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CS101 Natural England

Date: 21 December 2009
Our Ref: LA/60/2
Your Ref:

Planning Policy Team Leader
Purbeck District Council
Westport House

Worgret Road

Wareham

Somerset and Dorset Team
Slepe Farm

Arne

Wareham

Dorset

BH20 5BN

Tel: 0300 060 2513

Dorset BH20 4PP Fax: 01929 554752

www.naturalengland.org.uk

Dear Sirs

Planning Purbeck’s future; Core strategy public consultation draft

Thank you for seeking the views of Natural England about this draft core strategy document. We
have the following co'mments.

| have dealt with the issue in the order that they appear in the draft Core Strategy. However,
because some issues are dealt with in all 3 documents some of the comments below apply to the
HRA and the SA. Two issues — recreational access to heaths and water quality - that are a
particular concern of Natural England cut across all 3 documents and | have considered each in
separate sections at the end of the letter

1.1.4 Natural England welcomes the decision of the Council to omit the western sector from the
core strategy consultation. We see the issues surrounding the habitats regulations assessment of
the housing allocation in the following way.

The Western Sector was added to the RSS on the recommendation of the report of the panel of
the Examination in Public, so it was not subject to the original HRA of the draft RSS. The draft
revised RSS was accompanied by an HRA but there was no consultation (Natural England must
be consulted under the Habitat Regulations) and indeed it did not consider the Western Sector
specifically. Thus Natural England's view has not yet been considered as part of the formal
process. Without a finalised HRA that has taken into consideration the view of the statutory
consultee (and given Natural England's view) there must be doubt about whether the Western
Sector allocation will remain within the final RSS. Moreover, in our view the testing of the impact of
the allocation on internationally designated sites was similar in the level of detail to that that would
be required for a Core Strategy. In the above circumstances and given the conclusion of the above
testing we believe that there was little choice but to omit the Western Sector.

The HRA of the higher tier plan — the RSS - is important because in practice it is difficult for the
core Strategy to assess 'in combination' effects (see comments on the HRA) so it must rely to a
large extent on the RSS having assessed these sub regionally. In this context the draft revised
RSS considered the overall allocation in SE Dorset as made up of urban extensions, including the
Western Sector (which the EIP panel considered could deliver its own mitigation). Impacts would
be different from those looked at in the RSS if the housing from the Western Sector allocation were
spread throughout the rest of the SSCT either as new urban extensions or as infill. In our view a
new study at sub regional level with a revised HRA would be necessary if this were to be done.
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Vision for different parts of the District

These are notably lacking in any environmental content or reference to the rural parts of these
areas. This is an important omission because different parts of the District have different
characteristics and therefore may require a different type of planning policy to maintain or enhance
their special features.

Thus the southern shores of Poole Harbour and its hinterland of heaths and associated habitats
has long been recognised as one of the most as one of the most important areas for nature
conservation in the country. But it is also important because of its wild landscapes and quiet nature
and is quite unlike some of the farmed landscapes in other parts of Purbeck. The vision for Wild
Purbeck is recognised within the policy of Biodiversity and Geodiversity. but neither this nor any
other desire for enhancement of rural areas is mentioned in the area vision. This omission is
important because policy for dealing with planning issues such as campsites and re-use of
buildings that may affect these areas should flow from a vision of what is trying to be achieved in
different places. A one size fits all policy that deals with the things in the same way throughout the
District is not appropriate in an area where some parts have a landscape that is of a quality and
sensitivity equivalent to a National Park whereas other areas on not so sensitive.

Other documents may refer to these issues and be useful in this respect (eg the AONB
management plan)

Development Options

Natural England gives cautious support to the preferred option. However, without some further
work options for mitigation it is not possible to give a firm view. We note that all the options involve
development which presents a number of difficult sustainability problems — transportation,
landscape, nature conservation — and believe that the problem in delivering sustainable
development anywhere in Purbeck is not highlighted sufficiently in the sustainability appraisal.

For the preferred option the need for new green infrastructure in Swanage is not emphasised
sufficiently (7.2.9). Open space is required not just in relation to the AONB (7.2.10).

We agree that Option A would present the greatest risk to internationally designated heathland
sites. We believe impacts on the AONB for this option are not given sufficient weight in the
analysis.

Section 8.2 Countryside, Text and Policy.

Account should be taken of differences between different areas of the countryside of the District.
Thus the policy is under a spatial objective to respect the character and distinctiveness of the
countryside yet nowhere are the distinctive elements that should be respected identified (see also
comment on vision).

Policy BIO: Biodiversity and Geodiversity

Natural England welcomes this policy but notes that it does not cover SSSI designations. Whilst in
general circumstances the Core Strategy can rely on national guidance, and in other cases policies
in relation to international sites will result in SSSI protection, there are some specific issues where
these mechanisms are not likely to be sufficient. Thus the issue of water quality in Purbeck’s rivers
has already been raised in relation to pollution problems in Poole Harbour. We would recommend
that a similar policy is needed in relation to development and the avoidance of deteriorating quality
for the SSSI rivers. A further specific area where a more detailed SSSI policy would be beneficial is
in relation to coastal erosion (see below).

Nature Map p 76. This needs updating to include NNRs at Sandford and Stoborough Heath
(Sunnyside).

Policy DH — Dorset Heaths International Designations
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Natural England welcomes this policy and supports the principle of defining types of development
not permitted within 400m. For tourist accommodation, if selecting examples of development
typical of Purbeck, camp sites and caravan parks are more common than hotels. Some C2
development such as retirement homes should also be caught whereas other types of C2 should
not be (see attached note).

For the 400m to 5km zone, contributions towards mitigation measures should not just be made by
C2 development but also by other types listed under the 400m part of the policy, if this cannot be
achieved as part of the development itself.

Finally we believe that the Core strategy and the heathland DPD should consider existing issues
related to heathland, where they are relevant to planning, as part of the process of establishing
necessary conservation measures for the heathland SACs under Article 6.1 of the Habitats
Directive. In this respect it is important that the SAC status of the heaths is mentioned under
8.9.6.1, not just the SPA designation.

Policy GI: Green Infrastructure, Recreation and Sports Facilities

Natural England welcomes this policy but notes that it only covers circumstances where green
infrastructure is necessary in relation to new development. Whilst such development provides good
opportunities for its provision and requires a strong policy to secure good provision there are still
green infrastructure needs in relation to existing development. The policy needs to be widened to
encourage green infrastructure in areas of the District where it is deficient in relation to existing
development.

Policy CE: Coastal erosion in Swanage

Natural England support the principle of limiting development in areas vulnerable to coastal erosion
and to base the area affected on predicted rates of erosion as defined in the SMP. However we
believe that an additional factors should be considered — the international and national
designations of the coast, the policy for the coastline in the SMP, and the implications for existing
development.

There are other parts of the District where coastal erosion is an issue that has a bearing on
planning policy most notably the shoreline north of Swanage (part of Purbeck Ridge East SSSI and
Studland.

Spatial objective 5

There are insufficient links made between biodiversity and climate change. The great importance
of the natural environment of Purbeck a carbon sink, particularly within salt marshes and valley
mires is not acknowledged. Nature conservation can have a large role in both mitigating and adapting to
climate change. Examples are given below; many of these are particularly relevant to the natural habitats in
Purbeck.

e Using saltmarsh and other coastal habitats to protect, and in some cases replace, sea walls
— this is less costly and a more sustainable way of accommodating high tides and reducing
the wave energy hitting shores.

¢ Keeping blanket bogs and salt marshes in good condition to help our water supply and
carbon storage.

o Restoring floodplains, wetlands and saltmarsh to provide further water supplies, carbon
storage and flood protection.

e Increasing the number of trees and woodlands in both rural and urban areas to boost the
amount of carbon stored in vegetation and soils, provide shade and shelter for people and
livestock, provide a source of renewable energy and an extra source of income for farmers,
and reduce the risks of soil erosion, flood damage and water pollution; all will be important
as the climate continues to change.

Water Quality
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The issue of water quality needs further consideration.
HRA

First in relation for to Poole Harbour, issues are well explained in the HRA (although we have some
specific queries outlined below). We would add that research on the effects of nutrient on
saltmarsh indicates that rates of accretion are slowed by fertilisation. This will in turn affect the
ability of saltmarsh to keep pace with sea level rise and is therefore a further mechanism whereby
nutrient inputs may affect the ecological integrity of the Ramsar and SPA.

Considering the importance of the issue and the implications for development there is a lack of
reference or policy relating to the issue within the core strategy itself. Here the critical
recommendation of the HRA is that mitigation is likely to be required in order to ensure that the
Habitat Regulations tests are met. We would support the need for agreement of a timetable of
actions (9.4.1) but appreciate that at present, some crucial information is not available. In our view
these actions should focus on an options appraisal of scenarios for reducing nitrogen input to the
Harbour.

In the above circumstances we would recommend that the core strategy includes policy that:-

e Links provision of housing with provision of any essential infrastructure needed for
mitigation so there can be no breach of the Habitat Regulations and

e Provides a basis that, if necessary, would allow developer contributions to be levied and put
towards any essential infrastructure

Specific comments on HRA

9.3.14 It would be useful if the preliminary assessment where made available. Did the assessment
of capacity take into account the issue of eutrophication of Poole Harbour or was it merely to
maintain current standards?

9.3.15 It is our understanding that phased piecemeal improvements to these works would be
unlikely to result in any significant improvement to discharge standards in respect of N whereas if a
single scheme was implemented it could deliver such improvements. Decisions about upgrading
these STW need to take full account of the eutrophication issue in Poole Harbour.

9.3.16 This is misleading both because it is not specified whether ‘capacity’ takes into account the
issue of eutrophication and because a consent review under the Habitat Regulations is required.

9.3.20 The study is one stage of the process of the review of consents under the Habitat
Regulations. It deals with issues in relation to the SPA only and does not consider the Ramsar
site.

9.4.1

3" bullet. More consideration will need to be given as to how ‘sufficient’ capacity might be
determined.

4™ pullet. Again a distinction needs to be drawn between capacity to deal with increased flows and
capacity to tackle N.

9.5.3
The conclusion should be that appropriate policy heeds to be included within the plan to ensure
that adverse effects on Poole Harbour are avoided.

Sustainability appraisal

According to the SA (page 12) the quality of rivers is generally good, and is likely to continue to
improve (pagel4) and this is no doubt the case for some measures of quality. However, levels of
phosphorus in the Frome and for Bere Stream exceed water quality standards for favourable
condition of an SSSI. Measures to improve the quality of the Frome by further reducing
phosphorus at Dorchester SWT are being implemented and Wessex Water has been funded to
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investigate their continued contribution to phosphorus levels in both rivers and the implications of
planned development growth.

In the Frome the level of nitrate has be rising steadily at least the last 30 years so that
concentrations of nitrate are 3 time as high now as they were in 1965 and the trend continues to be
an upward one.

Levels of nitrogen in Poole Harbour are such that the Harbour is classified as eutrophic (see HRA).
The SA omits any mention of water quality in Poole Harbour.

Recreational Impacts on heathland HRA

5.9.2 We would question this conclusion of the because it is quite possible that individual plans that
each do not have a significant effect would, in combination, have a significant effect. The argument
presented only holds if the plan has no effect rather than no significant effect, which is of course a
tougher test than that of the Habitat Regulations. In this respect we believe that the higher tier plan
—the RSS - is a key element of an in combination assessment.

Yours faithfully

Andrew Nicholson
01929 557468
andrew.nicholson@naturalengland.org.uk
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CS103 South West RDA
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CS104 Wareham Town 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: ldf@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Vision for Purbeck

1. Do you agree with the District Vision?

Yes

(delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Strategy is better to be based on a vision that encompasses the whole of Purbeck rather
than in one area only.

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:

Available housing, however, is unlikely to meet the demand for it in Purbeck.

Policy LD — Location of Development

4 (a) Do you agree with this policy?
No (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
(a) Density is too high (b) Development of north east Purbeck — if 69 dwellings are
agreed for Upton, this is acceptable, provided that they are sited on the Wareham
side of the A351 road link.

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

4 (c) Do you agree that 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:

Affordable housing should be for local people, village dwellings should be kept for local
people and a policy is needed to address this issue.
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Policy HS — Housing Supply

5. Do you agree with this policy?

No (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

A proposed minimum of 2,400 dwellings over the period 2006 — 2026 is too many for the
area.

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:

Difficult to quantify, however 50% should be an adequate provision figure.

Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply \

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

If possible, Purbeck District Council should consider a policy to ensure a percentage of
development for local people, e.g. similar to current policies for National Parks in other
parts of the United Kingdom.

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) — allow existing sites to continue to expand.

Please explain:

It is difficult to expand employment sites in Wareham since there is little further land
available.

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 (2,000sqm) /

o 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:
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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 sp=dice
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:

Fully agree with policy to spread development over whole area as best option for Purbeck.

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?

(delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

The hierarchical approach prioritises local business re-use, which is commendable, and is
a practical and viable approach for all aspects of re-use..

11 (c) Should other uses be considered for the re-use of rural buildings? No (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:

Policy GB — Green Belt

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

Do not agree with any green belt expansion at Upton, Wareham or Lychett 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 (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Yes, but these sites must be kept small.

Policy AHT — Affordable Housing Tenure

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

Agree general policy, however these sites should not be located near residential areas and
existing provision is sufficient.

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 (delete as appropriate)

Please explain:

Would welcome the enhancement of area around Wareham Rail Station in terms of some
form of retail provision.

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:
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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:

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:

Focus on enhancement of existing sites to preserve the character and nature of the unique
Purbeck AONB.
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Policy IAT — Improving Accessibility and Transport

31. Do you agree with this policy?
Yes (delete as appropriate)
Please explain:
(a) A safer cycleway through Wareham Town is needed.
(b) A more local bus service that meets the needs of Wareham residents is
recommended for inclusion in the policy, especially if a new large supermarket is to
be incorporated within the town e.g. a ‘hopper’ service.

Policy AP — Implementing an Appropriate Transport Strategy for Purbeck

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

Sustainability Appraisal

33. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal?
Comments:
No comments, an excellent appraisal.

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: Rodney Agent First Name:
Last Name: Curtis Agent Last Name:
Job Title*: Town Clerk Agent Job Title:
Organisation*: Wareham Town Council Agent Organisation:
Address: Town Hall Address:

East Street

Wareham

Dorset
Postcode: BH20 4NS Postcode:
Telephone: 01929 553006/550771 Telephone:
E-mail: clerk@wareham-tc.gov.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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CS105 NHS Dorset

Little Keep Offices

Off Bridport Road

Dorchester

Ref:AM/ts DT??EI}—:
Mr Steve Dring Telephone: 01305 361058
Planning Services 07920 565907
Purbeck District Council Email: andrew.morris@dorset-pct.nhs.uk
Westport House www.dorset-pct.nhs.uk

Worgret Road

Wareham BH20 4PP
11 December 2009

Dear Steve
Response to public consultation: Planning Purbeck’s Future

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the options for proposed developments in Purbeck. It is, of
course, important for all public services to be aware of proposed infrastructure changes, and in the case of
the NHS there are two major considerations:
1. The potential impact on demand for health services resulting from the population increase stimulated
by housing development;
2. The opportunity for service change and re-configuration afforded by potential infrastructure changes
facilitated by local development.

It is important to note that these two factors are not mutually exclusive, and ideally should be planned
together. Further, as services seek to become more comprehensive and integrated, future changes in delivery
of NHS services must be considered alongside other public services and of particular relevance here is social
care.

I should be clear that proposals for change and development in NHS services and/or facilities in Purbeck
would always be developed in conjunction with the plans of the Purbeck Locality Commissioning Group,
who would in turn lead consultation with local stakeholders, community groups and the public at large.

One further point — NHS Dorset has recently updated (and will soon be publishing) the Strategic Plan for a
Healthier Dorset. To support this we are developing an Implementation Plan. This will include an Estates
and Facilities Plan, which we expect to be published in draft form by 31 March 2010. Therefore responding
to your consultation on proposals for Purbeck fits appropriately into this timescale.

The comments below represent a strategic planning response to your consultation — individual developments
would be subject to approval by the NHS Dorset Trust Board and subject to the usual business case
development based on rigorous cost-benefit analysis.

In general, NHS Dorset supports the Preferred Option for distributed development in Purbeck, and specific
comments relating to their impact in South East Purbeck and Central Purbeck are given below.
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South East Purbeck - Swanage

NHS Dorset supports the Preferred Option in your proposals for South East Purbeck. As you are aware,
NHS Dorset has been in discussion for some time about community services development in Swanage. We
are aware of the aspirations of the Swanage GPs to develop improved primary care premises, with the
anticipation of supporting a more diverse range of services. We are also aware of concerns amongst the local
community about the need to offer more integrated care between the practice and the community hospital.
Further, we see opportunity to offer more appropriate and additional services round the clock by integrating
services onto one site. For these reasons we would be keen to explore the potential of a new development
site incorporating a “polysystem” approach which could incorporate a combined health centre, healthy living
centre, community services, residential/nursing home care, supported housing, day care and (possibly)
leisure services approach. The preferred site from those indicated in the documentation would probably be
alongside the A351/Washpond Lane.

Central Purbeck - Wareham

Again we would support the Preferred Option in the consultation proposals. For similar reasons we are open
to pursuing the potential for a combined health centre, healthy living centre, community services, supported
housing, care/nursing home development with possibly more definitive links with education and leisure
facilities resulting from any schools redevelopment. We further see potential benefits in relocating fire
service and ambulance services in this single “health campus” approach. Although any such development
would of necessity sit outside the current bypass, there is a degree of attraction in co-locating so many
facilities thereby offering the potential to develop a supporting local transport infrastructure.

Finally, any health services development would need to take a holistic view of Purbeck, rather than
favouring one particular development above any another. This would also need to sit within the wider
context of the Strategic Plan for a Healthier Dorset, reflecting priorities for services and infrastructure across
the whole county. It is absolutely explicit that any potential development should remain affordable within
the future financial planning assumptions for the NHS and other public services. That said, we see
opportunities for synergy between agencies within Purbeck which could enable better services and facilities
to be made available within a reducing cost envelope.

I hope this is helpful, and I look forward to further discussion in due course.

Yours sincerely

- R

ﬁi \ Mt ——

Andrew Morris
Head of System Reform
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CS106 Studland Parish Council
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CS107 PEAT
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CS108 Wareham and District Chamber of Trade
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CS109 Chaldon Herring Parish Council
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CS110 Corfe Castle Parish Council

CorfeCastlePC@aol.com [mailto:CorfeCastlePC@aol.com]
Dear Steve
Councillors discussed the presentation at the Town Hall based on Cllr Greens conversation with you.

There was some concern over the apparently limited opportunities for housing construction within the village
despite the various items of information that have been passed to the District Council over a period of time
(Clir Dragon will be keen to direct you to this) and the participation of Councillors in planning workshops.
The Council is surprised that the major land owners have not been approached despite their willingness to
be involved and come up with sites for exception housing to satisfy local need (National Trust and Mr Bond).
There is a great need for accommodation of all sizes for the young and elderly local population as evidenced
by our Housing Register but in particular single and two bed units are required.

Also, concern was expressed at the District Council enthusiasm to site more houses and businesses in
Swanage. It would appear that most industrial/warehouse units in Swanage are very difficult to let or sell and
the lack of employment opportunities in that town will mean, in the opinion of the Parish Council, the
suggested housing (circa 250 houses) is for holiday use not local people. A major concern is the need for all
construction materials, tradesmen and the new occupiers to have to come through Corfe Castle if
development goes ahead anywhere within Swanage. They suggest for the above reasons most
development should occur in the Wareham area which has far superior transport connections (still not good)
in the absence of any prospect of developing the old Cordite Factory at Sandford.

Feel free to ring me if you think this is the best way to assist the Councillors in their deliberations.
Regards

Jeff Dunn
Clerk to Corfe Castle Parish Council (01929) 555266
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CS111 Northmoor Allotment Holders Association
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