensure no conflict with the possible strategy for the site.  
 
13. LK noted that given 3rd party agreement is required, this issue was not likely to be resolved 

before the Core Strategy submission. 
 

Ebblake Bog SAC 
14. The potential issue concerning NS relates to the potential for increased flow in the Ebblake 

Stream resulting in nutrient rich water overtopping the banks and spilling into the Ebblake Bog 
downstream. The interest of the bog is dependent on nutrient poor water.  

 
15. It is essential that development of the site does not increase flows in the stream, and this will 

need to be demonstrated in an engineering solution. 
 
16. NS noted that upstream of the site within Ringwood Forest, there are issues associated with a 

mire creation project, which has stalled. The intention was to restore this habitat and address 
water supply issues to the stream at the same time. NS felt the development would present 
an opportunity to address this by making contributions to FC to enable them to continue with 
this work. 

 
 

 



Meeting Notes 

Land at N E Verwood 

22.10.12 

Present: 
Mike Newton   Boyer Planning 
Donna Palmer  Boyer Planning 
Ian Roberts   Bellamy Roberts Highways Engineers 
Dennis Priestley  Pope Priestley Architects 
Richard Ayre   Linden Homes 
Frances Pickering  Linden Homes 
Richard Henshaw  Policy Planning Manager, EDDC 
Tim Davis   Housing and Enabling Manger, C & ED Partnership 
Sally Knott   Policy Planning Officer 
Julia Holmes   DM Officer 
Wayne Sayers  Engineer - Transport Development Management, DCC 
Apologies: 
Nick Hayden   Arboricultural Officer 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1. Core Strategy Update 

RH gave an update of the current position of the Core Strategy.  He explained that a 
6 week period of public consultation on the Schedule of Changes to the Pre-
Submission Core Strategy will run from 5th November – 21st December 2012. 
The Council Members’ are pushing ahead for the delivery of the Core Strategy and 
the consultation dates cannot be postponed. 
Council meetings are scheduled for 27th/28th February at both authorities, with 
Submission of the Core Strategy expected in March 2013. 
He advised that the Core Strategy is likely to be ‘fast tracked’ as a Green Belt 
Authority by the Inspectorate. 
RH explained that the site is not proposed to move forward in the Core Strategy, as it 
does not meet the recent changes in the requirements of Natural England to provide 
a Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) and therefore would fail an 
Appropriate Assessment.   MN raised concerns regarding being informed of this 
change so late in the day. There are also concerns over the access arrangements, 
although these are not an in principle reason for removing the site from the Plan.  
Another site allocation in Verwood has been removed from the Core Strategy for the 
same reasons earlier this year. 
Note 1: A separate meeting with the Ecologist, Natural England and EDDC took 
place last week in order to discuss and resolve the implications of these changes. 
Note 2:  DP submitted an updated draft layout scheme by email on 22nd October 
prior to the meeting. 

2. SANG Provision 

It was clarified that a financial contribution was no longer acceptable to Natural 
England, and reference was made to the fundamental change in policy following the 
Purbeck Inspector’s Report.  A SANG must be provided and laid out to the very strict 
guidelines recommended by Natural England.  Additionally, a drainage regime must 
be agreed and implemented to prevent harm to Ebblake Bog. 



MN and FP confirmed that discussions had been opened with the Forestry 
Commission for land close by in their ownership, and they were aware the Somerley 
Estate was the landowner of the site.  As yet no formal agreement had been reached 
for the acquisition of the site as a SANG. 
RA asked that if the SANG could be agreed before the Proposed Changes 
consultation would the allocation remain in the Core Strategy.  RH confirmed that if 
the deliverability of a SANG could be demonstrated before the Proposed Changes 
document had to be signed off the site would not be deleted, although we may still 
amend the policy in relation to layout, as a result of tree issues, and access 
arrangements.  
MN requested the consultation should be deferred until the SANG had been agreed. 
RH advised this simply was not possible, as the consultation dates had been set, 
publicity and documents produced, and the political will was for move on.  In 
addition, this is a small site allocation, and the Council is confident the housing 
targets can be met with the remaining sites allocated.  
FP asked what would be required for Natural England to be in agreement.  How 
detailed would the submission need to be, would an email confirmation be 
adequate?  Was there a window of opportunity available? 
RH stated that the Council would need confirmation from Natural England that there 
was confidence the mitigation could be delivered. 
RH agreed a time limit of 10 days until close of business on 31st October, when 
the documents would be sent to be printed. 

3. Ebblake Bog drainage 

Natural England has raised objections to the development regarding the surface 
water drainage into Ebblake Bog.  
FP advised they are aware of this objection but that understand that drainage is not 
an issue as demonstrated by our drainage consultants. The matter is the subject of 
discussion with the Forestry Commission and Natural England. 

4. Other Technical Issues 

TPO’s 
 NH provided detailed comments (attached) on the first submitted layout, and 

had reservations about the location of some of the new housing, involving the 
loss of trees, over shadowed gardens and the threat of the future of the trees 
if some were removed. 

 MN explained the layout was based on the Broadway Malyan masterplan 
indicative layout, and they objected to the TPO itself.  The trees were of a 
mixed quality.  Those to be removed would be of less significance. 

 RH pointed out the value of the trees was also in their amenity value. 
 The revised drawings submitted on 22.10.12 indicate highway alignment and 

the loss of further trees along the road frontage.   
 Boyer Planning to liaise with NH directly to discuss. 

Access 
 IB explained the punch through approach was preferred. 
 Speed surveys have been carried out. 
 Technically this access is the preferable location and achievable, although 

TPO’ed trees would be lost. 



 The highway land is within the client’s ownership. 
 The alternative junction to the north of the site would provide an awkward 

‘hooking’ junction. 
 WS found this solution acceptable. 
 RH drew attention to the local residents’ concerns about the existing access 

and problems of speeding traffic. 

Site Sustainability 
 To improve accessibility, IB suggested a new footpath should be provided to 

link into the existing footpath network of 30m length.  WS suggested the 
missing section of footway would probably be provided as footway only. 

 DCC raised concerns in the Core Strategy consultation that the site was not 
very sustainable. 

 MN concerned that Members should be made aware this isn’t an ‘in principle’ 
reason for objection to the site. MN highlighted that the Council’s SA has 
assessed the site to be sustainable. 

Consultation Comments 
 Concerns raised by Natural England and Dorset Wildlife Trust as well as 

residents.   
 These were not raised previously as the situation has now changed as 

discussed earlier. 

Green Belt Review 
 RA asked about the Green Belt review, and how the situation has changed. 
 RH explained the background to the allocation of this site as a recent 

allocation. 
 MN stated the site fared well in the Green Belt selection process  which forms 

part of the Council’s evidence base and scored highly in the technical 
evidence base. 

Affordable Housing Provision 
 TD stated the layout indicated the provision appeared to be at 40% with the 

housing clustered to the northern end of the site.  Emerging policy supported 
up to 50% provision on greenfield sites depending on the viability of the site. 

 The mix should reflect local housing needs according to the SHMA report.  
This states that greatest need is in 2/3 bed housing – not detached houses 
and bungalows generally. 

 TD stated the layout was not acceptable.  The affordable housing should be 
scattered throughout the development - perhaps 2 clusters of houses, so that 
it is integrated and tenure blind. 

 RH commented that Members has restated their desire very recently to see 
affordable housing delivered in the District, and the relaxation of the Green 
Belt boundary had been justified and accepted for this purpose. 

 TD offered to provide details of Housing Associations to liaise with. 
 Flats would be acceptable. 
 2 bed bungalows are useful. 

TD suggested: 



 4/5 x 1 bed units; 7/8 x 2 bed; 6/7 x 3 bed and 1/2 x 4 bed units. 

Details of Layout 
JH went through a list of concerns with the layout: 

 Overshadowing of the trees on various plots. 

 The peripheral location of the play area is of concern and should be more 
centrally sited so that it will be used and overlooked. 

 Plots 1 -20 too much hard surface. 
 Plots size depths too small. 
 Orientation of some plots poor. 
 Lack of usable garden space. 

DP explained the rationale was based on CABE principles, and the plots were 
generous. 
Agreed the site will need to be reconfigured to take into account comments regarding 
the trees, housing mix, affordable housing and open space.  Masterplan was purely 
indicative. 

Highways Layout 
 WS has not been given any refuse vehicle tracking to check and had not had 

time to go through the highway layout in detail. 
 Lack of visitor parking and on street parking – WS discussed ways to achieve 

this. 
 Visibility bends need tightening up as you enter the site. 

EA opinion is still awaited. 
 Agreed it is likely to require an EA as there are too many environmental 

unknowns. 
 Agreed to an extension of time for this. 

 

Sally Knott 

25.10.12 (updated 21.11.12) 
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Land at Northeast Verwood 
Meeting to discuss SANG provision and biodiversity mitigation and enhancement 

 
Venue: Forestry Commission Offices, Lyndhurst 
 
Date: 9am, 12th November 2012 
 
 
Attendees 
 
Tom Nicholson  Linden Homes 
Frances Pickering Linden Homes 
Mike Newton  Boyer Planning 
Nick Squirrell  Natural England 
Jane Smith  Forestry Commission (area head of planning and environment) 
Iain Skinner  Forestry Commission (area land agent) 
Simon Smith  Forestry Commission (recreation and community manager) 
Julian Arthur  Tyler Grange 
Lynda King  East Dorset District Council 
 
 
Meeting Notes 
 

1. Planning background and meeting purpose 
a. JA/MN described requirement for SANG / biodiversity mitigation, and the strategy set out 

in the Tyler Grange SANG Proposal, 29th October 2012, which was submitted to EDDC 
in respect of the site’s promotion in the Core Strategy (policy VTSW5 allocation). 

b. The site was dropped from the Core Strategy on Natural England’s advice owing to 
uncertainty at the time of draft Core Strategy submission in delivery of a SANG and 
biodiversity mitigation on 3rd party (Forestry Commission) land (LK noted that most other 
developers have acquired land or an option to secure their SANG strategy). NE did note 
that the site could be reinstated in the Core Strategy promoted at the Core Strategy 
Examination in Public if delivery details can be agreed, and a statement of common 
ground prepared between all parties. Linden Homes have sought legal advice and this 
confirmed that the decision to drop the site was unsound, since there was an in principle 
agreement with FC. Linden will be pursing this further, with a view to seeking 
reinstatement of the site in the Core Strategy 

c. Notwithstanding this, it is acknowledged that in any event for the site to be developed an 
agreement between Linden and FC in terms of a mitigation strategy is required that suits 
both parties and importantly satisfies the requirements of the Habitats Regulations and 
existing and emerging planning policy. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the 
detail of a proposal that would provide the certainty required by NE and ENDDC at this 
stage in the planning process, and mechanisms for securing delivery. 

 
2. Forestry Commission freehold land vs land leased from Somerly Estate 

a. It was agreed that, given the terms of the FC lease for forestry operations on the Somerly 
Estate, it would be advantageous for the SANG to be within the FC freehold land, which 
adjoins the site. 

b. Biodiversity enhancement work can occur on leasehold land. What is proposed by 
Linden is in accordance with FC’s design concept in their East Dorset Forest Design 
Plan  

  
3. SANG strategy, capital works and maintenance 

a. Path routes were agreed, and shown on a plan circulated by FC which broadly followed 
TG’s plan. However, there would be a need for a bridge structure crossing Ebblake 
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Stream on to Somerly Estate land to complete the yellow route (see attached) – this is 
best avoided. NS considered the path could be a Permitted Right of Way, which could be 
moved to allow for forestry operations, but a route must be maintained. Moors Valley 
Country Park was ruled out of the SANG option as a) more difficult to access from site 
b)it is an SPA in its own right, so do not want to encourage increased use. NS stated that 
in advance of a planning application an access survey would need to be considered in 
summer 2013 to provide a baseline for future monitoring of use of Ringwood Forest. 

b. Dog exercising area – the design of this was discussed. There is no need for a formal 
area, it merely needs to be an area clear of scrub and trees, and relatively flat, to enable 
dogs to exercise/ball throwing. A location with FC freehold was discussed. 

c. Signage / interpretation would be required, which FC would design and install 
d. Timings – must be in place before first occupation 
e. Maintenance – the SANG must be in place in perpetuity, as required by the SANG SPD. 

[post meeting note: NS confirmed in perpetuity is 125 years] 
f. Costings – FC circulated costing for path works, which are to be discussed and agreed 

by FC/Linden 
g. Mechanism for securing delivery – likely to be S106 rather than CIL, given timings for 

planning application 
 

4. Biodiversity enhancement strategy 
a. Dry Heath restoration – NS explained why this was needed to ensure opportunities are 

increased for heathland birds specifically to offset increased disturbance effects of 
development (though other species, including European Protected Species of reptile will 
benefit). Consequently, some work would be needed to the east of the site, to address 
indirect increased predation/disturbance effects of development. But it need not be of the 
extent shown on TG’s plan. NS would accept some strategic thinning of land along 
SANG route to create a woodland/heathland mosaic, and variety for SANG users. 
Certainty in respect of the design and means of securing this with FC was needed at this 
stage in planning. 

b. Mire restoration – it was agreed that it would be best for restoration work to occur to the 
north of FC land. This has been already costed by FC, but not implemented. Given this 
would not be required to mitigate effects to the SPA (or qualifying birds in Ringwood 
Forest), certainty in respect of design and delivery would not be needed by NE/ENDDC 
at this stage in the planning process.  

c. Costings and mechanism for securing delivery – FC provided costings, to be agreed by 
FC/Linden 
 

5. Ebblake Bog – NS confirmed that the drainage principles had allayed his concerns regarding 
Ebblake Bog. This was not a reason for the site’s exclusion from the Core Strategy 
 

6. Next steps and programme 
a. JA to modify SANG/biodiversity strategy in light of agreed position 
b. Linden and FC to agree approach and commercial arrangement, and a statement for 

submission to EDDC to support the site’s inclusion in the Core Strategy 
 

7. AOB - none 
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