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CS001 Rachel Palmer

Purbeck District Council

Thriving communities in balance
with the natural environment ..~ -

Cistrict

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Response Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the guestions
below and, if necessary, brisfly explain your answer. If you respond 'no' to any
guestions and would prefer an alternative, please provide evidence in support of
your suggestion. If you are completing this form electrenically, feel free to expand
the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, fesl
free to attach separate comments, but please state clearly which questions the
comments refer to,

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy
Team on 01929 557273, '

Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2008, to:
Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Wergret Road,
Wareham, Dorsat, BH20 4PP

E-mail: ldfi@@purbeck-de.gov.uk

1. Do you agree with the District \Vision
;]&&@9 {dE;IEF,B ssepproprisle) | ae —Tene 0 P wmwT
gage explain: e i
Aol 3, Protecr wis AND HANCWE THE NATIRAL BRI
Ls AAGHTLY Tutced AS PReMUEK PRty . Tn TR ki

g e - S AT T W D
1T MRS 8wk TO wepyl e BoTtoM iy THWE wl ifﬁ;-f'.i' P

g -, Co YOrea with the Spatial Area Visions? P"“ﬁc'E’D‘
5;“_;'1 Mo (delete as appropriats) e TR LT Wy Ef.b[:_':ﬂt
Please éxplain: .

b CrRSE AT TheM1GeES CRLENGE To re—)

Jubfeoe g A Futn e teer Pudferits  WEUSTME-
L NEEHS  wWhtTheuy  CoMPAe M N6 _
SO T WMQUE D Ve SN ANINERY

Wopn. canpot RETAW VTS EDEWTITY of B WUAGL
W THERE W& WOABASE (L PoASIAE 4T ﬁ{'} Efgﬂwhiﬁ":_
H Stral i Ir 's Future  ~ OMEE =, ﬁtﬁt?ﬁ:* i Useh v
Eg;ﬂp:r:;i.el?gnﬁlanmng Pl.bEEk Fut H P T AL = ELﬂTﬂEﬁ
O 4TS pAMNUTS ﬁ LR PTAMCTURE
VL BRERK b coUNNTT NihbE RS T
ranleTol he PRRT 20 Weok PRASH IS0 METHS L
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SUTURATLON CoNT  HES

3.D —Te Tee Mk
Yes / No (deets as spproprists) BT ADD Wadd colsspgy ~—

~ Please explain: T\ VS ot 06"; PuAbT
frese=T exhuense (11 Serty Ll

Elalt feah W :

h .i‘%‘ T T

ALl
@ 41 agres with this policy?
5 FEEENe- (delete as appropriate}
Please explain:

Woree wvti RDD wWeT 1% HisMPUCATioN |
W L ABeEC

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD? ]
Yo/ No (dolete as eppropriste) [y O)- YWD PouNeToN Shduld
Please explain: NOS e Wewed S “z‘:“:-g?ﬁﬂ:HEE 'S[:e“-jn
S eIy \UMNBEDS., THS 16 A PEVBLOPERS WY |, o o
; ' o M-TEN, WD W N
pe\nBieer PY O p-.‘g 1b. sipetes” SIS VL WD, VoeEr ety
4 (c) Do you agres thdt 8 Sftordable housing should be permitted in derion
settlements not listed under Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in | SCHENE
red on Map @ (affordable housing iz social rented andfor shared ownership
housing)?

Y / L] a5 appropd FE?’R,_ -ﬁ'/ﬁt./ {%‘E‘PLE
P::Zﬁ?e;:ﬂ:;ﬁ: s Nes E%}{'@w e Al

fumerss wosie et

ETEY T
D Voo No e aery et R
F'Saae g)t;?:i!nt S Myt MUt o ?"J KOO P\ BuB8

Purbecs weRe powt W QWetlliNe. GeuedMNMENT

Suotly [oR TS foh f5 WiThCuT DPESTRS

e 6EM eF PURBECR WITH FulrTheh

IR W tzkmon ¥ S NoT ‘3'&%“5%1-&:%;%1?5;'

- BROWITH  WITH sa<  FANCTE AT A

:JL&T‘A&N%LE"—” A CAP — upPeRL T SRS
SpTtig-

Core Strateqy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Response Form 2
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Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation

& (a) Do you agfee wﬂh this appraach in eshmahng dwelupment
potential?

Yes | No (delete as approprabe)
Please explain:

9

S PASheus BT WieMeT

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for
a higher proportion of development patential fo come forward?

‘tew [ No tddma&apmpﬂm} -

Please explain: e 5T

@ nuk:l the Gur& Strateg}f includephasmgforset‘tlemantaxtensmns? j
- Yaa { Mo (delete as appropriate) )
Please explain: =

C . ;_]ril.}lll I-L'I | M

‘B {a] Do you agree with this pnhcy?
Yes f Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Techneology Centre,
Holton Heath Industrial Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue
to expand, or should we allocate new sites that are nearer to existing
populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate) Wit YWEWTH FrAD D
Plosse oxplain: §5 REPUAED > WANeE ABPWARTTIE

WILFRITH Tecanoresy — TARE ub ofF BrisTing-
FOTENNA BOT_NOT 56D e PRAVNG folde
el THE " el PO WY EREWTH o6 e PWiNEWY
ere  2Mouy MG Beeal ANKED Witk Pl
EHTe — VT WS NaY = Tt fr &ralE

L W OusES — NS POt ey —TEeAT ﬁ%u‘éi?p

“Hopnl N
SeEN BETIN TLRCE e hRoh Peton 57
HﬁE::wa Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future ﬁ- 2 UoEs T erﬂ\ LLEE’J = ‘E,

Fesponsze Form

mﬁm‘%
O & WgK ST ~1O ﬁ%aﬁmﬂ? ML TR e s

¢ LS Ehmrﬂ
INBUA SUNTABLE ( WATHe éal’ammnmrumi DesRuctiad ) HEY mgﬁ_

> b bl Bderse \ast Seafance

Representations



Q7] S (a) Where

[xefisisys

do you think is the best location for a new supermarket? |
Please ok only ane

= Preferred S8upermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sqm) D

« Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sqm)

+ Alternative Supermarket Option B g @/' %
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham anc{f‘iwanage) g
(1,000=gm in each) =

Please explain:

D PERUAAIETS  WEE OV DIVERDITY OF
EronoMie  PposberiTy — MRS WE- FOR Lgvﬁwﬁs
S cufdecet -RICH B TAUL

(b} If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an

allernative suggestion? LR ER - =
Please explain: : ﬂd&ﬁ ' i \)\L i

0 K Levwt s sabiear b
TR TW BN =10

0 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the |
District. Which option do you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Flease tick only ane
« Preferred Option

Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham

and the key service villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett
Matravers and Wool,

—

» Alternative Option A ~ concentrate growth on the edge of E/
Wareham.

« Allernative Option B — focus growth at Swanage. D

Flease explain:

1ge{b:l If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your - Hﬁ}ﬂ, E’f
Pemopan o fiso WitH D SoMF
[elers oFf__GRLWTY [ swiahGe AND WPTEN W LINE
Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future WHTH RSS: SMAll xm_
Response Form LMG&E?'E?ES 53%, ‘fmpeﬂTlES F@ﬁ; 4@3@
W st WLASES Te HPS TO
ABMNUMETS STRUSTORE . Vifvd iU g
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@ 11 {(a) Do you agree this .
Yes [ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Aop s  wse. oleoes nef

Wrerfete with Yhe Purel cumbience Pravidig i
by eb Yke e L pz:iu&mn m&&.ﬂl}ﬁhtyﬂ C Wi fers
511 (b) Should a sequential approdich be followed in the re-ise of Hira s
buildings? :
| Yes f Mo (dalete as appropriata) Vst c‘l@.ﬂlﬁ&f

Please explain:

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the r@-usé of rural buildings?
;:eai biﬂ,{dulluFa Iasap-prnprlsﬁa} = aa i e}r o ok ‘]'!E’
easeexplain: 4. @ive. CoMn q;ﬁe
WL @ ot cadaur WML\Ij
Wi\ o ere.
11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be
| addressed by the policy?
Yes | Midelete as appmp:ia.la} NLCJ' neoie lﬁh‘m‘icilr 4\‘:‘3

Please explain: %—fdc\}b\@-f - !

oLl s TR S Vi T AP R e

@ Do you agree with this pol
‘n’eﬂ { Mo (delete as appropriata)
- Please explain:

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision
of 100% affordable housing should be allowed as exceptional '
development in the Green Bell?

ele-as appropriate)— N Cearirteni(
Pleaseexplain— :

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Responss Fonm _ i
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Planning

JAHT T Atfordanle Housing 1eny

13..D0 you agree with this puncy?
Aes [ No (detste as appropriats) = e 4
Pleaze explain: dheleasa

e e

develspament

e you agree With ths polic
¥es-LMNo [delete as appropriate)

FPlease explain:
P Remved

; nau agree w this policy
Yes ! Mo (delete as appropriabe)
Please explain:

W 5‘“&5»\1::& AN A

o el A Eot&lﬂ:ﬁbﬁ’fdﬁ&—

KO/

WD

pressal fote-y

VY ToceAt HOUSBINE

- yrr:ru age t t

YEE I Moy delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

@ Yes L8 (dolete as appropdate)
Please explain:

e N

addressed?
Yes [ No (delete as appropdate)
Flease explain:

a] Du',rnu agrea with this puhc

STAONMHA MRee

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be

Core Stralegy Planning Furbeck's Futura
Responze Form
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| Cﬁ’irﬁ-“:s@uw

AL
G_

1‘}{ Please explain: FoLisd = ‘WPMT

g Pllowine - pevetePet™eT Pho fo=ALS

THET TN CDADAATE. B NEAS(TH SeMatS
ewes i hoopiols fer Vel et efelS —
%bw& PP e RSITY Tﬁmhnm& =5 feSOterE THWT W

& LETAM-E TN TH Lo ATE WL@W w@@;r

18. Do you agree w th!a pnflcy"? ; E
Yes / No (delete 25 appropriate) o PART Wltﬂb Fmﬂa
Please explain:* 1 nmt,mﬁ) LG~ e BHeWwL an M AP Ad

HeR. 8T ¥ . HEEL-F{'L:’;TEHE&EHCJ ﬁﬂm“-‘: — '3"?@:- (L

youagreewmthm hEL RS s R
@ Yoo | Mo aommerpontan B Tpoacty AGAEE — | 3D

F‘Iea&e explalr‘iLL M @"TTM H&B’?‘&uﬂ.ﬁg “© Pmﬂ:['tﬁ}kﬁ{

FRolicy RE = Retail Provision i ik b e i
@ 20. Do you agrea with this pﬂimy?
XRFHHD (delste ms approprizte) ]S WWARETLAM AN S

Please explain: FQLL'EL@“L ‘UJLT% mﬁﬁt CD‘I'%LWEE

‘l Do yﬂu agree with th pcﬂmy'?
e/ No (delete as approprlale} v, ¢ - REACH Hm — A
Please explain: Fheumes b faar OF ng#-;rﬂt’-{ ~ -ﬂly

5541'{..{?.‘-&55 mt Mﬁﬂ{ﬂﬁgﬁﬁ .::w META Tl
T - T ¥ Ff i ;

o 22 Dﬂ yrnu agree with this policy?
k.2 Yes /B (delete as appropriate)

Core Strategy Planning Purback's Future
Responss Form 7

Representations

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation




Planning

Polic

el

23. Do you agree with this policy?

BN~ OF  AS AMPed T
1):}3 s M - A !

=T=2n

(RRIICY.C

GREGronndwaterRrotections i
@ 24. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes / Ner{delete as appropriate) A AS e
Please explain:

Yes / ¥ (dolato as appropriate) 5CASMOLY ﬁf’fﬂﬂd%‘ A UTE
Please explain: ~Twig g, AUl 2ARFRLE WATER

Yes [ o delele as appropriata)
Flease explain:

. 5 .... r. A s N e T e L el Sl Y e i st R L

Yes | Netdelste as appropriate)
Please explain:

1L B!

@ 27. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Wa-jdelete as appropriate)

Pleaze explain:

Core Stralegy Planning Purbeck's Futurs
Response Form

Purbeck’s Future Consultation

Representations



Policy HEHE i L
@ 28. Do you agree with thls. poilcyr?

Please axp lain:

B Hileties —*ﬁf&bﬂm %ﬁyﬁ‘ ‘i?idmﬁf; HP&)‘EB WQQW
PO ; ; il nmﬂt

N 28, Do you ngeawnh this pD|IG]|I"? . —
Y'es [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 {a}Du yﬂuagrea with the pulmyr wc:rdmg'? T N ‘
Yes/ No {delalﬁasq:pmpﬂal&} . ﬁwﬁﬁ: #ﬂbﬂ#ﬁﬂ ”% oM AAY
Please explain: N.{F—Fi}' STATE NS m AL

=

RS AT fiﬁﬁfdﬁEE TE -
/g;c;fi’uﬂﬂﬂf Be AL IR BE P TUTBED — v penl Y
AR DA BTION gﬁ Y WHCIS T oy
30 (b) Should 1%0 si‘. ammmudatir:an be allowed within the AONBT "}"éﬂ..{l.‘jf‘{.

Yes /M8 (delste ss appropriate)  “TAVE  vE s L CHATION,
Please explain: & TwreresT se fRevewts pyd
UWALET=eT5am A TR BT, e~ Tend

; _:lL)ﬁ ﬁj._fh-l lt ﬁ[ﬂl _11 '

@ aﬂﬂ!\io (delele as appropriate) Mﬁ ﬁf% (M H% Wiﬁd

Please explain: 2 AHIDE CAPE Aan L T R 1B
Teat
MUROMMEMTAL DEsecARTION BN 20
0 S kgt BulrEAT: POROETS
— LEZT
........ F :J " L i z-m. Hl 1|l j,ul,. |-" J;l I¥ Iu‘l rd i : fﬁ;{?ﬁ;
32 D ith thi li ? C&'&?ﬁ : :
@ Yes I?izu{:e:?:\::} a:ﬂpl'ﬂul‘h‘:] FE;- dmﬂ o= Tﬂﬂa.u*;ftﬁ GRD e
Please explain; & NGHT Hﬂ" & | ]G_MR&C
KetieF 70 138] Retenret S
oF CLOSURE & ﬁ,a%_f”“%%
; ﬁasmf'ﬁ*‘”m"” " .
Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future CIESE ﬁz‘!}f\! %wﬁjﬁ

Responsa Form Hﬁﬁ
f 55 e Bl T g ke BBk
~TRAFFIC STouch £ Fgéﬂfg' o DOACHESER US INE- THIS ReUT -
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& V93 Do vou hitwe vy commenis o the Gustalnelly Aoprlesl.
Cﬂi‘l"ll‘l‘tﬂl'lt&

Sysrhusluty 15 Freaded
Y THINK AwdAl L)
JBcht — SMAL S At T UL
—— r18fRe AT TEMTPT T2 fﬁ?ﬂ?‘ ViHSES
INPAAT  susttiiiBe

%

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a
client please completed both sections:

| Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title ent Title
[MrNsMraftdiss Cthar) ﬁﬂ‘s P'rg dremiizaiDther)
First Name: RACHEL A.gent First Name:
Last Name: PPLERL Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: ; Agent Job Tille:
Organisation™; Agent
| b Organisation:
Address: Ot P | Address:
llpy COREOONE feAth )
fodi v GTEN
WhREEHAMY
Postcode: H 208600 f;g_ Postcode:
Telephone: A3 22 iph ), 1A | Telephone:
E-mail: - HY E-mail:

*For Pereonal Delails only enter job title or organieation if reeponding on behalf of a group o organisation.
Flease note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future

consultations? ‘n’esfﬂo: [Dai-arteas.&ppmpﬂa:e} ﬁ >

/‘W Aﬁﬂ”* /
Cora Stralegy F‘Iannrng F'urbems Fulu M
Response Fom
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CS002 Arne Parish Council

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.

Please send your completed form back, by 30 November 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4pPpP

E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?

Yes

Please explain:

However believe referral to broadband connection and high tech employment should be
included

Spatial Area Visions

g 2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
No
Please explain:
NW Purbeck — OK
SW Purbeck (West Lulworth and Winfrith Newburgh), Central Purbeck (Sandford and Stoborough) —
both should have “New development including affordable housing of a proportional amount to the
size and function of the village” instead of “Some development will take place”. This is in line with
the Parish Plan for Arne. Sandford and Stoborough have completed affordable housing surveys and
results show what it is local people need before large open market houses are built.
Holton Heath railway station is at the end of a private road and there is no room for expansion now
that the Cordite factory is being developed into business starter units. Including this for a park and
ride survey seems to be a waste of time and money.

Spatial Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?

No

Please explain:

No. 2 should be ‘local’ housing needs

No. 4 is too vague — support local communities in what way?

No. 5 is not clear — sustainable design of what — housing, transport, infrastructure? Housing should
move towards carbon neutral designs.

No. 8 — add “by recognizing increasing density of population and housing also increases traffic flow
which damages local tourism”.

No. 9 — add “with needed support from central government”.

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations




Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

No

Please explain:

i. Danger in altering settlements and settlement boundaries to fit central government housing
demands rather than providing suitable Local Development Plan to suit our existing needs.

ii. This policy will push up the price of houses due to lack of locations, this contributes to the
problem of lack of local housing.

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?

No

Please explain:

Because the map shows Wareham boundary crossing the A351 into the Parish of Arne, which is a
rural parish and not an extension to Wareham Town.

4 (c) Do you agree that only affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

No

Please explain:

If only affordable housing is allowed then the price will be inflated

Policy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes but with the proviso relating to no major development in the Parish of Arne — eg Worgret as this
is open countryside befitting a rural parish. Also we disagree with having 2400 houses forced on us
but agree that forward planning is a sensible policy.

Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
Yes

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?
50% is a suitable reduction.

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Developments must be controlled by planning authority through LDF so appropriate housing
is built and not large scale expensive units.

Pollcy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Wareham/Arne extension would not be appropriate

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations



Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sqm)

 Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
No more supermarkets, it is more important to develop Wareham Town centre and improve the
existing supermarkets whilst supporting local shops.

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one
o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key service
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool.
X

o Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

o Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.
Please explain:
There must be no development outside the Wareham Town existing boundary (ie not in Worgret) in
order to keep the character and integrity of the town itself. The traffic generated at Worgret would
not help the financial stability of tourism and would be an extension of traffic woes for the A351
beyond Sandford.

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?

Policy CO - Countryside

11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes if you mean by sequential you are replacing buildings.

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes

Please explain:

Could be for community uses / service uses / small businesses eg Courtyard Centre at Lytchett
Matravers

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
Yes

Please explain:

We should be resisting being governed by quangos on the matters of housing and land use.

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations




No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Green Belt should remain firm — PDC cannot change the boundary to suit its Core Strategy when it
is the Green Belt argument they are putting forward to prevent the houses at Lytchett
Minster/Matravers

@ 12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Once you make exceptions then others try to get included and it makes a nonsense of the Green
Belt protection objective.

No
Please explain:
It should be 80% Social Rented Housing and 20% Intermediate Housing for rent or purchase

@ 13. Do you agree with this policy?

14. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
It should be 50% across the District, there are just as many people in the 40% area who want
to stay in their home villages/towns and should have that right as the 400m buffer zone
impacts as much in this area as Swanage, more so in Sandford and Stoborough.

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

16. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate) Please explain:

Additional considerations should be :

The site would not result in a detrimental impact on the privacy or residential amenity of existing

residents.

The site should not be in Green Belt areas.

The site provides for adequate on site facilities for waste disposal

There should be a fair rental scheme paid in advance when booking a plot.

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

Please explain:

There should be an explanation of what the Policy CF is as there should be NO loss of these
facilities. Policy CF should be defined.

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Should be more sympathetic consideration for those wanting to add a granny annexe on to the
house (not stand alone) for the sake of family cohesion and to help young adults who cannot afford
to rent/buy.

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations



18. Do you agree with this policy?

| -<
@D
(2]

19. Do you agree with this policy?

@ No (delete as appropriate)Please explain:
Arne and Wareham St Martin Parishes are ‘blessed’ with surrounding heaths and cursed by a lack of
local affordable housing. Each proposed residential site for local affordable housing should be
considered on its own merits eg weighted according to actual impact — if bypass is between heath
and site there is little impact, if those moving into new affordable housing are local residents already
living in the area with their parents etc, there is no increase in residential numbers, tenure condition
could include no cats to minimize impact. Local families should be able to live in their own villages
to keep the family group together.
Arne Parish Council is nervous that a long term mitigation strategy is in effect designed to take away
the rights of local residents to enjoy the social and economic access that they have enjoyed
throughout the centuries. The heathland is an artificial environment and was created by use of the
local people and they should have stronger rights in their own backyard.

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes as long as it does not include supermarkets.

21. Do you agree with this policy?

‘ -<
@
2]

22. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes
This should include the heaths. Green infrastructure for recreation and sport should include
heathland and a more realistic policy on mitigation should be adopted, making people drive to
alternative sites when they can walk to a nearby heath is not green or good for people’s physical
development.

23. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes

Science and experience shows

More Houses = More Hard Surfaces = More Flooding

@ 24. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

Yes

@ 25. Do you agree with this policy?
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26. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes Please explain:
Should also include adequate sized rooms for mental and physical well being of residents,
garden(s) adequate for children to play in or for self sufficiency in growing produce.

@ 27. Do you agree with this policy?

No
Please explain:
It should be 25% of energy to come from decentralized and renewable or low carbon sources

@ 28. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

Yes

@ 29. Do you agree with this policy?

@ 30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
Yes

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? No

Please explain:

As the attraction is the AONB and quiet rural nature of the area, more attention should be given to
the higher end of the market where there is greater spend, eg. Hotels should not be in AONB and no
increased moveable caravan sites encouraged as the traffic clogs up the routes and damages
tourism.

@ 31. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

32. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments:

No, this appraisal is not in the book
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Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both

sections:
Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Agent First Name: Debbie
Last Name: Agent Last Name: Weller
Job Title*: Agent Job Title: Clerk
Organisation*: Agent Organisation: Arne Parish Council
Address: Address: 5 Border Drive
Upton
Poole
Postcode: Postcode: BH16 5DU
Telephone: Telephone: 01202 624261
E-mail: E-mail: debbie_weller@arneparishcouncil.org.uk

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.

Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations?

Yes

Representations

Purbeck’s Future Consultation

Planning




CS003 Wareham St Martin Parish Council

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.

Please send your completed form back, by 30 November 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PpP

E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?

Yes

Please explain:

However believe referral to broadband connection and high tech employment should be
included

Spatial Area Visions

: 2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
No
Please explain:
NW Purbeck — OK
SW Purbeck (West Lulworth and Winfrith Newburgh), Central Purbeck (Sandford and Stoborough) —
both should have “New development including affordable housing of a proportional amount to the
size and function of the village” instead of “Some development will take place”. Sandford and
Stoborough have completed affordable housing surveys and results show what it is local people
need before large open market houses are built.
Holton Heath railway station is at the end of a private road and there is no room for expansion now
that the Cordite factory is being developed into business starter units. Including this for a park and
ride survey seems to be a waste of time and money.

Spatial Objectives
: 3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
No
Please explain:
No. 2 should be ‘local’ housing needs
No. 4 is too vague — support local communities in what way?
No. 5 is not clear — sustainable design of what — housing, transport, infrastructure? Housing should
move towards carbon neutral designs.
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4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?

No

Please explain:

Because the map shows Wareham boundary crossing the A351 into the Parish of Arne, which is a
rural parish and not an extension to Wareham Town.

4 (c) Do you agree that only affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

Yes

@ 5. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes but with the proviso relating to no major development in the Parish of Arne — eg Worgret as this
is open countryside befitting a rural parish. Also we disagree with having 2400 houses forced on us
but agree that forward planning is a sensible policy.

@ 6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
Yes

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?
50% is a suitable reduction.

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
Developments must be controlled by planning authority through LDF so appropriate housing
is built and not large scale expensive units.

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Existing sites have the infrastructure and should continue to expand. Other land nearer settlements
can be identified later in LDF after full consultation
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Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sqm)

 Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
No more supermarkets, it is more important to develop Wareham Town centre and improve the
existing supermarkets whilst supporting local shops.

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one
o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key service
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool.
X

o Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

o Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.
Please explain:
There must be no development outside the Wareham Town existing boundary (ie not in Worgret) in
order to keep the character and integrity of the town itself. The traffic generated at Worgret would
not help the financial stability of tourism and would be an extension of traffic woes for the A351
beyond Sandford.

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?

Policy CO - Countryside

11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes if you mean by sequential you are replacing buildings.

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes

Please explain:

Could be for community uses / service uses / small businesses eg Courtyard Centre at Lytchett
Matravers

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
Yes

Please explain:

We should be resisting being governed by quangos on the matters of housing and land use.
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12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Green Belt should remain firm — PDC cannot change the boundary to suit its Core Strategy when it
is the Green Belt argument they are putting forward to prevent the houses at Lytchett
Minster/Matravers

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Once you make exceptions then others try to get included and it makes a nonsense of the Green
Belt protection objective.

13. Do you agree with this policy?

No

Please explain:

It should be 80% Social Rented Housing and 20% Intermediate Housing for rent or purchase

14. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

It should be 50% across the District, there are just as many people in the 40% area who want
to stay in their home villages/towns and should have that right as the 400m buffer zone
impacts as much in this area as Swanage, more so in Sandford and Stoborough.

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

2]

16. Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate) Please explain:

Additional considerations should be :

The site would not result in a detrimental impact on the privacy or residential amenity of existing
residents.

The site should not be in Green Belt areas.

The site provides for adequate on site facilities for waste disposal

There should be a fair rental scheme paid in advance when booking a plot.

2]

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

Please explain:

There should be an explanation of what the Policy CF is as there should be NO loss of these
facilities.

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?

|
o

18. Do you agree with this policy?

| -<
D
(7]
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19. Do you agree with this policy?

@ No (delete as appropriate)Please explain:
Arne and Wareham St Martin Parishes are ‘blessed’ with surrounding heaths and cursed by a lack of
local affordable housing. Each proposed residential site for local affordable housing should be
considered on its own merits eg weighted according to actual impact — if bypass is between heath
and site there is little impact, if those moving into new affordable housing are local residents already
living in the area with their parents etc, there is no increase in residential numbers, tenure condition
could include no cats to minimize impact. Local families should be able to live in their own villages
to keep the family group together.

@ 20. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes as long as it does not include supermarkets.

21. Do you agree with this policy?

| -<
D
(2]

22. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

Yes
Science and experience shows
More Houses = More Hard Surfaces = More Flooding

@ 23. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

@ 24. Do you agree with this policy?

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

26. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes Please explain:
Should also include adequate sized rooms for mental and physical well being of residents,
garden(s) adequate for children to play in or for self sufficiency in growing produce.

27. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes
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28. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

@ 30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
Yes

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? No

Please explain:

This will detract from the very attractiveness of the AONB and other special areas and spoil it for
visitors and residents alike.

Yes

@ 31. Do you agree with this policy?

@ 32. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
@ Comments:

No, this appraisal is not in the book
Also the implementation and monitoring section really does not mean anything to the lay
reader.

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Agent First Name: Debbie
Last Name: Agent Last Name: Weller
Job Title*: Agent Job Title: Clerk
Organisation*: Agent Organisation: | Wareham St Martin Parish Council
Address: Address: 5 Border Drive
Upton
Poole
Postcode: Postcode: BH16 5DU
Telephone: Telephone: 01202 624261
E-mail: E-mail: debbie_weller@warehamstmartinpc.org.uk

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available. Would you like to be included on
our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes (Delete as Appropriate)
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CS004 McCarthy & Stone

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.

Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP

E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?
Yes / Ne (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Spatial Area Visions

2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Spatial Objectives

g 3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy LD — Location of Development

g 4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Policy HS — Housing Supply

@ 5. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Character Area Development Potential

¥ 6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply

g 7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions? Yes / Ne (delete as
appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / Ne (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sgm)

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key se=ice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool.

o Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

o Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain:

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:
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Policy CO - Countryside

11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy GB — Green Belt

12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Policy AHT — Affordable Housing Tenure

13. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy AH — Affordable Housing

14. Do you agree with this policy?

¥es / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: No, the policy is considered not be sound as it does not accord with the Council's
evidence in the Economic Viability Assessment. The Council has not properly assessed the
information provided to them by Three Dragons in the formulation of the affordable housing policy. In
particular the level of proportion sought from residential and mixed use development towards
affordable housing.

Firstly, objection is raised to the percentage target expressed as ‘at least’. The Economic Viability
Assessment carried out by Three Dragons clearly identifies that affordable housing proportions
above 50% provision in Swanage, and above 40% elsewhere in the District would be unviable. The
Council’'s expectation that ‘at least’ these levels, implying they would wish to seek more is
unrealistic, and as | stated above contrary to the advice provided by Three Dragons in carrying out
the Viability Assessment. | would draw the Council's attention to Paragraph 6.1.1 of the Economic
Viability Assessment where on green field sites, the sites most likely to be able to accommodate
higher affordable housing proportions, Three Dragons suggest;

‘A substantial green field site, could, we feel, deliver up to 50% affordable housing on site.’

The Council’'s evidence base and advise of its consultants is very clear that policy should be
expressed as ‘up to 50%’ and not ‘at least 50%’ as the policy currently states. The same comment is
made regarding the lower policy target of 40% provision made for the rest of the Region.

Furthermore, Paragraph 6.1.3 of the Viability Assessment states;

‘...the District is made up of a number of sub markets and that values (and hence residual values)
vary between these areas. The level of affordable housing which can be achieved in one location
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may not be economically realistic in another. Whatever policy for the affordable housing target that
the Council chooses to adopt, it will need to be applied flexibly to reflect these differences.’

Certainly, the Council’'s proposed policy of seeking ‘at least’ 40-50% does not appear to be applying
policy flexibly. Especially, given that the Viability Assessment identifies that in large parts of the
District, and on certain existing land uses it will not be possible to deliver those levels of affordable
housing as it would be unviable. In Upton, a low land price area, the Viability Assessment identifies
that it would be virtually impossible to deliver any affordable housing provision. Perhaps, more
importantly is the impact of existing use values on the ability to deliver affordable housing.

Paragraph 6.1.4 states that ‘the important differences between schemes on brownfield sites, are not
so much in actual residual values but on the level of residual value in comparison with their existing
use value.” The following paragraph makes particular reference to the challenge presented by
‘residential to residential sites’. Paragraph 4.3.1 advises that ‘for sites with an existing residential
use, we think that policy would need to be cautiously applied with 30% affordable housing being a
reasonable marker.’

In light of the above, and having regard to the type of windfall sites likely to come forward with
retention of employment policies proposed, it is suggested that the policy is worded up to 50%
provision for allocated sites in Swanage, and 40% elsewhere in the District, and up to 40% provision
on previously developed windfall sites anywhere in the District. The Council will have regard to the
Economic Viability Assessment (2008), and the circumstances of the site in applying this policy.

Objection is also raised in response to the requirement for the provision of ‘open book’ appraisals to
assess development viability. An open book appraisal is considered contrary to the planning
principle that planning permission runs with the land, not with the applicant. An ‘open book’ appraisal
would result effectively in a personal consent. Preference is favoured for a more generic form of
appraisal, which is equally supported by Three Dragons in their recent work for South East Wales
authorities (October 2009). This approach has also been supported by the Secretary of State
through recent appeal decisions (details can be provided if required).

It is also considered unreasonable to require the applicant to fund independent verification when
they would have paid a substantial planning fee for the Council to determine the application. It is also
perverse as this would be an additional planning cost the applicant would have to incur and he or
she would be quite entitled to include the cost of such in the viability assessment and therefore it
would have the effect of reducing the sum available for affordable housing further. Given what the
policy is trying to achieve | question whether this requirement accords with it. If the applicant has to
fund the independent verification then they should choose the independent assessor. This should
not be objectionable as it is no different to the Council choosing the independent assessor.

Policy RES — Rural Exception Sites

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy GT — Site Criteria for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People

16. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy WHN — Wider Housing Needs

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Yes, in light of the identified and growing need for accommodation for older people
in the District the policy is entirely appropriate. However, one of PPS12 tests of soundness is
‘effectiveness’ and for a policy to be effective it should be deliverable. The policy is appropriate in
that it positively encourages specialized accommodation for older people but it will be necessary
through the Core Strategy and subsequent LDF documents to go further to ensure delivery of
specialized units of older persons accommodation.

As an example of good practice, Mole Valley will be specifically allocating sites for older persons
accommodation thus ensuring delivery and that an identified need is met. Given the demographic
profile of the District | would strongly encourage this approach in future LDF documents, with
reference made to such in the supporting text to this policy.
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In addition, Paragraph 12.24 of the Housing Needs Survey (2008) states ‘that previous information
has shown that all older people only households are comprised of almost only one or two persons,
this finding suggest that there could be potential scope to free up larger units for younger families if
the older households chose to move into suitable smaller units.’

Therefore, there is the tangible benefit of freeing up properties in the housing market to better meet
housing need and assist with affordability. With this in mind and given that the delivery of older
persons housing is close behind affordable housing needs, it is suggested that the Council give
some consideration to reducing the level of affordable housing sought from specialized older
persons and special needs accommodation. This could assist in the delivery of specialized housing
units.

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

19. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

21. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

22. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

26. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

27. Do you agree with this policy?

@ ¥es / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: | question the need for this policy in the manner it is worded as it will by the time of
adoption be usurped by the mandatory requirements of building regulations to meet Code for
Sustainable Homes standards. The Code includes mandatory requirements for reduction in energy
which would be better that what the policy requires. | would advise that this policy be amalgamated
with the previous policy and reference made to meeting the required Code for Sustainable Homes
standards, at the appropriate timescale.

28. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)
Please explain:

31. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

32. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments:
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Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)

Title Agent Title Mr.

(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)

First Name: Agent First Name: Matthew

Last Name: Agent Last Name: Shellum

Job Title*: Agent Job Title: Principal Planning Associate

Organisation*: Agent Organisation: The Planning Bureau Ltd.

Address: Address: Homelife House
26-32 Oxford Road
Bournemouth
Dorset

Postcode: Postcode: BH8 8EZ

Telephone: Telephone: 01202 508198

E-mail: E-mail: Matthew.shellum@theplanningbureau.
Itd.uk

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes / Ne
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CS005 John Hampshire

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP E-mail: ldf@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

1) Please note that if the reconnection of the Swanage Railway occurs, it needs to be commercially
viable.

2) Any cycleway that is introduced needs to be a purpose built track that does not take up any
highway space.

3) Purbeck has a need for a large sized supermarket (about the size of Tesco’s Fleetsbridge) which
will cut down on the car journeys along the A351.

Spatlal Area Visions

2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

| feel that unfortunately more employment opportunities are available eastwards of the Purbeck
District and hence more development needs to take place in the eastern zone.

The only way to too distribute development throughout Purbeck is to enhance all the major roads to
Dual Carriageway standard.

Spatlal Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Although it is perhaps beyond the remit of this Strategy, Central Government needs to provide, via
grants, encouragements to change to renewable energy sources and hence reduce CO2 emissions
without incurring increased local taxation.

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Development needs to be more evenly spread throughout Purbeck and taking into consideration that
more employment opportunities will possibly be to the east of the area. (i.e. Poole/Bournemouth and
eastwards)

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Please see response 4(a)
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4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

There must be a strong mix between private ownership and shared equity housing for local people,
less social rented housing. This will encourage ownership and community spirit with responsibility.

Pollcy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Even though the total number quoted is adequate, the physical distribution needs to be a more even
spread of development throughout the District.

Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

| believe that the ‘windfall’ figures quoted are too optimistic.

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

The Council should make provision for a higher proportion of new

Development land to come forward.

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply |

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions? Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

With the population ever increasing, the council needs to be constantly aware of potentially changing
requirements.

Pollcy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

More local employment facilities need to be made available if commuting to work is to be reduced.

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

We should expand employment sites in the Key Villages to ensure sustainability.

Please note that this Strategy has not identified an approximate 2 acre site in Huntick Road, Lytchett
Matravers. The Council is aware of this long established employment site.
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Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sqm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:
DO NOT AGREE

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

1) Purbeck should have at least one large Supermarket in the centre of the District (e.g. like Tesco’s
Fleetsbridge) to negate the necessity of the ‘supermarket runs’ into Poole.

2) Village shops should be encouraged. The Council could assist by for example by offering Rate
reductions and assisting with free parking arrangements.

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key se=4ice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool. v

o Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

o Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain:

Whilst | agree, | think that a slightly higher proportion of houses should be built in the Eastern Area
of the District as the inherent employment availability, i.e. multi national companies, are the east of
Purbeck.

No ‘large scale’ development should take place, i.e. the Western Extension.

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Policy CO - Countryside

11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? YES (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
But not necessarily for Social Housing but general housing stock.

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Policy GB — Green Belt

12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

All housing developments must be of a general mix of all types, with a bias towards affordable
housing to buy for long standing local families (e.g starter homes and shared equity).

Policy AHT — Affordable Housing Tenure

13. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

1) At least 50% should be ‘Intermediate houses to rent or purchase’.

2) The less able and really vulnerable members of society should be first in line for any affordable
rented housing.

3) More 1 & 2 bedroom flats should be built.

Policy AH — Affordable Housing

14. Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

1) Mixing Social and Private housing does not work.

2) 50% social housing is far too high. A more realistic figure would be 25%.

3) ‘Pepperpotting’ of social housing is a recipe for disaster in social cohesion. There is
resentment from people struggling to pay their mortgages whilst their neighbour ‘enjoys’
subsidised housing and possibly totally supported by state benefits.

4) Social housing must be made available for the less able in our communities.

Priority must be given to genuine working people whose income is too low to enable the purchase of
a home.

Pollcy RES — Rural Exception Sites

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy GT — Site Criteria for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People

16. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Because of the anti social behaviour of a proportion of travellers, these sites should not be close to
residential areas.

Policy WHN — Wider Housing Needs

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Have the needs of injured service personnel been taken into consideration.
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18. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

With the exception of felling trees to create further heathlands which could be an unnatural habitat.

19. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
Unfortunately heathlands seem to be taking precedence over agricultural land which is needed to
sustain our increasing population.

20. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
Each application for a retail provision needs to be considered on its own merit and local
circumstances at the time and for future requirements.

21. Do you agree with this policy?
@ (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Not Applicable

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Green spaces within developments can become the centre of anti social behaviour and require
constant maintenance.

Village/town sports and recreation fields are the better alternative.

@ 22. Do you agree with this policy?

23. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

24. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

25. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

26. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Policy REN — Renewable Energy

27. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

The Government/Councils should contribute a higher proportion of grants to any renewable energy
projects (e.g — grants of 25 — 40% of total costs).

No increase in taxation should be imposed at anytime in the future to any property that has
renewable energy facilities. (e.g. no increase in council tax).

The ‘paperwork’ associated with any application to install renewable energy facilities needs to be
greatly simplified.

Policy HLH — Historic Environment, Landscape and Heritage

28. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy E — Employment
- 29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
Please note that a current long established employment site that has development potential, in
Huntick Road, Lytchett Matravers, has not been identified in this report.

Policy TA — Tourist Accommodation and Attractions

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy IAT — Improving Accessibility and Transport

31. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

All main arterial roads require upgrading to dual carriageway standard.

Unfortunately foot, cycle and pubic transport are not viable to the majority in a modern society.
Older people would not be able to walk or cycle any distance and the frequency, cost and route
availability of public transport makes it very unattractive.

Policy AP — Implementing an Appropriate Transport Strategy for Purbeck

32. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

| totally disagree as this policy only increases the cost of any new homes in the area particularly first
time buyers.

Central Government/County Council should be the ones who fund improvements.

Any transport improvements will benefit holiday makers and non local people, therefore should NOT
be funded by Purbeck residents.
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Sustainability Appraisal

: 33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments:
1) The Government is predicting an approximate increase in the country’s population of 500,000 per
annum for the foreseeable future. If this is so, what are the council’s plans to combat any further
building requirements in Purbeck and are they going to ensure that developments are aimed at the
housing for local people.

2) Unfortunately building costs are being raised by the increase in ‘Red Tape’ imposed on builders
by the Government and Local Councils. (e.g. Purbeck’s ‘Bedroom Tax which imposes an
approximate increase of 2 — 4% cost on any new home).

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Mr Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)

First Name: John Agent First Name:

Last Name: Hampshire Agent Last Name:

Job Title*: Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: Agent Organisation:

Address: ‘Magpies’ Address:

Huntick Road
Lytchett Matravers

Postcode: BH16 6BB Postcode:
Telephone: 01202 624572 Telephone:
E-mail: john.m.hampshire@btinternet.com | E-mail:

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes
(Delete as Appropriate)
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CS006 Hall and Woodhouse Ltd.

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PPE-mail: ldf@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Whilst the general objectives are supported there are specific concerns in respect of some of the
detailed wording of the vision:

1. The extent to which the CS can be progressed must be questioned in the light of the further
delays to the draft RSS and the objections which Purbeck has raised to the draft RSS.
Purbeck has chosen to progress its CS at this point in time without waiting for the draft RSS
to be resolved. Whilst the timing difficulties Purbeck faces in this regard are understood, the
sound basis of preparing and advancing the CS must be further queried given that Purbeck
has chosen to base its CS on its preferred outcome to the RSS, rather than the draft RSS as
it stands at the present time.

2. First paragraph — The three towns presumably refer to Swanage, Wareham and Upton and
the categorisation of Upton as one of those three towns needs further consideration. Upton
is, under the draft RSS, part of the South East Dorset SSCT. The CS recognises that on its
own the settlement does not fulfill the function of a SSCT and then categorises it as a town.
However, in terms of its function and facilities, it is questionable as to whether it properly
falls to be considered as a town — it is in many ways more akin to a key service village. This
is also the finding and reflected in Table 1 of the background paper: Settlement Strategy.

Spatial Area Visions

2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Specific reference to North East Purbeck and Upton

Under paragraph 3.7.4.1 of the Issues and Challenges leading to the Vision for North East Purbeck,
there is specific reference to the former Greenridge pub at Upton . First it is considered inappropriate
to descend to this level of site specific detail in a Core Strategy document.

Secondly, the analysis is strongly disputed. The former Greenridge pub had for many years been
poorly frequented and under used leading to its demise and closure. Until its closure it had never
been regarded or awarded prominence in the settlement. Indeed in the current Local Plan and the
settlement analysis of Upton there is no reference to this site.

It is fully agreed that this site is suitable for redevelopment for a variety of land uses but there is no
basis to elevate its status above any other potential redevelopment site in the centre of the
settlement. It cannot and should not be expected to be the focus for and to meet all the aspirations
of the community to transform Upton form its current role and function to a place in ‘its own right'.
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The redevelopment of one site cannot bring about such a transformation.

The Parish Plan may wish for Upton to be seen as a place in its own right but it is not a true
reflection of its function, particularly in terms of its services and facilities, to categorise it as a town.
The Plan needs to be realistic about what is achievable in spatial planning terms.

In terms of the Vision, the categorisation of Upton as a town has already been questioned, and the
identification of Upton Cross as providing a focal point for future development needs to be modified
to be realistic in its expectations. The vision also descends in to too much detail for a CS document.

Spatial Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Policy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy ELS — Employment Land Supply

g 8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:
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Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sqm)

 Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

The policy should focus on the criteria for directing retail floorspace to the more sustainable locations
including the towns and the key service villages, including Upton. It is inappropriate to try and direct
all the proposed food retail floorspace to specific settlements, especially if this would mean that the
Council would then resist applications for retail floorspace in other settlements where there is a
demand for provision and the addition of that floorspace would strengthen the viability and vitality of
the centre.

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key speice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool.

« Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

« Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain:

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Policy CO - Countryside

- 11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy GB — Green Belt

12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

13. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

14. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

16. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Yes
Please explain:

@ 17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

It is important the Strategy makes positive provision for these wider housing needs which should be
directed to the more accessible and sustainable locations, including Upton.

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Policy BIO — Biodiversity & Geodiversity

18. Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

It is questioned whether most of this policy adds anything material or of local significance to national
or regional guidance — please see paragraph 4.30 of PPS12.

Policy DH — Dorset Heaths International Designations

19. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy RP — Retail Provision

; 20. Do you agree with this policy?
No
Please explain:

Support for further retail provision at Upton.

However, whilst it is agreed that the redevelopment of the Greenridge pub site has potential to
provide additional retail floorspace to strengthen the existing poor retail provision, the Core Strategy
should not be site specific and the focus on this particular site should be removed.

Policy CF — Community Facilities and Services

21. Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

With reference to New Facilities and Services:

Third bullet point — Care needs to be taken with the aspirations set out in some of the Town and
Parish Plans. Some of these plans may have a long ‘wish list’ of facilities they would like to see
provided but the planning policy document needs to be rigorous in its assessment and distinguish
between what might be desirable and what is required, justified and necessary and serves a proper
spatial planning policy. In particular the commercial viability of some of the requirements will need to
be rigorously assessed. (see also comments below). There are also a number of informal
documents prepared by informal groups seeking the provision of particular facilities and particular
care needs to be taken with such documents which reflect the views of a small group rather than the
wider community.

With reference to Safeguarding Existing Facilities and Services:

The policy wording with a presumption against the loss should be more positively worded to set out
that In considering applications for development that would result in the loss if existing community
facilities and services, the following criteria will be taken into account.

Not all the criteria are relevant to each case and some appear contradictory so the policy should add
‘or’ after each bullet point.

Third bullet point — there may be situations where marketing is not appropriate and the wording
should be amended to read: It can be demonstrated that there is no current or future needs for the
use, evidence of which might include sufficient and realistic marketing for a period of at least 6
months.

Where marketing evidence is used and appropriate a period of six months should be used to
demonstrate market interest.

Fourth Bullet point — the fact that a particular facility is set out in a Parish or Town Plan cannot by
itself be regarded as establishing a proven local need — some of the facilities listed may reflect a
‘wish list’ and not be based on firm and conclusive evidence. The words ‘ie as identified in a Parish
or Town Plan’ should be deleted.
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Policy GI — Green Infrastructure, Recreation and Sports Facilities

22. Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

This policy proposal as currently worded is considered too vague and offers little guidance for what
may actually be sought.

The policy needs to make it clear that developments will only be required to provide green space as
required by that particular development to meet the guidance in Circular 05/2005. Further
information is required about the proposed SPDs to address these issues before a meaningful
response can be given.

Given that at present the size of some of the settlement extensions proposed particularly in the key
service villages are relatively small scale it must be questioned how realistic it will be to expect such
developments to make meaningful provision towards green infrastructure.

Policy FR — Flood Risk

23. Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

It is questioned whether this policy adds materially to national or regional guidance — please see
paragraph 4.30 of PPS12.

Policy GP — Groundwater Protection

24. Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

It is questioned whether this policy adds materially to national or regional guidance — please see
paragraph 4.30 of PPS12.

Policy CE — Coastal Erosion in Swanage

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Pollcy SD — Sustainable Design

26. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

The objective to give design quality a high priority in decision making is supported, subject to
detailed comments on the policy as drafted:

The policy makes reference to other documents — the Design SPD is not set out in the adopted LDS
but has been referenced in an LDF newsletter — this document needs to be progressed in parallel to
ensure that support can properly be given to the Core Strategy policy.

The reference in formal policy to the Building for Life standards must be questioned. Whilst these
standards are respected and are useful as guidelines, they are not part of formal policy. It is
suggested that reference to such guidelines would be appropriate in the supporting text but
inappropriate in policy to require that schemes secure certain standards against their criteria.

Policy REN — Renewable Energy

27. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Policy HLH — Historic Environment, Landscape and Heritage

28. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy E — Employment

29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy TA — Tourist Accommodation and Attractions

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy IAT — Improving Accessibility and Transport

31. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

The detailed wording of the policy needs to be addressed in more detail given that as currently
drafted it includes words such as ‘significant’ without defining these terms.

Policy AP — Implementing an Appropriate Transport Strategy for Purbeck

32. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Sustainability Appraisal

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Agent First Name: Lynne
Last Name: Agent Last Name: Evans
Job Title*: Agent Job Title: Consultant
Organisation*; Hall & Woodhouse Ltd Agent Organisation; Southern Planning Practice
Address: C/0 Southern Planning Address: Youngs Yard,
Practice Churchfields
Twyford
Winchester
Hants
Postcode: Postcode: S021 1NN
Telephone: Telephone: 01962 715770
E-mail: E-mail: lynne@southernplanning.co.uk

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.

Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes
(Delete as Appropriate)
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CS007 West Lulworth Parish Council

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?
Yes

2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
Yes

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yes

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
Yes

Yes

Please explain:

We want to maintain a viable mixed community, and social rented housing is vital if we are to keep
young families in the villages and avoid them becoming dominated by retirement or holiday homes.
Access to local housing should give priority to those who already live, work or have family living in a
village.

@ 13. Do you agree with this policy?

14. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes

Please explain:

We strongly support these proposals.
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15. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

Please explain:

It is important that secure arrangements for their future are implemented or landowners will not be
prepared to release the land.

2]

18. Do you agree with this policy?

| -<
@D
(2]

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes
We support the policy on safeguarding retail provision.

26. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

Please explain:

We particularly support the proposals on protection of neighbour amenity.

2]

28. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Ve
Please explain:
The character of our countryside is what makes Purbeck special

Yes

Please explain:

But the policy should also include support for existing employment in rural areas, including the
traditional fishing industry.

@ 29. Do you agree with this policy?

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?

Yes

Please explain:

We particularly support proposals to safeguard existing accommodation.

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? Yes
Please explain:
As long as the character of the landscape is not compromised.

Yes

Please explain:

The principles are fine, but detail is lacking. The policy should make much more emphasis on
provision of public transport to reduce the need for car journeys, particularly in traveling to work and
school.

@ 31. Do you agree with this policy?
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Policy AP — Implementing an Appropriate Transport Strategy for Purbeck

Yes

Please explain:

Effective public transport linking with Wool Interchange allowing economic access to work is
essential if we want to keep young people living in villages surrounding Wool.

32. Do you agree with this policy?

Contact Detalls:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Mr Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Paul Agent First Name:
Last Name: Simpson Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: Chairman Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: West Lulworth Parish Agent Organisation:

Councll
Address: Newlands Farm, Address:

West Lulworth

Wareham
Postcode: BH20 5PU Postcode:
Telephone: 01929 400376 Telephone:
E-mail: paul.simpson@newlands- | E-mail:

farm.co.uk

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
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CS008 Clive Narrainen

Purbeck District Council

',i '! Thriving communities in balance
H
k

Purbe with the natural environment

Bristrict Council

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Response Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the quastions
below and, if necessary, briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any
guestions and would prefer an alternative, please provide evidence in support of
your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to expand
the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel
free to attach separate comments, but please state cleary which guestions the
comments refer to,

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy
Team on 01929 557273,

Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:
Flanning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road,
Wareham, Dorsat, BH20 4PP

E-mail. |df@purbeck-do.gov.uk

) "1, Do you agree with the District Vision?
Y¥es | [delste s sppropriate)
Flease explain:

" 2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
Y¥es | (delete == sppropriate)
Fleasze axplain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Responge Form 1
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3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yes [ (delets a5 sporopriate)
Please explain:

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ No (delete &5 approgriate)
Please explain:

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Palicy LD?
Y¥es / Mo (delete a5 appropriste)
Please explain:

4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in
settliements not listed under Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in
red on Map 9 (affordable housing is sacial rented and/or shared ownership
housing)?

I MO (delete as appropriate)

Flease explain:

@ 5, Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ (delete ss appropriate)
Please explain:
Agree

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Response Form 2
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@ 6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development
potential?

YYas  NO (delste as appropriate)

Flease explain:

& (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for
a higher propaortion of development potential to come forward?

Yes [ Mo (delete 25 approsriata)

Please explain:

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for setflement extensions?
¥es [ No (delete as approsriate]
Flegse explain:

8 {a Do you agth this pli{:y?
¥es /| (delote as appropriate)
Flease explain;

8 (b) Should existing employment sites {e.g. Winfrith Technalogy Centre,
Holton Heath Industrial Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue
lo expand, or should we allocate new sites that are nearer to existing
populations in Swanage and Wareham?

! Mo (deleta as sppropriata)

Flease explain:
Allocate to Swanage and Wareham

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Response Form 3
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9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one
. Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm) I:]

* Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sgm) |:|

. Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)

Flease explain:

(b} If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an
alternative suggestion?
Flease explain:

{ ncil set out its Preferred pticn for delnmen in the
District, Which option do you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

. Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham
and the key service villages of Bere Regis, Lytchatt I:'
Matravers and Wool.

. Alternative Option A — concentrate growth |:|
on the edge of Wareham

. Alternative Option B — focus growth at SwaD.

Please explain:

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your
alternative suggestion?
Flease explain

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Responge Form 4
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11 {E Do you gree with this pnli?
Yas | Mo (delste as approsriate)
Flease explain;

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural
buildings®?

Yes [ MO (delete a5 appropriata)

Flease explain;

11 (¢} Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes [ MO (delete as appropriate)
Flease explain:

11 {d) Are there any other countryside related issuss that should be
addressed by the policy?

Yes f MO (delete as spprooriate)

Please explain;

12 {a) Do you agrea with this policy?
Yes [ No (deiete as appropriata)
Please explain;

12 {b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision
of 100% affordable housing should be allowed as exceptional
development in the Green Belt?

Yes [ MO (delete a5 appropriate)

Please explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Responge Form -]
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13. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delete a5 appropriste)
Please explain:

@ 14, Do you agree with this policy?
Yes | Mo (delete as appropriate)
Flease explain:

@ 15, Do you agree with this policy?
Yas [ Mo (delete as approoriate)
Flease explain:

@ 18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delote as appropriate)
Please explain:

@ 17 (a) Do you agres with this pelicy?
Yes [ Mo (delcte a5 appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (b} Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be
addressed?

Yes [ MO (delete 85 appropriste)

Flease explain;

Core Strategy Flanning Purbeck’s Future
Response Form 5]

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations



18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delste as approoriate)
Please explain:

19. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO (delste a5 sppropriate)
Flease explain:

20, Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO (delete as appropriate)
Flease axplain:

@ 21, Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [/ Mo (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

22. Do you agree with this policy?
Yas [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Flease explain:

Core Btrategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form Fi
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@ 23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO (delete a3 approariate)
Flease explain:

24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO (detete as appropriate]
Flease explain:

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes | Mo (deete as spproariate)
Please explain:

@ 26. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ NG (osete as sppropriate)
Please explain:

@ 27. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (gelete as approoriate)
Please explain:

Core Btrategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form B
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Planning

~28. Do you agree with this policy? |
Yes [ MO (delete a5 appropriste)
Please explain:

29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delste == appropriste)
Please explain:

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
Yes [ Mo idsiete a3 appropriats)
Please explain:

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AGNB? /
MNO (delete as appropriate)
Flease explain:

@

31. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes /[ (delete as aporoprate)
Flease explain:

@

32, Do you agree with this policy?
Yas [ (delete a5 appropriate)
Please explain:

Purbeck’s Future Consultation

Core Btrategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form |

Representations



33. Do u have any cormments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments;

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing 2
client please complated both sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Mr Agent Title
(MM MreMES DI (Tl e Wisa/ Othier)
First Name: Clive Agent First Name:
Last Name: Marrainan Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: Agent Job Title:
COrganisation® Agent
Crganisation;
Address: 143 Mailswarth Address:
Crescent
Readhill
Postcode: RH1 3JE Postcode:
Telephone: Telephone:
E-mail. E-mail:

*For Persanal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group o organisation,
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LOF database and informed about futura
consultations? Yes /! (Delete as Appropriate)

Caore Strategy Flanning Purbeck’s Future
Responge Form 10
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CS009 CG Fry & Son Ltd

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response

Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.

Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:
Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20

4PP

E-mail: Idf@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?
No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Whilst the general objectives are supported there are specific concerns in respect of some of the
detailed wording of the vision:

3.

The extent to which the CS can be progressed must be questioned in the light of the further
delays to the draft RSS and the objections which Purbeck has raised to the draft RSS.
Purbeck has chosen to progress its CS at this point in time without waiting for the draft RSS
to be resolved. Whilst the timing difficulties Purbeck faces in this regard are understood, the
sound basis of preparing and advancing the CS must be further queried given that Purbeck
has chosen to base its CS on its preferred outcome to the RSS, rather than the draft RSS as
it stands at the present time. Given the very advanced stage of the RSS, it must be regarded
as a significant material consideration in accordance with the guidance and appeals
precedent.

First paragraph — The three towns presumably refer to Swanage, Wareham and Upton and
the categorisation of Upton as one of those three towns needs fundamental review. Upton is,
under the draft RSS, part of the South East Dorset SSCT. The CS recognises that on its
own the settlement does not fulfill the function of a SSCT and then categorises it as a town.
However, in terms of its function and facilities, it is questionable as to whether it properly
falls to be considered as a town — it is in many ways more akin to a key service village. This
is also the finding and reflected in Table 1 of the background paper: Settlement Strategy.

The Parish Plan may wish for Upton to be seen as a place in its own right but it is not a true
reflection of its function, particularly in terms of its services and facilities, to categorise it as a
town. The Plan needs to be realistic about what is achievable in spatial planning terms.

Moreover it is understood that the Council is faced with some difficulty in how to treat Upton
in the Plan with the uncertainty over the draft RSS. However and as the Core Strategy
acknowledges at paragraph 5.3, Purbeck’s housing figures as set out under the draft RSS
indicate that these should be met outside of the SSCTs, and on this basis it must be
questioned how Upton should be addressed in the Plan and the reliance that Purbeck can
properly place on Upton contributing towards the 2400 new houses required outside of the
SSCT.

The vision makes no reference to the draft RSS provision for 2750 new houses in the Area
of Search 7B. Whilst it is recognised that the Council has raised a strong objection to this
proposal, it remains a firm proposal at this advanced stage of the RSS and until the RSS is
resolved, there necessarily must be raised a question mark over the soundness of Purbeck’s
strategy to try and progress without tackling this issue.
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8. The vision should indicate at the outset that appropriate levels of growth is proposed and
supported for the key service villages — the current wording of ‘retain’ suggests that the
current position will be maintained. The emphasis from the vision onwards should be in
helping these settlements achieve greater self-containment and stronger local communities
reflecting the policies of the draft RSS.

We would suggest that the Vision should state in respect of the key villages that the key
villages will enhance their facilities and their sense of community and become more
sustainable and self contained.

9. Second paragraph — care needs to be taken with the use of the term ‘affordable’ — given that
the Council has no control over market housing.

10. Similarly in paragraph 3, a spatial strategy has limited powers to fulfill the objective of
securing ‘well paid’ jobs.

Spatial Area Visions

2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Vision for North East Purbeck:

Upton: The categorisation of Upton as a town has already been questioned (please refer to the
response under Q1 and in particular points 2, 3 and 4 of that response) - and the extent to which it
can fulfill this vision should therefore be the subject of thorough reassessment. Similarly there
remains a question, which the Council has itself recognised, about whether Upton should be
contributing to the required housing numbers (see also the response under Q1). It is recognised that
there will be infilling and redevelopment within the settlement boundary but the provision for
settlement expansion (Greenfield housing) should accordingly be deleted. This housing provision
should be reallocated to the larger villages, such as Lytchett Matravers to help them remain viable
and become stronger communities.

Lytchett Matravers: the strategy should endorse more explicitly the need for appropriate levels of
housing growth to support the more sustainable and self contained future of the settlement. This
would also reflect more closely the Council’'s analysis as paragraph 3.7.2 of the CS where it refers to
the opportunity for increased self-containment.

1. Additional residential development would enable much needed affordable housing to be
brought forward, and the new housing would be well located to benefit from and support the
existing facilities.

2. Further development would assist in making the settlement more sustainable through the
creation of local employment opportunities. It is our view that the opportunity to increase the
employment provision can only realistically be secured alongside an uplift in the local
population base. Additional employment opportunities within Lytchett Matravers would also
have the benefit of reducing the likelihood of out commuting.

3. Similarly, in our view, an increase in the overall population humbers is considered the only
pragmatic way to improve the public transport provision for Lytchett Matravers.

4. The introduction of additional residents to support and improve the viability of existing
services, some of which may currently be struggling, for example, the library.

5. New development to help facilitate additional services for which there is already an identified
demand, for example, improved and enlarged community hall.

6. New investment in the village centre to provide it with environmental enhancements and
improve its overall vitality and viability.

The consolidation of Lytchett Matravers through additional development has considerable planning
merit. It will not only assist in meeting the future housing numbers required in Purbeck but also
secure a more sustainable future for the existing community.

No comments at this stage on the other sub areas.
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Spatlal Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yes

Please explain:

These are supported as general statements of intent.
Under objective 4 it is suggested that this should be expanded to indicate that local communities will
be supported to ensure that they become more viable and sustainable as well as self contained.

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

1. Please see earlier comments — under Q1 in terms of role of Upton in the hierarchy.

2. The objective for the key service villages should more closely reflect the Draft RSS policy
(Development Policy C) which sets out that such settlements should aim for greater self
containment and stronger local communities.

3. A clearer distinction should be drawn between the Key Service Villages and the Local
Service Villages recognising the more limited and localised role of the Local Service
Villages. This is not addressed in the Policy LD wording whereas the overall strategy in the
Core Strategy makes a clear distinction between the objectives and roles of the two types of
Development Policy C settlements.

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Please see earlier comments — under Q1 in terms of role of Upton in the hierarchy.

4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Pollcy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

The Policy (and Core Strategy as a whole) only addresses part of the draft RSS provision for
Purbeck and has chosen to ignore the provision for 2,750 new dwellings in the Area of Search 7B on
the grounds that the Council has raised objection to it. (see also response under question 1
regarding the advanced stage of the RSS).

Whilst it is agreed that the policy should promote sustainable growth the policy needs to be more
explicit in terms of also directing growth to assist in supporting local communities, and helping
settlements become more sustainable and self contained. It should therefore be clear that the main
growth will be directed towards the towns and key service villages.
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Character Area Development Potential

# 6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

This approach — to use windfalls - is clearly contrary to the advice in PPS3 — please see paragraph
59. The Council has not advanced any robust evidence of genuine local circumstances to prevent
specific sites being identified.

In other LDFs, Inspectors, either at the stage of EIPs or at earlier informal guidance sessions, have
consistently confirmed that the use of windfalls should be excluded.

The Core Strategy does not include for any phasing and it can therefore only be assumed that the
inclusion of windfalls is intended to be used throughout the Plan period — this is clearly contrary to
the advice in PPS3.

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

See above — the use of windfalls should be excluded.

Malntammg a5 Year Land Supply

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions?

No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

It is difficult to provide a meaningful response to this question on the current available evidence
given the heavy reliance so far on windfalls. However this would seem further to endorse the
Council’s approach not to phase housing sites.

Pollcy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

The policy needs to be more explicit about the preferred locations for employment growth which
should include Lytchett Matravers to reflect the vision for North East Purbeck set out at Paragraph
4.3.5 of the CS and its status as a key service village.

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Sites should be allocated across the district to meet the objectives of the Plan including at the key
service village of Lytchett Matravers.
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Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

« Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

The policy should focus on the criteria for directing retail floorspace to the more sustainable locations
including the towns and the key service villages, including Lytchett Matravers.

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

e Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key spaice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool.

¢ Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

o Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain:

In general terms support is given for the preferred option to the extent that it seeks to distribute
growth amongst a number of the larger settlements, but the way in which the housing figures are
distributed under that preferred option is not agreed or supported and needs further
assessment.

There are a considerable number of issues raised under this one question and yet the way the
guestionnaire is set out does not provide opportunity to comment on each stage of the Council's
assessment.

There remains- a question mark over Upton for the reasons already set out (see response set out
under question 1)

One of the discounted options is to improve self sufficiency at Lytchett Matravers on the grounds that
this would conflict with the draft RSS. This is not accepted given that the draft RSS specifically
promotes greater self containment and stronger local communities at small towns and villages.

Table 4: This table raises a number of questions
1. The first column sets out The Total Dwellings Required yet there is no explanation of how
such precise figures have been derived, for example that Lytchett Matravers needs 185
dwellings and Upton 384 for example.
2. The inclusion of Upton has already been queried (see response to Q2 above).

3. Character Area Potential — the use of windfalls has already been demonstrated above to be
in direct conflict with the advice contained in paragraph 59 of PPS3, particularly as the
Council has not demonstrated that it has any robust evidence of genuine local
circumstances that prevent specific sites from being identified.

4. The figures for settlement expansion are therefore difficult to interpret as the basis for
reaching such figures is difficult to follow and with a reliance on figures (windfall figures) that
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should not have been included.

5. Policy HS reflecting the RSS refers to a minimum of 2400 dwellings yet the Table 4 seeks to
provide 2400 new dwellings precisely — the whole approach to the policy needs to be
reconsidered to address this point.

6. There seems to be no spatial planning reason why each of the key service villages have
ended up with the need for a settlement expansion of 50 dwellings, given their very different
characteristics and ability to accommodate further growth. It can only be concluded that this
is a ‘top down’ approach and does not reflect the draft RSS approach which looks at the
needs and capacity of the settlements to accommodate growth to ensure that they become
more sustainable and stronger local communities. This ‘top down’ approach is also at odds
with the whole basis of the LDF process, which is to make decisions based on credible and
robust evidence.

7. Following on from this, an assessment of the needs and opportunities within Lytchett
Matravers would indicate the need and the ability for that settlement to accommodate
considerably higher levels of growth to ensure it becomes a stronger and more sustainable
community (please see the points set out under Q2 in this respect).

8. In the context of Lytchett Matravers the viability of trying to secure the benefits listed as well
as the greater self containment of the settlement, all from some 25 market houses needs
fundamental review.

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

The preference is for the distribution of new dwellings together with economic and other growth to
be spread to the main settlements (towns and key service villages) but the way the requirements are
distributed needs further consideration and more thorough analysis of the needs and opportunities
within each of the settlements.

Policy CO - Countryside

g 11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Pollcy GB - Green Belt

12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

Yes

Please explain:

Support both the recognition that the Green Belt boundary will need to be amended to enable
settlement extensions to be accommodated, and that provision is being made for such changes,
including at Lytchett Matravers.

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

No comments at this stage

Pollcy AHT — Affordable Housing Tenure

13. Do you agree with this policy?
No
Please explain:

Further work is required on this issue given the results of the HMA model which indicates that the
split should be 33% intermediate housing and 67% social rented housing.

The commentary in your paragraph 8.4.4 regarding the consideration of the appropriate tenure mix
on a site by site basis is supported and reflects government guidance. It should be reflected in the

policy.

Pollcy AH — Affordable Housing

14. Do you agree with this policy?
No
Please explain:

Whilst the results of the HMA are noted, this requirement for some 50% of all new housing on green

field sites (over 30 dwellings) to be affordable may affect the prospects of much needed sites coming
forward for development and the achievement of other objectives of importance to a settlement such
as environmental improvements, open space and new services and facilities.

The Council’'s approach to resolving viability issues would be costly and likely to incur serious delays
to the provision of much needed housing.

Pollcy RES — Rural Exception Sites

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage but it would be clearer if the settlements falling within this policy were
listed.

Policy GT — Site Criteria for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People
: 16. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

No comments at this stage
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POI|cy WHN — Wider Housing Needs

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Pollcy BIO — Biodiversity & Geodiversity

18. Do you agree with this policy?

No
Please explain:

It is questioned whether most of this policy adds anything material or of local significance to national
or regional guidance — please see paragraph 4.30 of PPS12.

Policy DH — Dorset Heaths International Designations

19. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage

Policy RP — Retail Provision

20. Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

The hierarchy of centres needs reassessment in terms of which settlements relate to which
categories — especially the district centres, land local centres and local shops. Lytchett Matravers for
example should be categorised at least as a local centre.

The policy also gives no guidance about what level of provision would be acceptable within each
level of the hierarchy.

Policy CF — Community Facilities and Services

21. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage

Pollcy Gl — Green Infrastructure, Recreation and Sports Facilities

22. Do you agree with this policy?
No
Please explain:

This policy proposal as currently worded is considered too vague and offers little guidance for what
may actually be sought.

The policy needs to make it clear that developments will only be required to provide green space as
required by that particular development to meet the guidance in Circular 05/2005. Further
information is required about the proposed SPDs to address these issues before a meaningful
response can be given.

Given that at present the size of some of the settlement extensions proposed particularly in the key
service villages are relatively small scale it must be questioned how realistic it will be to expect such
developments to make meaningful provision towards green infrastructure.
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@ 23. Do you agree with this policy?

No
Please explain:

It is questioned whether this policy adds materially to national or regional guidance — please see
paragraph 4.30 of PPS12.

24. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

It is questioned whether this policy adds materially to national or regional guidance — please see
paragraph 4.30 of PPS12.

25. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage

26. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

The objective to give design quality a high priority in decision making is supported, subject to
detailed comments on the policy as drafted:

The policy makes reference to other documents — the Design SPD is not set out in the adopted LDS
but has been referenced in an LDF newsletter — this document needs to be progressed in parallel to
ensure that support can properly be given to the Core Strategy policy.

The reference in formal policy to the Building for Life standards must be questioned. Whilst these
standards are respected and are useful as guidelines, they are not part of formal policy. It is
suggested that reference to such guidelines would be appropriate in the supporting text but
inappropriate in policy to require that schemes secure certain standards against their criteria.

27. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage

28. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage although it is questioned whether the policy as proposed adds to national
and regional guidance.

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations



29. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Support provision for new employment in the towns and key service villages, including Lytchett
Matravers — this is important to ensure that these communities can become more sustainable and
self supporting.

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage
30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)

Please explain:

No comments at this stage

31. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No comments at this stage other than the use of terms such as ‘significant’ need to be quantified to
provide certainty to users of the document.

32. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

No comments at this stage

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments:

No comments at this stage
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Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Agent First Name: Lynne
Last Name: Agent Last Name: Evans
Job Title*: Agent Job Title: Consultant
Organisation*: C G Fry & Son Ltd Agent Organisation: Southern Planning Practice
Address: clo Address: Youngs Yard,

Southern Planning Churchfields,

Practice Twyford,

Winchester

Postcode: Postcode: SO21 INN
Telephone: Telephone: 01962 715770
E-mail: E-mail: lynne@southernplanning.co.uk

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes
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CS010 Geoffrey Edwardes

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?

Yes, in general (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: There is a typographical error on page 12 where the map shows 2 West Lulworths.
The Northern one should be Winfrith Newburgh. On page 13 | would suggest that access to the
countryside around Wool is not particularly restrictive and there are many ‘permissive’ paths.

Spatial Area Visions
: 2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
Yes — in general (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Comments are given against specific headings that follow.

Spatlal Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?

Yes — in general (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Objectives 1-4 are agreed. Objective 5 should not be allowed to diminish objectives
1,3and 7.

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: See comments under Q12

Pollcy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

Yes but.... (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Must be kept under constant review, not ‘set in concrete’.

Mamtammg a5 Year Land Supply

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: The MBT was and continues to be subject to objections on the grounds of
‘proximity’. Purbeck should not be required to accept all the waste from other districts as the roads in
and surrounding Wool are subject to gridlock in the summer. Holton Heath can be serviced by rail;
Winfrith cannot.

Policy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes but see comment on Q7 above (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

No — at present

Please explain: The transport infrastructure cannot cope with further expansion in these areas at
present. Therefore sites nearer the market towns are, in general, more attractive.

Pollcy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sqm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain: A site by Wareham station would have many advantages and is supported (ease of
access for those without private transport — the elderly — and proximity to Northmoor) in favour of a
site to the West of Wareham (acceptable for car drivers but not for those who do not wish to drive).
However is a 2000sg.m precinct really required? It would certainly take business away from the town
centre and the markets that thrive there. | suggest 1000 sq.m would suffice with room available for
expansion should circumstances require.
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Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key sersice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool. X

« Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

o Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain: Somewhat reluctantly!

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Policy CO - Countryside

11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Tourism? (see below)

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Some rural agricultural buildings are listed by English Heritage. Conversion involves
considerable cost

Policy GB — Green Belt

12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

Yes but... (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: There are families currently living in the Green Belt areas whose children wish to
remain with the rural community but cannot afford the prices being charged by developers; their
needs should taken into account.

Policy AHT — Affordable Housing Tenure

13. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Not sure. Abstain.

Policy AH — Affordable Housing

14. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Not sure. Abstain.

Policy RES — Rural Exception Sites

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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16. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Believe this is addressed under other policies.

18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

19. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes but.... (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: The 400 M ‘buffer’ must include industrial as well as residential development.

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Particularly around Wareham Station

21. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

22. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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26. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

27. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes but with major caveats (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: The Council must adhere to such a policy to the letter. Wind energy is proven to be
the least efficient and most environmentally damaging form of renewable energy generation.

28. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Se also remarks at Q27 above.

29. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

@ 30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Appreciate concerns in respect of our local environment but such a policy might
preclude buildings such as Encombe House or Creech Grange being turned into ‘up market’ country
house hotels in the future — good for tourism and local employment.

31. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

32. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
@ Comments:

The statistics which underpin the policies developed in this strategy will be subject to constant
change (e.g. Population, transport, employment, etc.). The strategy should therefore be viewed as a
‘living document’ and not a collection of policies that would hold the Council as a ‘hostage to fortune’
in the future. An annual or perhaps biennial review should be conducted and published.

Should there be a change of Government in 2010 it is quite likely that the RSS will no longer be
relevant since decisions will become the responsibility of County and District Councils, whatever
form they may take in the future.
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Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both

sections:

Personal Details

Agents Details (if applicable)

Title Agent Title

(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) | Commodore (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)

First Name: Geoffrey Agent First Name:

Last Name: Edwardes OBE RN Agent Last Name:

Job Title*: Retired/Charity Agent Job Title:
Worker/Carer

Organisation*:

Private Citizen

Agent Organisation:

Address: 5 High Street Address:
Wool
Dorset
Postcode: BH20 6BP Postcode:
Telephone: 01929 462863 Telephone:
E-mail: gedwardes@aol.com E-mail:

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.

Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes
(Delete as Appropriate)

Representations
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CS011 Mike Stollery

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?
Yes/

Spatlal Area Visions \

2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?

Yes / Please explain:

However it is essential that any development in Corfe Castle should be small in scale and reflect the
traditional pattern, layout, design and character of the village.

Some consideration needs to be given to the provision of adequate car parking for residents of the
village. The access to the existing parking at the station is dangerous to/from East Street and the
Square. Furthermore it blights this attractive historic building with the inappropriate barriers and
security measures employed.

It is suggested that a small portion of land between West Street and East street currently occupied by
the recreation area, accessed from West Street with pedestrian access additionally from East Street,
is used for this purpose and the recreation facilities relocated on a small portion of the adjacent open
land.

Spatlal Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?

Yes / Please explain:

However we believe that item 6 should be amended to read:

“Ensure high quality sustainable design appropriate to the surrounding environment to preserve
and enhance local distinctiveness”.

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?

Yes/

Please explain:

Our only qualification would be that we would be concerned that any development in Corfe Castle
would be constrained by its accessibility.
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4 (c) Do you agree that only affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

Yes/

POI|cy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain

The 2400 figure should be a maximum. 2100 was the figure agreed by PDC and it is only the
imposition by the RSS that requires consideration of the higher figure. It is possible that the higher
figure may be overturned by a republished RSS (if it ever appears!) or by a change of Government.

Character Area Development Potential \

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?

Yes/

Please explain:

If the level of development outlined has to be achieved. However it is the Society’s belief that this
level is undesirable (see 5 above).

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of

development potential to come forward?

Yes/

Please explain:

Presumably this is an estimation that can be varied if necessary during currency of the Plan.
Windfall is fine in theory but experience has shown that large houses in sizeable garden plots have
been demolished to make way for blocks of flats, which are generally out of scale and
unsympathetic to their surroundings. In addition to the loss of properties of period interest,
character and local distinctiveness, there has been a loss of greenspace and natural wildlife habitat.

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply \

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)

Please explain:

No opinion

Pollcy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

We believe a mix of both would be most desirable — we do not believe the policies to be mutually
exclusive.

Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply \

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sqm)

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:
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(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

We believe that to discourage ‘leakage’ of supermarket shopping from Swanage a modest increase in
floor area (500 — 750 sq m)to the existing Co-op at its present location by the station would be
advantageous, provided that it is considered in conjunction with the redevelopment of that part of
the site occupied by the health centre, Co-op and car park. This however must not prejudice the
needs of the Swanage Railway nor preclude a modest extension to the Health Centre which must
remain on this central site.

It is possible to conceive a scheme which would provide basement level car parking and servicing
for the Co-op (access via a ramp down from Kings Road West), two covered sidings at the existing
level for the railway and a development partially on the raft over these sidings to provide the desired
additional retail space and additional facilities at the health centre.

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key seeice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool.

o Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

¢ Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain:
On balance, we would favour Option A as from tables 4, 7 & 10 Swanage has already had a

disproportionate growth in the number of dwellings. Regrettably a large number of these have been
for second homes, any further increase must be for affordable homes for local families — with
appropriate policies formulated to ensure this happens, residential qualification etc.

Additionally, too great a focus on Swanage will exacerbate pressure on the A351 south of Warecham
and through Corfe Castle.

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Policy CO - Countryside
g 11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

We are unclear what the sequential approach involves and it is not explained what other option (if

any) there might be.

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes /
Please explain:
Yes but only where their original use can be shown to be non-viable, not just change for the sake of

mere commercial exploitation.

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
Yes/

Please explain:

Any changes must reflect the local character and tranquility of the countryside, not create undue
additional vehicular traffic or place additional stress on existing services or infrastructure.
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12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes /

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

Yes/

Please explain:

Providing it really is exceptional and measures are in place to ensure that such developments remain
‘affordable’ and they do notsubsequently appear on the open market to profit developers by virtue of
being allowed to build ‘by exception’. Designs must respect the locality and distinctive character of
neighbouring settlements/buildings.

13. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

The requirements of individual neighbourhoods should determine the proportions. It is more

important that the overall provision of affordable housing/market housing is right.

14. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
It is suggested that this should be much higher than the 50% suggested. This is essential to catch up
on the 15% achieved so far (8.5.3).
We would suggest that for any development of 2 or 3 dwellings, in Swanage and the sub coastal
areas, the provision should be at least 50%, (e.g. 1 out of 2 dwelling development s(50%) and 2 out
of 3 (66%) would have to be affordable. For developments of 4 dwellings or more, we suggest a
requirement of 75% affordable in Swanage and the sub coastal areas and, maybe, 50% elsewhere.
Policies are required to ensure these proportions are adhered to, so that retrospective applications for
change of consent are not applied for by developers to ‘get round’ this requirement for their
commercial advantage .

15. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
Providing it really is exceptional and measures are in place to ensure that such developments remain
‘affordable’ and not then appear on the open market to profit developers by virtue of being allowed
to build ‘by exception’. Designs must respect the locality and distinctive character of neighbouring
settlements/buildings.

16. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
It is appreciated that it is Government policy to make provision of sites for gypsies and travellers.
However we are concerned that undue emphasis is being placed on their needs to the detriment of
those of local residents and whose amenities and quality of life can be adversely affected by

establishment of these sites.
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17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?

Yes/

Please explain:

Young families whose employment is local but, being in a predominantly tourist area, wages are
well below average and housing costs are well above average (para 2.5)

18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

19. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes/

Please explain:

Generally - but encroaching into the 400m ‘buffer’ zone may be preferable in some cases to
encroaching into the green belt.

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

Please explain:

But see Q10 above

21. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes/

Please explain:

Generally. However we are concerned at the perceived moves to consistently downgrade provision
of facilities in Purbeck and particularly in Swanage, e.g. proposals to close the Day Centre, out of
hours cover at the hospital and proposals to close the Recycling centre.

Now current schools policy seems to be at odds with the sensible policy of reducing journeys,
additionally the effect on children being bussed ever greater distances to school and the waste of
their time which could be better spent studying or playing sports.

Nor do we agree that healthcare facilities need to be concentrated on one site, especially if the result
of doing so in Swanage means that a site away from the town centre has to be found for the facilities
provided by the current centrally and conveniently sited health centre, in which case the Society
would vigorously oppose such a move. The current site is convenient for the vast majority of
residents who can combine a routine visit to the health centre with shopping and other activities in
the town. Relocation, say, to the former Grammar School site would mean hundreds of additional car
journeys being made specially to that site (cost/pollution) or taxi fares (cost/time) for elderly people
or those who do not/cannot drive.

22. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/
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24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

25. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes/

Please explain:

This policy should be extended to the cliffs to the north of Swanage, i.e. to properties in Burlington
Road, Victoria Road and the Ballard Estate. These cliffs are also vulnerable to erosion and landslips.

It would seem that the recent grant of planning consent to development at 22 Bon Accord Road is in
conflict to this policy.

26. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes/

Please explain:

The requirements of this policy would need to be rigorously enforced.

27. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

28. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes/

Please explain:

This is absolutely essential. Purbeck is a unique place with a glorious landscape and a World
Heritage coast. Its architectural and built heritage should be cherished as much as its countryside and
coast. It is in the built environment that people predominantly live and work, and where visitors and
tourists, in the main, stay.

The Society has suggested that to support the conservation of locally important buildings, in terms of
historical or architectural interest but not of sufficient significance to be listed nationally (by English
Heritage), a local list be kept by the local authority. Some initial research work has been started by
the Society to establish criteria for such a local list.

29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes/

Please explain:

There should be some flexibility in implementing such a policy to respond to changing needs or
opportunities.

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
Yes

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

However there may be exceptional cases where such development could with benefit be permitted
but subject to strict conditions to ensure that any buildings fit into the countryside environment and
that no undue noise or traffic is generated.
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Policy IAT — Improving Accessibility and Transport
g 31. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes/

Please explain:

Consideration should be given to requiring all developments other than domestic extensions,

providers of employment and affordable housing to contribute to the cost of the provision of the

infrastructure to support such developments, e.g upgrading of surface water drainage, sewerage,

water, electricity and gas mains. This burden should not fall on existing utility customers.

Policy AP — Implementing an Appropriate Transport Strategy for Purbeck \
g 32. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes/

Please explain:

Additionally, the full reopening of the Swanage Railway to Wareham for daily services should be

included as a specific policy. It is further suggested that this should be regarded as a first stage, with

future extension to Bournemouth. This would have the following benefits:

*Connection at Bournemouth with cross-country rail services to the rest of the country (avoiding

London),

*Direct connection to local bus services and amenities in the Bournemouth/Christchurch area,

*Convenient access to shops and employment at Poole,

*Convenient rail access to employment at Holton Heath,

*QOpportunity to develop Holton Heath as a transport hub for park and ride for Swanage and Corfe

Castle from north and east of Purbeck, relieving pressure on the existing Norden Park and Ride and

hence the A351 through Sandford. Norden would concentrate on provision for more locally

originating car trips.

Sustainability Appraisal \
: 33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?

Comments:

Transport - greater emphasis on provision of sustainable public transport, electrically powered buses
for short journeys, post buses to serve villages with much greater frequency then once/twice a week.
Frequent mini bus link to Durlston Castle and Country Park from Swanage Town Centre to be
promoted with link to Swanage Railway.

Daily services on reconnected Swanage Railway, linking Swanage/Harmans Cross/Corfe Castle to
Wareham and ultimately Holton Heath/Poole/Bournemouth.

As stated above, Q10, we oppose Option 4 (Table 3) and prefer Option 2 for development in SE
Purbeck.

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Mr Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Michael Agent First Name:
Last Name: Stollery Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: Chairman Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: Purbeck Society Agent Organisation:
Address: 52 Victoria Avenue Address:

Swanage
Postcode: BH19 1AP Postcode:
Telephone: 01929 421492 Telephone:
E-mail: mikestollery@btopenworld.com | E-mail:

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes
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CS012 Paul Simpson

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Spatial Area Visions

2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Spatial Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (c) Do you agree that only affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

This is too restrictive. The policy should allow for exceptional needs which can not be forecasted
today.

Policy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes /(delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

Yes / (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply
: 7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions? Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Pollcy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Too restrictive, as future needs may change. There should be flexibility to allow new
developments where suitable throughout the district, so that more very local employment can
develop.

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

See above

Pollcy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm) X

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key seeice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool. X

« Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

¢ Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain:
10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:
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11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
The policy on re-use of Rural Buildings is too restrictive. Each proposal should be considered on its
merits.

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
The option for other changes of use should not be ruled out.

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

Yes / (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

13. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

14. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

16. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

19. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

21. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

22. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

26. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

27. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Policy HLH — Historic Environment, Landscape and Heritage
g 28. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes / (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Policy E — Employment

g 29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy TA — Tourist Accommodation and Attractions

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
/ No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

See below

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
This should be allowed if it can be demonstrated that there is no adverse effect on the landscape.

Policy IAT — Improving Accessibility and Transport

31. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: any improvements in public transport provision should be supported.

Policy AP — Implementing an Appropriate Transport Strategy for Purbeck

32. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: The strategy should also include improvements to the rail crossing at Wool, which
urgently needs upgrading, preferably to a bridge.

Sustainability Appraisal

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments:

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Mr Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Paul Agent First Name:
Last Name: Simpson Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: Agent Organisation:
Address: Newlands Farm Address:

West Lulworth

Wareham

Dorset
Postcode: BH20 5PU Postcode:
Telephone: 01929 400376 Telephone:
E-mail: paul.simpson@newlands- | E-mail:

farm.co.uk

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.

Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? No
(Delete as Appropriate)
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CS013 Ashvilla Estates (Wareham) Ltd

Purbeck District Council

tﬂm Thriving communities in balance

F’url"uecl-\-' with the natural environment

District Council

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Response Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the guestions
below and, if necessary, briefly explain your answer. If you respond 'no' to any
guestions and would prefer an alternative, please provide evidence in support of
your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to expand
the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel
free to attach separate comments, but please state clearly which guestions the
comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy
Team on 01929 557273

Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road,
Wareham, Dorset, BH20 4PPF
E-mail: |dff@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

@ . . yﬂuae with the District Vision?
Yes (delete a5 appropaiate)
Please explain:

The Vision for Purbeck B generally fo be suppored, padicularly with regards fo the
Council's acknowledgement that it is necessary fo provide sufficient housing to meet
requirements. Netwithstanding this general suppor it iz noted that the second paragraph
of the Vision implies that all housing will be "affordable™. Ve are concemed that this
statement may be misleading since it is both inappropriate and wnrealistic for all new
housing to be provided as ‘afferdable housing' in line with the definition set out in Annex B
of PPS3.

@ . .uuaa with the Spatial Area Visions?
Yes / Mo (dalete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Visian for Narth 1vast Purbeck
Me comment.

Care Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Fulure
Response Form 1
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Visian for South West Furbeck
Mo commeant

Vigson for Cenlral Purbeck
While the Vision for Central Purbeck iz generally supported, we have & number of
concems as are set out below.

At paragraph 3.6.1 of the consultation document, it s acknowledged that, despite its
relative size, Waraham compreses a higher level of services and faciliies than aother
settlements within the District.  This should te reflected within the Vision for Central
Purbeck, particularly as the Visian alsa glates that the range of services and faciibes
available at Wareham should be increased through the provision of new or enlarged
gecondary school education facilities and a new supermarkst  On this basis we consider
that the Vision for Central Purbeck should acknowledge the sustainabdlity of \Wareham
and idantily if a5 an approprate and sustainabie facus far development,

We consider that the staterment within the Vision for Central Purbeack thal the "petential ta
create @ community focus ta Marth Wareham around the railway station will be explared”
is unciear, IF this statement is to imply that the Coungil considers that MNorth Wareham
shouid be the focus for the creation of a new ‘community’ focus, then this should be
established through the policies of the Local Development Framework, paricularky
through the policies of the Core Strategy. It would not be appropriate for this to be
established or a preference established for this through the Vision for Central Purbeck.
Rather the Vision for Central Purbeck should serve o relate the overall Vigion for Purbeck
to the central part of the District.

Vigiar fov North East Purbeck
Mo commeant,

Visian for Sowth East Purbsck
Mo comment

Vision for the A351 Cornidor
The Vigion for the A351 Cornidor is generally supported, particularty since it
acknowledges its strateqic importance as part of the highways network within the District.

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Responsea Form 2
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3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yes (delets as appropriats)

Please explain:

In general, the Spatial Objectives are b be supported particularly given the
acknowledgement that it is necessary fo plan for the delivery of housing o meet the
District's reeds While we support the objective of respecting the character and
distinetiveress of Purbeck's settierments and countrysice, it & noted that it s highty
unlikely that the Coursil will be able to deliver sufficiert hausing during the plan period
within existing settlement boundaries and that it is lkely to be necessary to deliver
hausing within areas currently idertified as baing within the counfryside.  As such, it is
recessary o teke a holistic view to the irterpretation of these objectives

' 4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as approprate)
Please explain:

In general, Policy LD is supported, particulary the reference Wareham being the focus for
new development within the District.  In addibon, the acknowiedgement that setbement
boundanez at such settlements will be reviewed is supporied. We consider that this will
be a key process through which appropriate areas for development cutside of existing
settlement boundaries can be kKentified at sustainable locations, including Wareham can
be identified.

4 {b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
Mo (delete as appropriate)
Flease explain:

We agree that it is aporopriate to focus development at the most sustainable setthernents
withiri the District. In addition, we also consider that the Core Stratedqy is right to idertify
that Wareham s one of the most sustainable locations for focusing new development
within Purback District, The settlement hierarchy shoubd reflect the direction of growth

However, given lhe comments in paragraph 5.3, we question the justification o place
Upton above Wargham and Swanage in the seftlement hierarchy, Whilst this may be
technically a reflection of the status of Upton within the Boumemeouth and Poole S3CT in
the RSE, it is acknowledged by the Council that it does not ulfil in itself such a function
and woud be more akin to a8 Development Policy B sattlement.

Moreowver, paragraph 7.2.8 advises that two thirds of Upton lies within 400m of protected
heath land where no new residential development i2 allowed. Indeed the consultation
paper advises that “potentiat for growih is extremety limited ”

fs such the hierarchy should be modiied to place Upton below \Wareham or Swanags.
Although it is not strictly nelated to question 4{b). we consider that Map 9 is partioularhy

unalear. This map appears to suggest that the settlement boundanes af the seftlements
shiawn ane ail cirgular in shape and of regular sizes which are clearly not the intertion of

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
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the diagram but thes should be made clearer in the next consultation stage,

4 (¢} Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in
settlements not listed under Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in
red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented and/or shared ownership
housing)?

Yes ( No (delete as appropriate)

Flease explain:

Mo comment

@ 5. Do you agree with this policy?
Mo (delate as appropriate)
Please explain:

WWe cansider that Palicy HS shautd be amended far clarity.  As curently drafted the Policy
states thal "Housing development will be focused al the most sustainable locations
We congider that this should be amended 1o read “Housing development will be focused
at Wareham and Swanage in accordance with Policy LD

We also consider that the Poicy s fundamentally {lawed in making provision for a
minimem af 2,400 dwelling over the plan period to 2026 "in accordance with the emerging
RS5"

The draft RSS for the South West incorporating the Secretary of State's Proposed
Changes wes publshed in July 2008. At this stage, the emerging RSS ig explicitly clear
through Policy HMAY that the howusing reguirement for Purbeck District over the plan
period ig 5,150 dwelings, of which 2,750 dwellings are to be provided within Area of
Search 7B at Lychett Minster. The balance of the housing requinements (2,400 dwellings)
are therefore raquired to be delivered within the remaining parts of the District,

The Core Strategy consultation document 15 therefone ineormect 1o state that the ameanging
RSS requirement s far 2400 dwelings.  In addition, we do nol consider that it is
appropriate for the Council to not sesk to make provision for the remaining 2,750
awelings within the Core Strategy on the basis of "outstanding objections” (paragraphs
1.1.4-1.1.6 and 6.1.1 of the Core Strategy consultation document refers).

In this regard, we draw the Council's attention to the Govemment Office for the South
East's consultation responses (December 20028 and March 2008} to the Test Valley
Borough Council Core Strafegy (pre-submission draft, Cotober 2008) which was
submitted to the Secratary of State on 22™ March 2009. In this instance Test Valley
Borough Council hed determined not to make provisions for the entire level of housing
required during the plan pencd on the basis of concemns regarding the cepacity of a
sewerage treatment works,  In summary, GOSE's responses effectively reaffirmed that
such anapproach would not be meet the requiremenis of PPS12 since the Core Strategy
would not be in confarmity with the RSS.

The fact that the Council are only proposing to make provision for 2,400 dwelings over
the plan pariod when provision should clearly be made for 5150 in total, has a
detrimerdal, knock-on effect on the establishment of an appropriate strategy.  Without

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
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will net be possible for the Council to propery consider a swlable approach Lo the
distribution of the necassany levels of housing,

The Council cannot assume that its cutstanding objections to the R3S and potential for a
legal challenge (however well founded in evidence these may ar may not be) will succeed
or prevail, and in the event that the R3S requires Furbeck Disfrict to provide for 2,730
homes within the Area of Search then the Core Strategy will inevitably by found unscund
in our view as if would not conform to the RSS.

& sound forward planning approach should be to assume that the RSS is adopted as
arafted and plan now for the requirements set by the emerging Core Strategy. T ultimatedy
the RSS Area of Search does rol proceed, the Core Strategy could be modilied 1o omit
such a requirement. Alternatively the Core Strategy should set out alternative scenanos
to test differert levels of housing provision in order to meet the effectiveness test of
soundness in PPS12.

It is also worth noling that m a scenang where the Area of Search does nat form part of
the RSS reguirement, the housing numbsars may be regured 1o be redistibuted across
the District — in other wards, one cannat assume that the housing numbers will be
removed from the District's requirement altogether

Aocordingly, we consider the Council's strategy is besed on a flawed premise that
objections or legal challenge o the RSS will prevail and it iz not considered reasonable
for a District Council to prepare a Core Strategy on this basis. This would fail to meet the
requirement in paragraph 4.2 of PPE12 which reguires conformity with the RSS.

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Responsea Form 5
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. B a]n Do ynu age ith this appach in estimating development
potential?

Mo (delste as approprizte)
Please Eiplﬂlrl"li

Motwithstanding our comments &s to the level of housing provision being planned for
within the Core Strategy overall (see our response o question 5§ above), we consider that
this approach is fundamentally Mawed,

Faragraph € 2 3 appears to imply that the Council expect approximatety 1,325 dwellings
te be defiverad from windfall sources. Given that the Council are only making provision
for 2,400 dweilings in the Core Strategy during the plan pericd at an average rete of 120
dwellings per annum, it 15 clear that the Council are expecting up fo 55.2% of the total
housing requirement to be derived from wincfall sources.

PPS3 provides particularty clear advice on the inclusion of housing derived from wingfall
sources being included within calcutations of housing supply  Paragraph 58 of PPS3
states that

“Allovances for windfalis should not be inciuded in the firs! 10 years of land supply Lnless
Loeal Planning Authonties can provide robust evidence of ganuine local ciroumstances
thaf prevent specific sitas haing identifiad ”

This & also addressed elsewhere within PFS3. FParagraph 54 for example states that
Lecal Planning Authonties should identify sufficient specific delverable sites 1o deliver
housing in the first five yvears (paragraph 7 states that a 'relling’ 5 year supply should be
maintained) Identify a further supply of specific, developable sites for years 5-10 and,
whera pessible, for years 11-15  Paragreph 55 states that where it s not possible o
identify specific sites for years 11-15, broad locations for future growth should be
indicated.

Based on the Council's intention to rely approximately 55 2% of all housing being derived
from windfall sowces, we do not consider that this i consistent with PPS3.  Without
having had sight of the sournces of supply (the Townscape Character Assessment 2009 is
not availatle and the Council’s website advises it is not completed and the 2009 SHLAA
has not been published to date} which the Council expect towards the housing trajectory,
it Is considerad that the Council's approach i unlikely o be able to demonsirate a five
year hausing supply, or a supply of specific, developable sites for years 6 - 10 and where
possible years 11 - 15,

6 (b} Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for
a higher proportion of development potential to come forward?

Mo (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

On the basle of our response to guestion Bla), we do not consider that it would be
appropriate for the Council to plan for a8 greater level of housing development o be
provided fram windfall sources,  In fact we corsider that this appraach s fundamentalhy
Tlawed

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
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7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settflerment axtensions?
Y25 (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

We consider that this is necessary if the Coundgl are to be able to demonstrate a 5 year
housing supply. In particular we nate the requirement expressed thraugh PPS3 at
paragraph 55 that LPAs illustrate the expected rate of hausing delivery through a housing
frajectary.  If the Coundl are planning for a supply of housing to meet requirements ta
2026 to be denved from settlement expansions, then it is necessary for them to have
regard ta the phases in which this housing will be delivered. Wiith ocut deing se, it is nat
possible far the Council ta reach & fully informed decision an the availability of a rolling 5
year supply of housing as it is required ta do under the terms of PRS2,

@ 5 {a) Do you agree with this palicy?
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Mo carmmert

8 (b) Shauld existing employment sites (2.g. Winfrith Technology Centre,
Holton Heath Industrial Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue
to expand, or should we allocate new sites that are nearer ta existing
populations in Swanage and \Wareham?

Yes [ Mo (delote as appropriate)

Please explain:

Mo commeant

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Fulure
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Planning

I ....:.:_.__.... .. :. . T _:__:.__I _ _.::.:-. S U :.. { 1
9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one
« Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm) v

« Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2, 000sgm)

« Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in VWareham and Swanage
(1,000=sqm in each)
Please expiain:

The preferred option is supported fo address the present retail 'leakage’ out of the town
fonlty 1 in & residents shopping in Wareham). This approach will enable greater seff
containment in Wareham and improve the sustainability of the town, reirforcing its
position as a location for new growth and development.

ib) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an
alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

@ 10 {a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the
District. Which option do you think is best for Purbeck and why?
Flease tick only one
= Preferred Option

Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, VWareham
and the key service villages of Bere Reqgis, Lytchett
Matravers and Wool.

« Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of \/‘
Wareham.

« Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Flease explain:

e do not consider that either the Council’s Preferred Option (distributed development)
or Alernafive Option B (focus growth at Swanage) are appropriafe.  We support

Alkemative Ciption A {concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham) as the most
appropriate cption

The Freferred Ophion

Purbeck’s Future Consultation
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As a key driver of the Care Strategy, the Council shauld have regard to Paolicy LD and the
other comments made elsewhere within the consultation document in considenng the
approach ta be taken to the dstnbistion of development.

The Core Strategy s clear, at Policy LD, that with the exception of Upton (which has little
potential to accommodate development), the most susteinable locations for development
are Wareham and Swanage, with Wareham being identified as the more sustainable
location of the two on the bagzis that it compriges more community facilities and senvices.
Policy LD establishes the overall agproach to where development shouwld be located and
does not establish that it should be ‘distributed’ acrazs the District.  Rather, Policy LD
establishas that developmant should be Tocused' al the mest sustzinable locations.

In particular we gueslion the capacity of Upton to accommodate development in the arder
of 288 dwellings given the extremaly limited capacity of the settlement to accommadate
development, with Dorset Heaths SPA, land at risk from flooding, harm o Green Belt and
imability to imprave the sell containment, all acting as senous and demonstrable
constraints to development

We question the reliance on 133 dwellings af Woal and B0 dwellings at Bere Regis, with
the Council acknowladging in paragraph 7,123 that significant development at Waal would
not comply with the RSS which aims to concentrate development at settlements with
higher levels of senvice provision and reducing reliance on the car. Similarly significant
development at Bere Regis would alzo fail to be consistent with the RSS for the reesons
set out above, plus landscape constraints and comments frem the Highways Agency that
large scale growth of Bere Regis is not suitable — settlement expansion of these two
settliements is therefore considered unsuitable in planning and sustainable development
terms.

Allemative Option A

W consider that the Altermative Option A is the most apprapriate solution for identifying a
location at which development shouwd be focused,  In combination, paragraph 26,1 and
Policy LD estabdish that outside of the Area of Search, the most sustainable location for
development within the Distnct is Wareham. Indeed the Council recogrises in paragraph
7.3.9 that the provisicn of sites elsewhere as opposed to & larger settlement expansion
would fail to deliver funding from 3108 contributions on the scale that could be suppored
by & West Warsham settlement extension.

This option provides only limited growth at Upton, Bere Regis and Wool, which i
supported for the reazons outlined in paragraph 7.3.2.

In addition, we support the acknowledgement at paragraph 7.3.5 that the necessary
settlermnent extension would be west of Wareham, most likely west of the A351 at Worgret
Manor.

On behall of our clert, Ashvilla Estates Lld we propose a stralegic mixed-use
cavelopment allocation at Wareham, The RES supparts lacally significant development at
Iocations whers an analysis of its role and function meets a series of criteria Wareham
has an exsting concentration of employment and there is polential for employment
opportunities to be developed and ennanced. Shopping, cultural, educational and pubhc
services exist and can be provided to meet the needs of the town, and the located on the
Wieymouth-Foole raibway line results in a settlernent that can ensure a range of transport
opportunities exist o avoid dependence on the car. Mixed used development can retain
and enhance the self containment of the town, =erving a rural hinterland.

Wargrat Manor lies on the western periphery of Wareham (with an approximate site area

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Responsea Form ]

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations




area of about 37ha with the remainder of the land to the south and west left for the
purpases of public open space, recreation and rature consenation, The development
area lies predominantly to the west of the A351 Wareham by-pass and to the south of the
A352. The western extent of the development site s defined by the formation of the
Bournemouth to Weymouth raitway and the spur to Swanege. The southern boundary
generally follows the edge of slope above the floodplain to the River Frome. The majority
of the land iz currenthy uged for agricultural purposes.

Development on this site could uitimately comprize the following:

= Upta 1000 dwellings including some 300 sffordable hausing units

SAMNGS area of 46 hectares

employmeant stes poleptially able to provide about 12,000 square melres of

flaorspace;

a local centre,

& public housefrestaurant

& community hall;

a terminus for a local high frequency bus service linking the development

directly with local schools, the railway station and the Town Centre.  Thes

service would be guarantesd far § years by Ashvilla,

eytle ways and footpath links,

« managed ecological areas for Blodiversity enhancemert amounting fo
appromimately 44 haclares

« contributions to transport iImprovemeant works

= Ashvilla will build an on site railway halt and park and ride facility to enable the
Swanage railway to make the connection to Wareham.

& strategic mived use developmant allacation | therefore the mest appropriate way
forward in order to meet the paicular needs of Purbeck, a view backed up by the
previous Local Plan Inspector:

“In the circumstanices of this District, where the urban areas are limited and few in
number, and where much of the area is tightly constrained by environmental
factors and designations, there are reasonable grounds for concentrating much of
the new development so as to take advantage of the limited sustainable
development epportunities and avoid scattered forms of development...

...The Structure Plan envisages some migration-led population growth, albeit at a
reduced level, to provide for economic prosperity, Similarly, RPG10 (7.6-8) sees a
need for some continuing inflow of labour to maintain the regional economy's
buoyancy and innovative edge; although economic migrants will no longer be
attracted to Dorset at past rates. That apart, there is evidently a great need for
affordable housing In Purbeck District, and the more substantial development
proposals can make a significant contribution to meeting that need™

On the premise that a stralegic allocation is required o meet the required needs of the
District, Wareham, the dominamt marke! lown, with a vanety of servicas and facilties,
Iocated on the Weymouth-Foole railway line is the mest suitable lecation far new planned
development, providing an oppartunity to seek to reduce reliance on car-Dame journeys
and to reinforce the long term susiainability and wviability of Wareham as a key market
town.

The previous Purbeck Local Plan Inguiry enabled the corsideration of a ‘wide range of
sites for development needs, including Holton Heath and Redbridge Pit, but also sites to |
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the north of Wareham wilkin the Green Bell (Worgrel Road and Besiwall Road), The |
Local Flan pracess was failed to produce a site or combination of sites, which can meet
evan the basic housing requiremert for the Disirict, et alone the chronic need for
affardable housing end employment o sustain the local economy

Worgret Manor is a site which can provide the means with which to provide for the netural
extension of the seftlernent to the west of the site, as the town is constrained by areas of
floodplain, topography, ACKNE and the Green Belt to the csouth north and east However,
part of the site lies within the AGNB and therefore the tests set down by PPST must be
followed in the consideration of davelcpment in the ACONE

“the need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations,
and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy”

Baoth the previous Lacal Plan Inspactar and District Council have identifed a shortfall in
hausing provsion within Purbeck District |0 relation to Holton Heath, the Local Plan
Irepector noled that;

“It is clear from the Council’'s recent Urban Potential Study and Housing Land
Availability Report that a substantial amount of housing land needs to be allocated
outside the urban areas of Purbeck in order to meet the Structure Plan requirement
for the District...

...The argument that the counfryside should be protected for its own sake is
difficult to reconcile with the need to make full provision for housing in the District.
Purbeck i= a largely rural District and it Is evident from Background Paper & and
other evidence that it would be impossible to make the level of provision required
in the Structure Plan without encroaching on countryside.”

A solution within the District is essential to meet the basic needs of the population in
terms of providing housing and in sustaining the local econamy. A strategic development
within Purbeck is therefare required.

The deletion of Holton Heath and Redbridge Pit as proposed allocations within the Local
Plan review have left a sesious shorifall in housing provision. Cther sites within the Green
Belt hawe been considered through the Local Flan process but were rejected as
premature to a Green Belt review. Purbeck have now completed their Grean Belt Review,
2006, which concludes that the present Green Belt is fit for purpose and does not
propose any deletion of land from the Green Belt. The Local Plan has therefore
exhausted other potential sites and in a District, which ig largely covered by AONE and
Green Belt designaticns, and the primary focus for development — the principle market
town of WWaneham is constrained by Green Belt, ACMNB and the floodplain areas. The only
reasonable location to extend Wareham lies on the westem edge of the settlement,
phiysically adjoined to the original town, rather than the more detached Morthport area,
which in itsell 15 corstrained by the Green Bait.

Wirgret Manor is predominantly used for agricuiture and there is no pulblic agcess over
the land at present, it thersfore does not have a recreational function. The value of the
site lies in its visual asscciation with the seftlement of Wareham and the surmounding
lzndscape. Worgret Manor is on the northem penphery of the Dorset AOMB. A landscape
and Visual Appraisal underaken by Hankinson Duckett Associgtes has identified that the
lzndscape character of the site does not fully reflect the Dorset Heathlands of the ACKNE.
The site's landscape comprizes medium sized agricultural fields and the remnant
hedgercws. As a residual impact, there will be zome imited landscape and visual impact
on the character and appearance of the AONB. However, this impact can be mitigated
thraugh the design and layout of the bult forms of new development and the identification |
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of appropriate areas to infroduce new structural landscaping

The site shares the same topographical characteristics as Wareham, being situated on
the same ridgedine with scarp slopes to the north and south. There ig a sirang retationship
between the town and Worgret Manor. A planned extension of the existing fown would
seek 0 ernsure that this relationship i strengthened both physically and visuslly. In
summary therefore the propesed urban extension at Wareham meets the tests outlined in
PPSY for the congideration of major develcpment propesals in the AQKNE.

Sustainability Appralsal - Worgret Manor

_ | Objective | Comment = 00
Improve  heatth and reduce health | The  critical mases  of development
inequalites? proposed would enable contributions o

be rmade lo lacal health care serices
and would assist in strengthening the
viability of the lown's facilities with
. |@#ddtonalpatronage.
2 | Help to make sulable housing | The proposed developrment woulkd yield
available and  affordable for | up to 1,000 dwelings including a
evaryone? significant proportion  of affordable
dwellings — greatly assisting the chrorc
| hausing need crisis in Purbeck District
3 Promaote stronger and more vibrant | Worgrat Manor will be developed a8 a
communities? miked  use  community  with  an
appropriate mix of land uges Including
hou=ing, empioyment. education,
community and public open space and

| recreation i&nd
4 Gwe everyone access to satisfying | Employment  development wald
wiork opporfunitieg? provide up to 12 000sg m of floorepace.
=] Reduce poverdy and income | Provision would be made for an
inaguality? appropriate  percertage of affordable

dwellings for rent and shared equity and
far  community  and  employment

fagilities.
B Meet local pesds locatly and insrease | The provision of a balanced mived use
circlfation af wealth in the regian? urban extension to \Wareham would

capitalise on the town's strengths and
help to sustain the seif containment of
the town in  meesting housing,
employmant and communily needs

localky.
i Reduce the vulnerabilty to chmate | The achievement of a substantive
change? sustainable balanced community  will

reduce emissians (whan compared with
less sustainable and more sparadic and
fragmenied forms of development). The
design of the develcoment will take full
account of climate change in terms of
flood risk and use of energy and water
resources in consfruction
B Reduce the needidesire o fravel by | Local highway improvements  and
car? enviranmental enhancements, public
transport terminus for buses associated
with the local cenbtre; footpath and

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Responsea Form 12

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations




cycleway Iactﬁtles; financial contribution
to park and ride Facility at railway station

in Wareham.
] Reduce the needidesire to travel by | Improved connectiontransport
air’? interchange to raibway staton with park

and ride facility will enhance prospects
for localiregional journeys by rail
10 Help everyorne to access basic | Public rarsport, foatpath and cycleway
services easily, safely and affordably? | improvements, community facilities. The
development would be implemented in
oo | socordance with ‘Secure by Design.' _
11 | Make public fransport, cycling and | Public transport, footpath and cycleway
. walling easier and more altractive? | improvernents, commurily faciiities,
12 Encourage a switch from transporiing | Good connection with Warsham railway
freight to rail or water? station will enable employment created
b the development to be served by rail.
13  Protect and enhance habitats and | The proposed development would take

s3peces’? into consideration protected species
and seek, where possible, o maintain

and enhiance bicdversity.
14 | Promate the corservation and wise | Development will b= concentrated an
usa of land? ¥Mha of housing land and Gha of

employment land — making efficient use
of land in sccordance with PFS3 and
PP31, and leaving 4ddha for
environmertal enhancement and a
further 4&ha of pulic open recreational

space.
13 Protect and enhance landscape and | Pravision of ervironmental
towrscape character? enhancement and public open space

and design of the development o
minimise landscape and wvisual impact
on Wareham and AONB.

16 | Value and protect diversity and local | A balanced and  sustainable  urban
distinctivenass including rural ways of | extension o VWarebam will resuit in a
life? vibrant commurity thal can support

local  services and facilites and

employment sourcss, design o

minimise emvironmental impact and

VRl e WIRTIY | localdistinctiveness.

17 Malntain and enhance cultural and | The develsoment will ensure that a
histerical assets? cultural  and  historical  assets  are

18  Reduce vulnerability to ficoding, sea | The design of the development will take
level nee, taking account of climate | full sccount of climate change in terms
change? of flood risk.

19 | Reduce  nonrenewable  enengy | Considerstion will ba given, wherever
consumption and greenhouse gas | practicable, to the use of energy
emissions? efficient building design and scurces of

renewable energy. Bulldings will be

constructad |n accordance with Bullding
regulations guldelines,

20 | Keep water consumption within local | The wuse of water resources in
carnying capacty limits? employment and residential elements of

the development wil be carefully
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considerad to minimise water usage.

21 | Minimise consumpticn and extraction | Waste  management  would  be
of minerals end reduce waste not to | considered,  including prospects  of
amy use? enhancing recycling of waste matenal

| fromdomestic and employment use.

22 | Minimise land, water, air, light, noise | Light paliution will be minimised through
and genetic palition? corsideration of design and
specification of lighting, fand will be
developed at a density o accord with

PPS3, enswring a8 large ares for

informal recreation  and  nature

conservation

Altermativa Option B

We do not support the identification of Alternative Cption B, As is discussed above, the
mast sustainable location for new development is at Wareham, naotwithsianding the fact
that both Wareham and Swanege are identified as Development FPolicy B settlements.,

Option B would fail to provide sufficiert development at Wareham to meet the needs of
the settlement.

10 (b} If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your
alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Mo comment.

) ~ 11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes f No (delete as appropriste)
Please explain:

Mo comment.

11 {b) Should a seguential approach be followed in the re-use of rural
buildings?

Yes | No (delete as appropeate)

Please explain:

Ma comment

11 {c} Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes [ No (delete as approprate)
Please explain:

Ma comment,

11 (d} Are there any other countryside related issues that should be
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addressed by the policy?
Yes ! No (delste as appropriate)
Please explain:

Ma camment.

e 12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
WS (delte as appropate)
Please explain:

We support the acknowledgement within Folicy GB to the extents of the Green Belt being
altered in order to accommodate an extension to the existing settlement at Wareham. In
addition, we support the warding of the Policy in that it does not seeks to establish which
part of the Grean Belt baundary should ba altered at Wareham. We consider that this
shoud be established through the identilication of appropriate land around Wareharm for
devetapment and the level of rew housing which the sattlement should acsommodate

12 {b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the pravision
of 100% affordable housing should be allowed as exceptional
development in the Green Belt?

Yes / No [delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

M camment
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13. Do ynuage w this policy?
MO (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

The provision of a Core Strategy policy which prescriptively defines tenure i= not suitable
flexibde to corfarm to the PPS512 test of effectiveness. If reference should be made in the
Core Strategy to tenure this shoukd be provided by supporting text rather than polcy and
be expressed as the starting poirt for negatiations. Indeed, there may be a need far
greater sansitvity to tenure mix paticularly on the smaller sites. If the Council proposes a
policy on tenure mix this shauld be set outin the Affordable Housing SPD,

" 14. Do you agree with this policy?
Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

As s stated elsewhere, the Core Strategy must be in conformity with the Regional Spatial
Strategy in order to meet the requirements of PP312. In this regard we note that the
Care Strategy requires that at least 50% of all new housing on greenfield sites {larger
than 1 hectare or where more than 30 dwellings are proposed) be provided as affordable
hiouging. nthis regard we note that Paolicy H1 of the emerging R3S states that provision
should be made for at least 35% of all housing to be provided as affordabde housing,

Whilst the need for affordable hausing s not in guestion, the recent Court af Appeal
Judgment in Biyth Valley BC v Persimmon Hames (Morth East) Lid, Barratt Homes Lid
and Millhouse Developments Lid [2008] (CDA1/0T), resulted in the quashing of a Core
Strategy affordable housing policy on the basis that merely basing the policy on evidence
of housing need was insufficient. A viability assessment mist be undertaken by the LPA
to justify its policy, notwithstanding an evidential need, as required by paragraph 29 of
PP=3.

‘Whilzt the Council has prepared an Economic Vigbility Testing report (August 2008) it will
be important to ensure that adequate flexibility remains within the policy to ensure that
the requirement is subject to the viabilty of individual sites. Concern remains that the
50% affordable housing requirement on Greenfield sites |5 excessve and not delverable
aiven sortinued falls in the housing market since 2007

CLG Delivering Affordable Housing (Navember 2008) advises in paragraph 10 that;

“Effective use of planning cbligations to deliver affordable housing requires good
negotiation skills, ambitious but realistic ordable  housi targets and
thresheolds given site viability, funding 'cascade’ agreements in case grant is not
provided, and use of an agreement that secures standards.” (emphasis added)
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15, Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO (delste az appropriata)
Please explain;

Mo comment.

@ 1500 you agree with this policy?
Yes / Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Mo comment,

@ 17 {a Do ou agree whthispolicy‘?
Yeas [ Mo (delste as appropriate)
Please explain:

Mo commarit.

17 (k) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that sheuld be
addressad?

Yes f Mo (delete as appropriate)
Flease explain:

Mo commant.

@ 18. Do yau agree th this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delste as appropriate)
Please explain

Mo commant.

o 19. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please axplain:

This palicy is supported in order ta meet the objectives of the Habitats Reguiations and
the protectad Darset Haaths SPA.
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20, Do you agree with this policy?
Y25 (delete as appropriate)
Please explain

Wifille Palicy RP is supported in general, it is noted that future development may be
required to make prasisian for retail floorspace, in order to ensure that approprate
facilties are accessible to future residents. As such the Palicy should not prejudice the
provision af refall floorspace outside of defined centres, particulady to serve new
developmant and where it will result in the achievemeant of wider sustainability objectives.

" 21. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delate as appropriata)
Please explain:

Mo commant,

' Do you agree with this policy?
Yes f Mo (delete as appropriate)
FPlease explain:

Mo comment.
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23. Do you agres with this policy?
Yes { No (delste a5 appropriste)
Please explain:

Ma comment,

@ 24 Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Ma camnent

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes ( No (delste as appropriate)
Please explain:

Ma comment.

@ 26. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (dekte a5 appropaate)
Please explain:

The objectives of this policy are suppored.

@ 27. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delste as appropriate)
Please explain:

The objectives of this pohicy are supported
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28. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes (delete a5 appropriate)
Please explain:

The policy is supported but it should be recognised that Vorgret Manor is on the northem
periphery of the Dorset AONB A lamdscape and Visual Appraisal underaken by
Hankerson Duckett Associates has identfied that the landscape character of the site
does nat fully reflect the Dorset Heathiands of the AONB. The site's landscape comprises
mendium sized agricultural fields and the remnant hedgerows As a residual impact, there
will b seme limited landscape and visual impact an the character and appearance of the
ADNE, Howesver, this impact can be mitigated thraugh the design and layout of the built
forms of new development and the identification of appropriate areas to intfroduce new
structural landscaping.

The site shares the same topographical characteristics as Wareham, being situated on
the same ridgeling with scamp slopes to the north and south. There ig a strong retationship
between the town and Worgret Manor. & planned extension of the existing town would
seek 0 ensure that this relationship i strengthened both physically and visually. In
summary therefore the propesed urban extension at Wareham meets the tests outlined in
PRSY for the consideration of major development proposals in the AQNE

29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriste)
Please explain:

In general the wording of the Policy is supported, particulary the acknowledgement that
rew employmeant provision al Wareham will be supporiad,

~ 30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?

Yes / No (delste as apgropriate)
Please explain:

Mo comment

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AQNB?
Yes ( No (dolete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Mea camment

Purbeck’s Future Consultation
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@ 31, Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO (delste az appropriata)
Please explain;

The cbjectives of this policy are supported.

p-nlicy

32. Do Yo gree with 1
Yes / Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

The chjectives of this policy are supported.,

@ 33, Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments:

Mo comment.

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a
client please completed both sections:

Personal Details Agents Details [if applicable)
Title Agent Title M
Vv atdrsddissisrher [MF.‘ME-"‘." AT (= ]
First Mame: Agent First Mick
Mame:
Last Mame: Agent Last Paterson-Meild
Marme:
Jab Title™: Agent Job Title:  Associate
Organisation®: | Ashvilla Agent Barton Willmore
Estates Crganisation:
(Wareham)
Ltef
Acdress: Address: Beansheaf Farmhouse,
Bourne Close,
Calcot,
Reading,
Berkshire,
Postcode; Postoode: RG31 7BW
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' Telephone: Telephone: 0118 9430000

| E-mail: E-mail: Nick paterson-

! neild@bartonwiilmore co.uk |
*Far Perscnal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.

Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future
consultations? Yes (Delete as Appropriate)
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CS014 Infinergy Ltd.

Purbeck District Council

Thriving communities in balance

F'LTFE' K with the natural environment
District ¢

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Response Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the guestions
below and, i necessary, briefly explain your answer, If you respand 'no’ to any
guestions and would prefer an alternative, please provide evidencs in support of
yaur suggestion. If you are completing this farm electronically, feel free to expand
the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, fesl
free to attach separate comments, but please state clearly which gquestions the
comments refer ta,

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Flanning Policy
Team on 01929 557273,

Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to;
Planning Policy Tearn, Purkeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road,
Wareham, Dorsat, BH20 4PP

E-mail: Idifpurbeck-de.gov.uk

Response by RPS {Oxford) on behalf of Infinergy
Ltd

RPE, Mallams Court, 18 Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxan 0X14 4RP

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?
Tes f Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain;
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@ 2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
Yoo [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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[ Spatial Objectives
3. Do you agree with ths Spahal Dhjsctw@s’?‘
M@ idelete as appropriate)
Please explain:

This is cleady pat of the Goavernments intention and it is reasonable to reflect this
abjective in the Core Strategy.

The Energy White Paper paved the way for cutting carbon dickide emissions and
recognises that renewable energy developments will make avital contribution to these
aims.

This is a keyaim of PPS22 (Government objectives o page 4 of PPSE2) and the draft
RES {paragraph 1.6.4 "Energy conzumption is a significant contributer to the region's
eco-fortprint, Reducing tha leve! of demand for energy thraugh impraving energy
afficiency iz a major challenge as is tha develapment af mere renewabla energy sources
in the regian.”

Chjective & should refled these commitments ard be more positive in its approach, It
should ke revised to read:

Take a progciive apnroech fo fackiing climete chamye and reduce aur deperdence Lo
Tossil fuels By Imoroving erergy efficiency and encowrag iy renewable energy
developmerts.”

[ Policy LD - Location of Developi
4 (@) Do vou agree with this puln:y?
Yes [ Mo jdelete sz appropriate)

Please axplain:

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlemeant Hierarchy in Pelicy LD?
Yes [ No fdelste as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 () Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permited in
settlemeants not listed under Palicy LD), including the villages highlighted in
red on Map 2 (affardable housing is social rented andfor shared ownership
housing)?

Yes [ MO (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:
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| 5. Do you agree with this p-oliy
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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@ & (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating developrment
potential?

Yes [ Mo idelete as appropriate}

Please explain:

& (b} = 50% 3 suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for
a higher proportion of development potential to come forward?

Yes [ MO (delste as appropriate)

Please explain:

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlerment extensions?
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please axplain:

. : B{a} Do you agree with this PD|IC}-"?
Yoo Mo (delete as approprate)
Please explain;

& () Shauld existing employment sites (2.g. Winfrith Technology Centre,
Holton Heath Industrial Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue
to expand, or should we sllccate new sites that are nearer to existing
populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:
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| Policy RFS ~ Retail Floor Space Supply
@ 9 {2} Where do you think is the best locstion for a new supermarket?
Please tlok only o
0 Preferred Supermarket Cption
Large supermarket at Wareharn (2, 000sqm) |:|

o Altternative Supermarket Option &
Large supsrmarket in Swanagea (2,000sgm) D

1 Alernative Supermarket Option B |:|
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000=gm in each)

Pleasa explain:

(b} If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an
alternative suggestion?
FPlease explain:

Development Options
@ 10 (a) The Council has set out ts Preferred Option for development in the

District. Which option do you think is best for Purbeck and why?
Please tick only one

0 Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham
and the key service villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett D
Matravers and Vool

o Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of D
Viareham.

o Atternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage. El

Please axplain:

10 (k) If you do nat like any of the suggested options, what is your
alternative suggestion?
Pleasa explain:
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11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Y&5 (delete as appropriata)
Please explain:

The preamkle at paragraph 8.2.1 te Policy CO includes a blue coloursd box which
provides examples of development for which & countryside location is essential, An
axample given is Unfrastriciure (including .. renewabie anergy develonments”.

Palicy GO states:

‘Development i fhe countriside will ba permiffed whers!
= A cownfryside location is essential”

We consider that Palicy CO could be extended to cross refer to the definition of essential
devalepment given in the blue box in paragraph 2.2.1.

Thiz would awaid any confusian or misurdarstanding.

Wiie fully agres that a countryside lceation is essential for renewable enargy developments
particulady wind farms and we suppart Palicy CO in this respad,

This part of Policy CO is further supponed by critenan (iv) of paragraph 16 of PPST which
requires planning sutharities to provide for the exploitation of renewable ensergy sources
in preparing their LDD's far development in the countryside.

Further suppeort is ghven by PP522 and its Companion Guide including key principle (i) of
PPS22 which reguires LDD's to contain palicies designed to promote and encourage the

development of renewable resowrces, Futthermore, paragraph 17 of FRSE2 which
confirms renswable energy developments are capable af being accommoadated in rural

arsas,

11 (b} Should 2 sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural
buildings?

Yes [ Mo idelete as appropriate)

Flease explain:

11 {c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes Mo idelebs as appropriats)
Pleasze explain;

11 {d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be
addressed by the policy?
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)

~ Please explain;
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! @ 12 (&) Do you agree with this palicy?
Yes § Mo jdelets sz appropriate)
Pleasa explain:

12 (k) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites far the provisian
of 100% affordakle housing should he allowed as exceptional
development in the Grean Eelt?

Yes [ Mo idelete = appropriate)

Pleass explain:
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' 13. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain;

@ 1. Doou ge w1'th t'rslic:'_..r?
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please axplain:

@ 12, Do you agres with this p-nlic:y?
Yes f MO (delste as appropriate)
Pleasea axplain:

@ 16. Do wvou agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo fdelete as appropriste)
Please explain;

) 17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO (delete as appropriate)
Fleasa explain:

17 (k] Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be
addressed?

Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)

Please explain;
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@ 18, Do Yol agrees with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

) 19, Do you agree with this policy?
Yes Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please axplain:

ZU.Doou age with this policy?
Yes [ Mo fdelete as appropriats)
Please explain:

" 21. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo fdelate 22 appropriate)
Please explain:

' @ 22, u agree with this Iicy
Yes [ MO (delste as appropriate)
Please explain:
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"23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain;

' 24, Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO (delete as appropriate)
Please explain;

25. Do you with this policy?
Yes [ Mo (delste as appropriats)
Pleasea explain:

@ "25. Do ou agree with this policy?
Yes / Mo (delets as appropriate)
Please axplain:

27, Do you gree with this Iicy?
[N (delate as appropriate)
Please explain:

The first septence of paragraph 8172 refers to the 201 0 resewable snargy target for
Dorset =et by the draft RES. It should be stated ihat Dorset has not met its 2010 target. It
has fallen significantly shart of the tamet. This sentence neads to be replaced and should
refer ta 2020 target for the South Viest region which is a minimum curmulative target of
850 WMilWe installed capacity fram & range of onshore renawable electricity technologies
{Paolicy RE1 of the RE5).

The preamble to the policy should make it clear that Purbeck District Council is committed
Lo encadraging energy efficlent developmant and renavable anergy devalapment and tha
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Respanse Form 1
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importance of this in mesting the 2020 targel for the Regien

Paragraph 8.17.2 showld be sglit inte two separate paragraphs to distinguish clearly
between large scale energy production from renewable resources (Policy RE1 of the
RS5} and the separate requirement of Policy RES which is for energy to be used in new
deveiopments to be generated by decantralized and renewable or low-carbon energy
sournces where it is viable i.e. energy efficient development.

It s corsidered Policy REN would be more appropriate if spiit into two policies as follows:

1. Settargets and suppart far the generation of energy from lange scale renawable
anergy sources e wind farms (Policy RE1 of the REES)

2 Setlargets for promoting sustainable energy use within new development and
regeneration (Policy RESS of the RSS)

It is irnportant that the targats set are minimum amounts af installed capacity as regquired
by paragraph 3 14 of the Companion Guide to PFS22,

We da not support Policy REN as set aut
The first part of Policy REN states:

"The Council encourages the sustainable use and genaration of enargy and will
encourage renewable erengy whers it is in keeping with the District's landscape and
cutural hentage and wowld not adversely affect the area’s biodiversify.”

This s unacceptable as it etands. |t = confusing as it seeks to address two separata
elements of renewable energy production i.e. energy use and generation

Furthermare, the word "development’ appears to be missing after renewable energy’

Some renewalbie energy generating developments are unlikely o be in keeping' with the
landscape and cultural heritage due to their size, haights and use of modemn technology.
For example wind furbines and large scale renewable energy generation from
photovoltaic cellz may not be in keeping. The test at PPS22 is that renewable energy
developments should be permitted unless there are zignificant affects. Moreover, these
affects can be cutweighed by ervironmental, social and economic benefits (paragraphs 9
17 of PPS22).

The Policy needs to be revized to mest the requirements of PPS22 including a criterion
that balances the impacts of renewable energy development against the environmental,
social and economic benefits.

As required by paragraph 15 of PRPS22 development for renewable energy projects
shoud be assessed against critena based policies set out in LOD's and the polices and
strategies need to promote and encourage renewable energy developments (paragraph
(i) of PPSZ2. Criteria against which renewable energy developments will be considered
are listad in Palicy REN

Criterion 1 is unacceptable as it seeks to determing whether a technology is suitable for a
location. This part of criterion 1 should be deleted. It conflicts with the thrust of PPS22
which confirms at paragraph 1{i) that "renewsable enargy develoomenis showld be capable
of being accommodated throughowt England in locations where the techinology is viable
and environmental, economic and social impacts can be addressed satisfactonly” .

Paragraph 1{ii} adds that LD¥s should promota and encaurage rather than restrict

Caore Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Responsea Form 12
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renewable energy development
It is for a developer to address the suttakility of a site for the techrology proposed

The remzinder of criterion 1 could remain but the word 'significant’ showd be inserted
before "‘adverse' and in accordance with Paragraph 11 of PRPS2Z the words 'unless
cutweighed by the enwironmental, sccial and economic benefits' need to be added at the
end of criterion 1.

Critericn 1 should therefone read: 'The development would not cause significant adverse
harm to visual amenity from both within the landscape and views Inte it unless
aulweighed by the enviranmerntal, social and econamic”,

At criterion 2 there is no definition of what constitiaes a 'large-scale prapesal’. This
criterion should be deleted, as it would be adequately covered by our recommended
revised eriterion 1

Criterion B needs ta be clarified to refer to highway safiety, as health and safety are
matiers far the Health and Safety Executive

Criterion 7 is inappropriate in referring to Policy SO particidary as wind turbenes are a
spasific design aimed at capturing wind energy and consequently their design and height
will not and it would b2 unrealistic for them to reflect localised traditicns of building
materiale. Furthermore, site layout is usually dictated by a8 number of constraings that are
not related to traditicnal pattems of building in Dorzet. This criterion should be deleted. A
separate criterion could be added to refer to the histonic ervircniment.

On this basis we abject ta Paolicy REMN.

Caore Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Responsea Form 13
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' 28. Do you agree with this policy? '
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain;

' " " 29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes § MO (delste as appropriate)
Please explain;

. : {a} Do u ae with the pc:-li ing
Yes [ No fdelete as appropriata)
Please explain;

30 (b) Should new tourist accommaodation be allowed within the A0NE?
Yes [ MO (delste as appropriate)
Please explain:

) 31. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

' @ 32. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ WMo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Respanse Form 14
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33. B u have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments;

Contact Details:

Finally, please camplate vour details below. If you ar2 an agent representing a
client please completed both sections:

Personal Details Agents Details {if applicakle)
Title Agent Title
Ve rEfissieher, Ve isfdreitd sel nhar
First Mame: Agent First Mame:
Last Mame: Agent Last Name:
Jab Titlke*: Agent Job Title:
Organisation®; Agent
Orgasnisstion:
Addrass: Address:
Postoode: Postoode:
Telaphone; Telephone;
E-rnail; E-mail:

*Far Personal Details only enter job tite ar organisation If responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Flaase note that completed response forme will be made publicly available.

Wilauld ywou like to be included an our LDF database and informed about future
consultations? Yes ! Ma (Delete as Appropriate)

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Respanse Form 14
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CS015 Christopher Lees

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.

Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP

E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?

No (delete as appropriate)

Much of what has been said, in this vision statement is laudable, however it is too parochial, and
does not have any vision as how we want people to live. Parochial; the vision cannot ignore the
neighbouring area, to take no account of the needs of the conurbation and to fail to properly plan for
both it's expansion and the needs of the present residents.

How do we want to live; how should we be looking at development, what benefits can it bring for
instance allotments, sports clubs, meeting halls, children, walks in the country, business parks,
parkland etc. Surely we should be planning to produce housing close to the employment needs at
present, it seems that there is a population move into Purbeck to work rather than out of it.

Support for Agriculture. Agriculture within Purbeck is subsistence agriculture, due to the very poor
quality of the land. Supporting agriculture must involve the support of diversification, be it the
creation of businesses, mini-business parks, renovation of old buildings for housing, both for tourism
and for rent, and for sale. The agriculture business needs continuous reinvestment, on such poor
land yields are not capable of producing this reinvestment, and very often the only way to enable the
land to continue in agriculture is for the subsidy of incomes by capital from redevelopment of areas
of farm buildings.

Spatial Area Visions

2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: nowhere are the housing needs of the conurbation addressed, this is the elephant in
the room. The vision does not address the villages’ needs. The aspect of living in a village with your
family, promotion of a family values by a dynamic housing policy, enabling families to live close to
another in villages. The green belt policy must be rewritten to take account of village communities,
and not just the visual separation of urban areas. The same can be said about the policies relating
to the larger settlements. Because there is not enough building within Purbeck, families are broken
up, young people cannot find housing within Purbeck, the policies must try to reverse the trend for
young people to leave the area in search of somewhere to live. This means that Wareham must
expand as a town, a commercial centre, and somewhere where people can shop.

Spatial Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?

Yes / (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Policies must reflect the community needs and not just buildings. The countryside
is not just a facility to be looked at, walked through, driven through and thought of just as habitat, it is
the work place of farmers, who should not be unduly restricted in their business enterprise.
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Policy LD — Location of Development
g 4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
Any housing in any area should come with the provision of facilities to make life better for the whole.

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: This is a cynical method of preventing any development at all. In these villages they
are needs that are not addressed by a policy of no building. Affordable housing, must come with
traditional housing for sale and rent within the private sector.

POI|cy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: this is much too low. In the previous structure plan there was envisaged a need for
1400 houses in Sandford/Holton Heath. These have not been built, due to the environmental
constraints. This lack of housing has not been addressed.

Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: this only looks at sites and not at people

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions? Yes te as appropriate)
Please explain: the planning department should plan.

Pollcy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Do not forget Upton

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations



Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm) X

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sgm)

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:
(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key se=4ice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool. X

o Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

o Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain:

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain: the preferred option is better than the other two, however. It is very lazy planning to
forget the potential within the smaller villages of Purbeck.

Policy CO - Countryside

- 11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes and No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: The countryside is where farmers work. The countryside is where food is produced.
The countryside in Purbeck is very poor quality land. The countryside in Purbeck, only supports
subsistence farming. This type of farming produces the visual landscape that is required for a
vibrant tourism industry. The redevelopment of farm buildings should take account of the fact that it
is virtually impossible for small family farms to make a living on farming alone.

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: it is often very expensive to redevelop old farm buildings, even if the planning
authority does not take this into account. They should at least understand the need to produce a
proper income from any capital investment.

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes as appropriate)
Please explain: the planning authority should not limit itself. It should be prepared to look at all
redevelopment plans that might provide income and sustainability to a farm.

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?

Yes / (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: areas of Purbeck countryside are ideally suited to provide electricity through wind
turbines. There should be an enabling policy for these. We must get used to seeing the methods by
which our power is produced. In
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POI|cy GB - Green Belt

; 12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: green belt policy is a lazy policy that takes no account of the needs of communities.
For example: an individual might want to build a granny flat on to their existing house, or put the
same into the garden, the green belt policy would forbid such development, and therefore could be
considered to be both inhumane and cruel. Villages should be allowed to develop slowly and
organically, taking into consideration the needs of the community and individuals within that
community. Only allowing affordable housing within the green belt villages will mean that there is no
new housing within the green belt villages

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: this is just a policy to stop any development in the green belt.

Policy AHT — Affordable Housing Tenure

13. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: this should include the provision of of housing by private landlords.

Policy AH — Affordable Housing

T 14. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes and No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: certainly a mixed housing concept is desirable, however, the authority should look
past the mere housing needs and look at what the community might want, additional walking areas,
informal parks, allotments, playgrounds. It might be worth forgoing a few affordable houses to gain a
better living environment.

Pollcy RES — Rural Exception Sites
% 15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: policies should be an enabling and not restrictive. They should allow people to care
for their parents, children etc. They should allow the proper development of business.

Policy GT — Site Criteria for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People

16. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: residents who live close to a gypsy site at terrified of the effect of living close to such
a site. Practices should be developed to build trust between the different communities through
better policing and better dialogue.

Policy WHN — Wider Housing Needs

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: people should be enabled to look after their elderly relatives etc. Planning policy
should enable this. And not be restrictive.

Policy BIO — Biodiversity & Geodiversity

18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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19. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes and No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Dorset heaths must be protected, however, a 400 m restriction zone is a very blunt
instrument by which to do this. Better use should be made of physical barriers between existing
development and heaths. This would enable the redevelopment of various school sites within Upton
and bring forward much-needed land for housing. The provision of a new urban area centered
around Lytchett Minster would enable the provision of “wild parkland” and rural walks which would
take the pressure off heathland.

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

21. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

We need more community facilities

22. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes
Please explain: the policies should not. Just look at the provision of space, but also provide a fund
to promote activities for youth, sport, education, the needs of the elderly, the needs of families, the
needs of everyone.

23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

26. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Use of good architects is essential. The planning authority should not be frightened of modern
design.
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27. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Widespread use must be made of wind energy, bio-energy, we must not be
frightened of the visual impact of some of these eco-energies. Some people like the look of wind
turbines, and as a society we should take responsibility for the energy we use.

28. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes
Please explain:

29. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: employment is key to the viability and sustainability of Purbeck. The policies should
enable employment. They should help business.

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
@ Yes and No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: The Isle of Purbeck must decide whether it is a tourist attraction or a dormitory for
old people. Ifitis going to be a tourist attraction, then it must decide what kind of a tourist attraction.
The decisions of the planning authority will flow from this answer. | believe it should promote
tourism, enable tourism and that the tourism should be of a low impact type.

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

31. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

32. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments:

No | have not seen it.
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Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Mr Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Christopher Agent First Name:
Last Name: Lees Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: Organic Farmer Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: Post Green Farm Agent Organisation:
Address: Race Farm Address:

Lytchett Minster

Poole

BH16 6BB
Postcode: Postcode:
Telephone: 01202622505 Telephone:
E-mail: Christopher.lees@dbsmail.co.uk | E-mail:

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes
(Delete as Appropriate)
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CS016 Mary Mathers

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?

Yes Mostly

Please explain:

Agree except with the statement “more rural areas will retain their functional character”. What about
the development and maintenance of the economic, social and community life of small villages? It is
important that they progress or they will ossify with an ageing population.

Spatial Area Visions
: 2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
Yes mostly except as stated above. (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
No mention of improved transport links from Bere Regis or Lytchett Matravers

Spatial Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

This policy leaves small villages with very low potential for even small scale development especially
where almost all the land is owned by one of the major landowners and rarely available for
affordable housing.

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: as 4(a)

4 (c) Do you agree that only affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: as 4(a)
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Policy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

If the population is ageing as predicted in the report and there is no significant increase in
employment opportunities, then it seems unlikely that there will be the demand for so many houses
in the area.

Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Do not agree with a policy of intense infill (eg building on gardens) as this distorts the character of an
area and lowers the quality of life. If we are being urged to be more self-sufficient, it also reduces
the area available for home cultivation.

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Should be lower than 50% not higher.

Mamtamlng a5 Year Land Supply

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)

Please explain:

No opinion

Policy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

In principle yes but not qualified to comment on the quantity of land required.

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes / No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Allocate new sites

Pollcy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

 Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain: None of these options really addresses the problem for Wareham.

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain: The ideal solution would be a large and attractive supermarket in the centre of
Wareham eg extending the existing Sainsbury site if that's possible. But | think that more research
is needed on why so many Wareham residents shop elsewhere. For example, is it because they
shop on the way home from work? In which case, it will be hard to change the pattern of use.
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Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one
o Preferred Option

Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key service

villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett |ZI Matravers and Wool.

« Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

¢ Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain: Also need small scale development in villages

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Pollcy CO - Countryside

11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Don’'t understand question.

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes / No (delete as
appropriate)

Please explain: Can’t think of any at the moment but any reasonable countryside related or
employment use should be considered sympathetically

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Pollcy GB — Green Belt

12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Pollcy AHT — Affordable Housing Tenure

13. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Don't agree that a specific ratio needs to be set. Each tenant should be able to choose which
tenure type they can afford and even change with time.

Policy AH — Affordable Housing

14. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

16. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

19. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Partly.
The 400 m boundary should be rationalized to allow infill development where no further harm to the
heathland would occur.
The 5km boundary requirements seem very extreme in places eg north of the A35 where there is
very little heath and already plenty of open space.

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

21. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

22. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

25. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes / No Don’'t Know(delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Don’'t have any technical knowledge but buffer seems rather wide especially west of

access road.

26. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes / No Mostly (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Am worried about the phrase “aesthetic compatibility” as this could be interpreted as
“pastiche”. High quality modern designs are also desirable.

27. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
The Council seems very half-hearted in its support for renewables. The priority seems to be given to
the landscape and cultural heritage. As most of the district is either AONB or Conservation area and
many of the buildings listed, this offers very little scope for renewable energy. There must be a
balance between these demands and the inevitable need for alternative energy sources in the
foreseeable future.

28. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

29. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? Yes if proven need (delete
as appropriate)
Please explain:

31. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes but (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: reducing need to travel for work or shopping is only one aspect. People need/want
to travel for all sorts of reasons - social, family, entertainment, health - and reasonable travel
alternatives need to be provided
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Policy AP — Implementing an Appropriate Transport Strategy for Purbeck

B 32. Do you agree with this policy?
Q? Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Sustainability Appraisal

: 33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
</ Comments:

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Ms Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Mary Agent First Name:
Last Name: Mathers Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: Agent Organisation:
Address: 36 West Morden Address:
WAREHAM
Postcode: BH20 7EA Postcode:
Telephone: Telephone:
E-mail: Mary.mathers@btinternet.com | E-mail:

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.

Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.
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CS017 Nick Fagan

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?

Yes, in general, although given Wareham & Upton’s geographic proximity to the conurbation it is
unrealistic to achieve significant increases in self-containment including for food retail, especially
since many if not most Purbeck residents in these areas work in the conurbation itself.

Spatial Area Visions \
% 2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?

Generally yes, but unsure as to why the District has been subdivided into these
areas — Purbeck is a relatively homogenous self-contained geographic area anyway

and is perhaps best considered as such.

| have the following comments on some of the spatial areas:

Central Purbeck — | disagree that Wareham should have a large out of town supermarket since this
would damage the vitality & vioablity of the town centre.

SE Purbeck — Corfe should not be allowed to expand its current settelent boundary.

A351 — Changes to a 2-tier structure for the Purbeck pyramid is not yet a done deal. Significant new
retail provision is neither acceptable nor necessary. It is important that the new cycle path from
Wareham extends beyond the Bakers Arms roundabout into Poole town centre and that it is
implemented ASAP.

Spatial Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?

The objectives set out in Para 8.1 were better. No.4 [‘Support local communities’] is meaningless
and should be replaced with the one in bullet point 3 in Para 8.1 ['Reinforcing the Vitality & Viability
of Local Shops, Schools, Services, Recreation & Community Facilities’]

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

It should clarify that Upton is part and parcel of Poole, especially since in any local government
reorganization (on the cards) would probab;y abolish PDC and locate it with Poole unitary.

| don't understand the distinction between a ‘key service’ & ‘local service’ village when they will both
be ‘C’ settlements with settlement boundaries — is there any point in this?

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
See above

4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

No, exception sites should only be allowed adjacent to a, B, or C settlements because these are by
definition the most sustainable; social housing should not be built in isolated villages with few or no
facilities because this would decrease social inclusion, a prime sustainable policy aim.

Planning Purbeck’s Future Consultation Representations



Policy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
Yes

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

No, 75-100% is a more realistic figure because actual winfdfall rates consistently exceed or have
exceeded such forecasts in the past in most LPA areas. What then happens is an excessive housing
delivery above target, which constitutes unsustainable development.

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions?
No, as per above.

Pollcy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes, but not outside their existing Brownfield boundaries.

Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sgm)

o Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:
Only Option A is acceptable (if any of the above are to be pursued) because only Swanage, given its
location, is capable of significant self-containment for food retail.

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?

Any large new food supermarket outside the town center in Wareham (and there are no sites within
the town centre) would significantly detrimentally affect the vitality & viability of the town center
where there are already many vacant units. It is not realistic to make Wareham self-contained for
convenience or comparison goods. The concept of large supermarkets is flawed anyway because
they only serve to generate traffic both from customers and in terms of food miles — they go against
the ‘buy local’ agenda that smaller local shops tend to do.

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key seeice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool.
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o Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

¢ Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain:
None of them.

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Concentrate growth round Upton (within the by-pass), on the edge of the conurbation, an A
settlement, with other main growth in both Swanage and limited growth in Wareham & Wool
(although Wool has already recently taken its share of such growth), though not Lytchett. The RSS
is effectively dead anyway since it is unlikely ever to be adopted.

Policy CO - Countryside

11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes, but such DC policies should probably be separated from key core policies and grouped
together to effect their more practical use by DC and applicants/agents.

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? / No

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
Other new equestrian development such as racing establishments or studs.

12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?
No, not necessary or desirable — breaches GB policy.

Policy AHT — Affordable Housing Tenure

13. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

Policy AH — Affordable Housing

14. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes, but the last paragraph is hostage to fortune — the requirement should be absolute.

Policy RES — Rural Exception Sites

15. Do you agree with this policy?
No. This policy should only permit exception sites at those villages with settlement boundaries.
‘Adjoining’ must mean contiguous with the settlement boundary.

Policy GT - Site Criteria for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People

16. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes
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17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
No

18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

19. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

20. Do you agree with this policy?
No. Al uses in primary shopping areas should only be allowed to change to other A uses in certain
specified circumstances that should be carefully set out in the policy.

21. Do you agree with this policy?
This policy does not appear to safeguard village Pos, pubs, halls or shops, which it should do; to this
extent it is wholly insufficient.

22. Do you agree with this policy?

@ Yes, but the text prior to the actual policy should clarify that school grounds and playing field must
also be safeguarded (for instance it must be clear that the playing fields of Wareham Middle School
will not be countenanced for housing or retail development).

23. Do you agree with this policy?

| -<
@D
(2]

24. Do you agree with this policy?
This policy is not SMART and therefore meaningless as a DC tool.

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes

26. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes
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27. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes, but it appears to be rather ‘thin’ —i.e. insufficiently detailed to address the variety of likely
renewable schemes coming forward.

28. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes, but this is also very ‘thin’. At least the prior text should mention the impending new Heritage
legislation and the new PPS15!

29. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes, but the safeguarding part of this policy is too vague to be a useful Dc tool. Has there been
adequate consultation with DC officers regarding these policies?

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
Yes

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? No, this would obviously
detract from the AONB.

31. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Again rather vague and of limited use when assessing the merits of an individual planning
application.

32. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes, but there is no mention of parking standards!

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?

Comments:

9.1: In view of the unlikely adoption of the RSS Option 1 (Focus development at Upton) is probably
an option that warrants pursuing.

Sections 7.2, 7.3 & 9.2 are spot on!

11.1 Strengths — Removing settlement boundaries for smaller settlements is a ‘must’.

11.2 Weaknesses — The comment on provision of GP facilities & schools betrays a lack of spatial
planning in this document,
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Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Mr Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Nick Agent First Name:
Last Name: Fagan Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: Agent Organisation:
Address: 14 East Street Address:

Wareham

Dorset
Postcode: BH20 4NP Postcode:
Telephone: 01258-484202 Telephone:
E-mail: nickfagan@talktalk.net E-mail:

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes
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CS018 Keith Pearce

Purbeck District Counecil

Jﬁ. Thriving communities in balance

PJrher:I«-: with the natural environment
District Council

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future
Response Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the guestions
below and, if necessary, briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any
guestions and would prefer an altemative, please provide evidence in support of
your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to expand
the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel
free to attach separate comments, but please state clearly which gquestions the
comments refer fo.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Flanning Policy
Team on 01929 557273,

Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road,
Wareham, Dorset, BH20 4FFP

E-mail: ldf @purbeck-dc.gov.uk

@ 1. Do You agr&e with the District Vision?
Yes [ Na (delsts as appropriate)
Please explain:

' "2 DO you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
Yes / No (delete a5 appropriate)
Please explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form 1
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"3 Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yas f MO (delete == appropriate)
Please explain.

“ w4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
¥ag / MO (delete == appropriste)
Pleass explain See below

4 (b} Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
¥as / Mo (delete = appropriate)
Flease explain. See below

4 (c} Do you agree that only affordable housing should be permitted in
settlements not listed under Policy LD), including the wvillages highlighted in
red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented and/or shared ownership
housing)?

¥as-f MO (delete 23 appropnate)

Please explain: See below

I object to the removal of settlement boundaries as sel out in paragraph 5.6.

Many of the settlements listed in paragraph 5.6 whilst small are self-contained
vilages with & long history of gradual development. This will be brought to an
abrupt halt by the designation of these settlements as countryside.

The desire to promote sustainable lifestyles is laudable however the location of
new housing is only one relatively minor factor on the eventual lifestyle of the
occupants, Studies have shown that the worst performing populations in terms of
carbon footprint are actually those of the modern suburbs which Palicy LD will no
doubt extend, Everything should be taken in proportion — the larger settlements
should take the majority of new housing however a limited amount of new

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form 2
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development, in the smaller villages will have a negligible impact on sustainability
and can provide benefits to those villages.

Firstly, new development can provide a useful supply of affordable housing which
will not come forward throuwgh the exceptions policy. For example if requirement
is for 50% provision then a small infill site for two houses within a vilage would
defiver one affordable dwelling. If there is no development boundary then it
would need to be an exceptions site - both houses would have to be affordable
and the consequent reduced land value together with the additional burden of
demonstrating a need is likely to result in any Infill plats within these settlements
not coming forward, The consequence of villages without settement boundaries
might actually be to direct new exceptions sites to greenfield land on the edge of
the settlements rather than any brownfield sites within it

Secondly new development can make beneficial reuse of disused or underused
brownfield land. A small amount of development in the paragraph 5.6 villages
could remove the need for some greenfield settlement expansions elsewhere in
the district. New development can also make physical improvements to the built
form, replacing eyesores, completing built frontages etc.

Finally, new development helps prevent villages stagnating, imjecting new
investment and new population to villages, In the moderm rural economy it has
been found that village services reguire a growing population to support them
otherwise they will close — restricting the modest growth of the setlements listed
in paragraph 5.6 will contribute to the future loss of the remaining services and
facilities existing forcing the greater refiance on travel to the larger settlements.

& nyﬂu agrae with this pmi
Yas [ NO {delete 25 apsropriate)
Flease explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form 3
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@ & (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development
potential ?
Yes ! Mo (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

& (b} Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for
a higher propartion of development potential to come forward?

Yeas f MO {deleta s= appropriste)

Please explain:

@ 7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions?
Yes [ NO {delete 25 aporapriate)
Flease explain:

) '8 (a) Do you agree with this
Yas | NO (deteie as appropriate)
Flease explain:

8 (b} Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre,
Halton Heath Industrial Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue
to expand, or should we allocate new sites that are nearer to existing
populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yas | Mo (daote as appropriate)

Please explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form <
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Planning

w O (a) Where do thinl-: is the best location for a hew supermarket?
« Preferred Supermarket Option

Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm) D
« Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2.000sgm) D

« Alternative Supermarket Option B D
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
{1,000sgm in each)

Flease explain:

{b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an
altermative suggestion?
Flease explain;

Please tick only one

District. Which option do you think is best for Purback and why?

» Preferred Cption
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham
and the key service villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett D
Matravers and VWoal.

» Alternative Option A - concentrate growth on the edge of |:|
Warsham.

« Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage. D

Please explain:

10 (k) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your
altemative suggestion?

Please explain:

10 (a) The Coundil has sst out its Preferred Option for development in the

Please tick only one

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form

Purbeck’s Future Consultation
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11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO {delets s= appropriste)
Please axplain’

11 (b} Should a seguential approach be followed in the re-use of rural
buildings?

Yeas ! No [(delete a2 appropriate)

Please explain:

11 (¢) Should ather uses be considerad for the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)
Flease explain:

11 (d) Are there any othar countryside related issues that should be
addressed by the palicy?

Yas ! MO (delete as appropriate)

Flease explain:

@ 12 {a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yas [ MO {delste 2= aporopriate)
Please explain:

12 (b} Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision
of 100% affordable housing should be allowed as exceptional
davelopment in the Green Belt?

Yes [ Mo (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form 6
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@ 13. Do you agree with this policy?
Yas f MO (deleta as appropriate)
Please explain:

@ 14. Do you agree with this policy?
Yas [ Mo (delete 25 aporopriate)
Please explain:

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yas f NG {delete 25 appropriate)
Flease explain:

@ 16. Do you agres with this policy?
Yes f MO (deleta a= appropriate)
Please explain:

@ 17 {&) Do you agree with this policy?
Yeas { MO [delste s appropriats)
Please explain:

17 (k) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be
addressed?

Yas / No (delete a3 appropriate)
Flease explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form T
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Planning

Purbeck’s Future Consultation

@ 18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ NO jdelste a5 appropriate)
Please explain:

@ 19. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes [ MO {delste as appropnate)
Please explain:

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yas [ Mo (delete 2= appropriste)
Please explain:

) 71. Do you agree with this policy?
Yas [ Mo (delete 2= appmopriste)
Please explain;

@ 22 Do you agree with this policy?
Yas ! MO [delete o= appropriate)
Please explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form 8
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23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yasg { Mo {delete 2= aporoprists)
Please explain:

24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yas [ Mo [delete 23 aporoprizts)
Please explain:

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yas [ MO [delete &3 appropriste)
Please explain:

26. Do you agree with this policy?
s | Mo (detete 25 appropriate)
Please explain:

@ 27. Do you agrea with this policy?
Ye&s / NO (detete as aporopnate)
Please explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form |
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@ 28. Do you agres with this policy?
Yas f MO (deleta as appropriate)
Please explain:

28. Do you agree with this palicy?
Yeas [ MO (delete == approprists)
Plaase explain:

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
Yeas [ Mo (delate == approprists)
Plaase explain:

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowad within the AONB?
Yas [ MO {delete 2= approprizte)
Please explain:

@ 31. Do you agree with this policy?
Yeas | Mo (delete 2= appropriate)
Please explain:

@ 32. Do you agree with this policy?
Yeas { Mo (delets s appropriate)
Please explain:

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form 10
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33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?

Comments:

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent represanting a
client please complated both sections;

| Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable}
Title Mr Agent Title Mr
(hir s M rs/Missither) (Mritde s/ Miss ither)
First Namie: Keith Agent First Name: | Daniel
Last Name; Pearce Agent Last Name: | Wilden
Job Title*: Agent Job Title:
Crganisation®: Agent Planning Solutions
Organisation:
Address: CIO Agent Address: Manor Hatch
B3 Southampton
Road
Ringwood
Fostcode: Postcode: BH24 1HE
| Telephone: Telephone: 01425480777
E-mail: E-mail: dhaERM ningealutid oo Ul

*Far Personal Detsls anly entar job titke or organisatan if responding on behaf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available,

Would you like to be included on our LOF database and informed about future
cansultations? Yes | Mo {Delete as Appropriate)

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck's Future
Response Form 11
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CS019 Keith Norris

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Spatial Area Visions

g 2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Spatial Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy LD — Location of Development

g 4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Policy HS — Housing Supply

@ 5. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions? Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Existing sites should be allowed to expand

Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm) Y

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sgm)

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Development Options

10 (a) The Council has set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key seeice
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool.

o Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

« Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Y
Please explain: Option B would lead to improved rail/road infrastructure throughout Purbeck

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:
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11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

13. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

14. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

16. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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18. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

19. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

20. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

21. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

22. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

26. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

27. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
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28. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

29. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: except for existing sites which meet the criteria described

31. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Very much agree this policy

32. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Very much agree this policy

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments:
No its fine and | am impressed with the quality of the entire document.

0|

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Mr Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)
First Name: Keith Agent First Name:
Last Name: Norris Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: Agent Organisation:
Address: 18 Charborough Close, Address:

Lytchett Matravers,

Poole
Postcode: Bh16 6Dh Postcode:
Telephone: 01202 631409 Telephone:
E-mail: keithanorris@hotmail.co.uk | E-mail:

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.

Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes
(Delete as Appropriate)
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CS020 Janice Hampshire

Core Strategy Planning Purbeck’s Future Response
Form

With reference to the main consultation document, please answer the questions below and, if necessary,
briefly explain your answer. If you respond ‘no’ to any questions and would prefer an alternative, please
provide evidence in support of your suggestion. If you are completing this form electronically, feel free to
expand the space given for your explanation. If you are completing a paper copy, feel free to attach separate
comments, but please state clearly which questions the comments refer to.

If you would like help in completing this form, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 01929 557273.
Please send your completed form back, by 30 October 2009, to:

Planning Policy Team, Purbeck District Council, Westport House, Worgret Road, Wareham, Dorset, BH20
4PP E-mail: |df@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: with the following exceptions:-
1. 1doubt that people will use public transport.
2. Cycle ways need to be separate from the roads and where provided cyclists should be
forced to use them rather than mingle with traffic. As Purbeck had a large proportion of
elderly residents | cannot see a great deal of use for them.

Spatial Area Visions

2. Do you agree with the Spatial Area Visions?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
1. Sadly I believe that the more highly paid employment will remain in the Poole/Bournemouth
conurbation.
2. Unfortunately the natural location of Swanage makes it very difficult and expensive for
businesses to transport goods and materials in and out.

Spatial Objectives

3. Do you agree with the Spatial Objectives?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Although it is perhaps beyond the scope of Local Councils without Central Government aid more
needs to be done to provide assistance i.e.grants to encourage alternative energy and reduce CO2
emissions.

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

| believe it needs to be more evenly spread throughout Purbeck to avoid changing the character of
the towns and villages.

4 (b) Do you agree with the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy LD?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

As above, it needs to be more evenly spread throughout Purbeck to avoid changing the character of
the towns and villages.
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4 (c) Do you agree that on affordable housing should be permitted in settlements not listed under
Policy LD), including the villages highlighted in red on Map 9 (affordable housing is social rented
and/or shared ownership housing)?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

We need more “starter homes” and shared equity homes for local people to enable youngsters to get
on the housing ladder. If the needs of the young people are not met Purbeck will only have retired
people, second homes and social housing.

Policy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

| believe it needs to be more evenly spread throughout Purbeck to avoid changing the character of
the towns and villages.

We need more “starter homes” and shared equity homes for local people to enable youngsters to get
on the housing ladder. If the needs of the young people are not met Purbeck will only have retired
people, second homes and social housing.

Character Area Development Potential

6 (a) Do you agree with this approach in estimating development potential?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

6 (b) Is 50% a suitable reduction or should the Council make provision for a higher proportion of
development potential to come forward?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: | believe that with inevitable population growth in the UK more land will be required.

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply

7. Should the Core Strategy include phasing for settlement extensions? Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Pollcy ELS — Employment Land Supply

8 (a) Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Local employment sites should be encouraged to cut down on travelling and hopefully provide jobs
for local young people.

8 (b) Should existing employment sites (e.g. Winfrith Technology Centre, Holton Heath Industrial
Estate and Admiralty Park) be allowed to continue to expand, or should we allocate new sites that
are nearer to existing populations in Swanage and Wareham?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Local employment opportunities needed in key villages to give job opportunities to
village people who perhaps find difficulty commuting to other sites. Winfrith for example would be
extremely difficult to reach via public transport from many places. These are other industrial sites in
Lytchett Matravers such as the very long established one in Huntick Road which has not been
identified in the report.
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Policy RFS — Retail Floor Space Supply

9 (a) Where do you think is the best location for a new supermarket?
Please tick only one

o Preferred Supermarket Option
Large supermarket at Wareham (2,000sgm)

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option A
Large supermarket in Swanage (2,000sgm)

¢ Alternative Supermarket Option B
Medium sized supermarkets in Wareham and Swanage
(1,000sgm in each)
Please explain:

(b) If you do not agree with any of the above options, do you have an alternative suggestion?
Please explain: | believe that there is a need for a large supermarket in the Wareham/Swanage
area to negate the need to do large weekly/monthly shops in Poole however | think that people on
the eastern end of Purbeck i.e. Upton, Lytchett Matravers and Lytchett Minster will still find it quicker
and easier to use Poole to shop.

Development Options

10 (a) The Council have set out its Preferred Option for development in the District. Which option do
you think is best for Purbeck and why?

Please tick only one

o Preferred Option
Distribute development around Swanage, Upton, Wareham and the key service N
villages of Bere Regis, Lytchett Matravers and Wool.

« Alternative Option A — concentrate growth on the edge of Wareham.

« Alternative Option B — focus growth at Swanage.

Please explain:

| believe that this is the best option as it could allow towns and villages to expand without altering
their character too much. However | foresee difficulties in having a large growth in Swanage as its
location will always make it unsuitable for employment opportunities as transportation of goods
would be difficult without extremely large road improvements.

10 (b) If you do not like any of the suggested options, what is your alternative suggestion?
Please explain:

Policy CO - Countryside

g 11 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes
Please explain: Generally agree.

11 (b) Should a sequential approach be followed in the re-use of rural buildings?
Yes

Please explain:

Generally agree

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? Yes
Please explain:

11 (d) Are there any other countryside related issues that should be addressed by the policy?
No
Please explain:
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12 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes
Please explain:

12 (b) Do you agree that small scale rural exception sites for the provision of 100% affordable
housing should be allowed as exceptional development in the Green Belt?

No

Please explain:

| would agree if the affordable housing includes a very high level of affordable houses to buy or are
shared equity, otherwise Purbeck villages will be just comprised of second homes, retired people
and social housing. These must be an opportunity for local young people to buy in the area to make
a more balanced community.

13. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: Must be a much higher proportion of shared equity to allow people to get on the
housing ladder.

14. Do you agree with this policy?

@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: It is not a viable proposition to mix social and private housing as can be seen where
this has been implemented. Although recognising the need for genuinely vulnerable people to be
housed, it seems very unfair and causes great resentment when the deliberately long term
unemployed and problem families are “pepperpotted” amongst hard working people paying
mortgages. | have heard concerns from people who are both wanting to buy a first home and from
those considering downsizing of their fear of buying to discover their next door neighbour is
supported entirely by benefits.

15. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

| appreciate that this is a government requirement but why not utilize heathland on the edges of
towns.

@ 16. Do you agree with this policy?

17 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

17 (b) Are you aware of any other specific housing needs that should be addressed?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

18. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: With the exception of felling trees on heathland and | object to the interference of
Natural England which | understand is an unelected QUANGO.
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19. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: | think that there is an over-emphasis on preserving heathland. Good quality
agricultural land is far more important if we are to feed an ever increasing population.

20. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

@ 21. Do you agree with this policy?

22. Do you agree with this policy?
@ No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: | like the idea of open spaces but unless they are very well policed they can be a
magnet for anti-social behaviour.

23. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

24. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: N/A

25. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: N/A

26. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

27. Do you agree with this policy?
@ Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain: | believe renewable energy is an excellent idea but a guarantee is heeded to ensure
that households are not penalised by increased Council Tax if renewable energy is used. Also red-
tape needs to be eased to make it simpler to install. Personally | consider modern windmills to be as
attractive as old ones which are regarded as part of our heritage.
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Policy HLH — Historic Environment, Landscape and Heritage

28. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy E — Employment

29. Do you agree with this policy?

Yes (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Please note that there are other very long term established sites i.e. Huntick Road,
Lytchett Matravers which are not identified in the report.

Policy TA — Tourist Accommodation and Attractions

30 (a) Do you agree with the policy wording?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

30 (b) Should new tourist accommodation be allowed within the AONB? No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:

Policy IAT — Improving Accessibility and Transport

31. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: Unfortunately walking, cycling or Public Transport are only fair weather options. Also
with Purbeck’s large proportion of retired people cycling and walking have very limited appeal.
Perhaps more local work opportunities are needed to negate the need for travel.

Policy AP — Implementing an Appropriate Transport Strategy for Purbeck

32. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain: | totally disagree with this policy. It only increases the cost of housing making it
harder for young people to get a home. Road improvements should be funded by Government and
County Councils not a burden put on Purbeck homeowners.

Sustainability Appraisal

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?

Comments: A major problem will occur if the Government’s predicted increase of around 500,000
per annum is correct. Will there be any way of ensuring that local people come first particularly in
social housing allocation.

Contact Details:

Finally, please complete your details below. If you are an agent representing a client please completed both
sections:

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable)
Title Mrs Agent Title
(Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other) (Mr/Ms/Mrs/Miss/Other)

First Name: Janice Agent First Name:

Last Name: Hampshire Agent Last Name:

Job Title*: Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: Agent Organisation:

Address: ‘Magpies’ Address:

Huntick Road
Lytchett Matravers

Poole

Dorset
Postcode: BH16 6BB Postcode:
Telephone: 01202 624572 Telephone:
E-mail: janice.hampshire@btinternet.com | E-mail:

*For Personal Details only enter job title or organisation if responding on behalf of a group or organisation.
Please note that completed response forms will be made publicly available.
Would you like to be included on our LDF database and informed about future consultations? Yes
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