
Consultee: Ian Taylor 

Event name: Purbeck Local Plan Supplementary Proposed Main Modifications 

Consultee reference: 

Consultation reference: SMMR19 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM3 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM4 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM6 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 



Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM8 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: No 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM43 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Comments on addendum to Habitats Regulation Assessment (SMMCD2), 

addendum to Sustainability Appraisal (SMMCD3), 5-year housing land supply 

report (SMMCD4), local housing need update (SMMCD5), policies map paper 

(SMMCD6) or local plan policies maps (SMMCD7a to SMMCD7k) -  

Section or paragraph: N/A 

Comments: N/A 

Attachment: 
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Response form for: Purbeck Local Plan Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modifications consultation 

This form is for making representations on the Supplementary Proposed 
Main Modifications to the Purbeck Local Plan (2018-2034) 

 The council has opened a consultation into Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modifications (SMM) published as part of the Consolidated schedule of Main 
Modifications (SMMCD1) to the Purbeck Local Plan. The council is only accepting 
comments on the novel supplementary modification and not any earlier modifications 
which have already been presented as Main Modifications or Further Proposed Main 
Modifications. This is not an opportunity to raise matters relating to other parts of the 
Plan that have already been considered by the Inspector during the examination. 
Weight will not be given to representations that repeat matters that have previously 
been raised and discussed at hearing sessions or in earlier responses. 

Alongside SMM, there is also an opportunity to comment on updated policies maps, 
the Habitats Regulation Assessment Addendum and Sustainability Appraisal 
Addendum. The council has also published supporting evidence relating to the SMM, 
comprising a five-year housing land supply report and an assessment of local 
housing need. 

These documents can be found on-line at www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plpmainmods . 

Once the consultation is closed at 11:45pm on 22 December 2022, the council will 
prepare a summary of the issues raised in representations to the consultation and 
provide its response. The council’s summary, and full copies of the representations, 
will then be sent to the Planning Inspectors for their consideration. The Inspectors 
will then make a recommendation around the next stages of the local plan’s 
examination taking account of the issues raised in the representations. 

http://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plpmainmods
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PART A 

 

 Your contact details Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Name Ian Taylor  

Organisation / Group     
(if applicable) 

  

Address line 1  

Address line 2  

Town / City   

County   

Post Code  

E-mail address  

Group Representations 

If your representation is on behalf of a group, ensure the lead representative 
completes the contact details box above. Also, please state here how many 
people supports the representation. 

Please note: 

• The consultation period starts on 10 November 2023 and will last for 6 weeks until 11.45pm 
on 22 December 2023.  

• Only representations made in this period will be referred to the Planning Inspectors for 
consideration. 

• Responses must be made using this form (sent in the post or attached to an e-mail). 

• Respondents must complete Part A of this response form and separate Part B forms for 
each Supplementary Proposed Main Modification that they might wish to comment on. 

• All respondents must provide their name and address and/or email address. 

• All forms must be signed and dated. 

• Responses cannot be treated as confidential. By making a response you agree to your name 
and comments being made available for public viewing. 

• Information on the council’s privacy policy is available on our website at: 
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/your-council/about-your-council/data-protection/dorset-
council-general-privacy-notice.aspx  . 

 

https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/your-council/about-your-council/data-protection/dorset-council-general-privacy-notice.aspx
https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/your-council/about-your-council/data-protection/dorset-council-general-privacy-notice.aspx
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• The council will not accept any responsibility for the contents of comments submitted. We 
reserve the right to remove any comments containing defamatory, abusive or malicious 
allegations. 

• If you are part of a group that shares a common view, please include a list of the contact 
details of each person (including names, addresses, emails, telephone numbers and 
signatures) along with a completed form providing details of the named lead representative. 

• The supplementary proposed main modifications, the updated policies map, the Habitats 
Regulation Assessment Addendum and Sustainability Appraisal Addendum, are available to 
view on the Council’s website at www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plpmainmods.Paper copies of 
the supplementary proposed main modifications, the updated policies map, the Habitats 
Regulation Assessment Addendum and Sustainability Appraisal Addendum are available to 
consult at libraries in Dorchester, Corfe Castle, Lytchett Matravers, Swanage, Upton, 
Wareham, Wool and Poole.  

• If you have questions relating to the consultation, or the process for making a response, 
please contact the Planning Policy team on 01305 838334 or 
planningpolicy@dorsetcouncil.gov.uk. 

• Response forms returned in the post should reference the Purbeck Local Plan, 
Supplementary Proposed Main Modifications Consultation, and be sent to Spatial 
Planning Team, County Hall, Colliton Park, Dorchester, DT1 1XJ. Forms can be returned 
by email, referencing Purbeck Local Plan Supplementary Proposed Main Modifications 
Consultation, to the email above. 

• Please tick the box if you would like to be notified of the following: 

 

Adoption of the Local Plan. 

 

 
  

 

http://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plpmainmods
mailto:planningpolicy@dorsetcouncil.gov.uk
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PART B 

1. Which Supplementary Proposed Main Modification does your representation 
relate to?  

Separate Part B forms must be completed for each separate Supplementary 
Proposed Main Modification you wish to comment on. 

Supplementary Proposed 
Main Modifications 
reference number 

SMM8 

 

2. Do you consider that the Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is: 
 

Legally compliant 
 

Yes  No no 

Sound 
 

Yes  No no 

To be considered legally compliant the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modifications must: 

• comply with the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) 
Regulations 2019; and  

• be appraised for their sustainability.   

To be considered sound the local plan as a whole must be: 

• positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet 
the area’s objectively assessed needs; 

• justified - an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

• effective - deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather 
than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

• consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Government’s National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

Some or all of these considerations of soundness may be relevant to the 
Supplementary Proposed Main Modification[s] that you are seeking to make a 
representation on. 
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3. Please give details of why you consider the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification is / is not legally compliant or sound. (Please be as precise as 
possible). 

 

This plan is unsound in it’s entirety for the following reasons: 

 Purbeck District Council ceased to exist as a local planning authority in March 2019 

(almost 5 years ago). An administrative district is not a local planning authority, has 

no planning status under legislation, is not empowered to bring forward a local plan. 

Purbeck is no longer a local plan area. 

The evidence base is years out of date to the point it is no longer relevant 

(predominantly 2018 and earlier). Of course, a consequence of the fact that Purbeck 

District Council no longer exists means that independent data (evidence) is no longer 

produced or available. The last available data is 2018 which is too old now to be 

relevant. 

The age of the plan means that it does not include important new policies or 

legislation, for example the local Planning for Climate Change Policies (Dorset 

Climate Change and Ecological Emergency) and the Levelling-Up and Regeneration 

Act 2023. How can we comment on legality of the plan, when legislation is omitted? 

The current (adopted) Purbeck Local Plan (PLP1) runs from 2006 – 2027. The 

Dorset Local Plan is expected to be delivered in 2026 (now subject to the conditions 

of the Levelling-Up and Regeneration Act). Running two plans in tandem, 

overlapping in area, with similar implementation dates cannot be a sound idea. So, 

why have we continued to spend public money on the Purbeck plan?  

PLP1 should be considered alongside the draft Purbeck Local Plan. There are 

locations (including Lytchett Matravers) which have already achieved the housing 

numbers in PLP1 (ahead of 2027) and the numbers in the draft plan (ahead of 2034). 

Targets have been achieved ahead of plan and development is at the limits of 

sustainability. Other locations have not achieved their 2027 and 2034 targets. There 

are other important issues relating to PLP1, for example, planning policy (NPPF 145) 

prevents Green Belt boundary changes for the duration of the plan period, meaning 

that boundaries cannot be reviewed again until 2027 at the earliest. Lytchett 

Matravers has already achieved it’s 2027 and 2034 housing targets negating the 

need to change the Green Belt boundary.   

Finally, there is now a huge volume of out of date and conflicting evidence, we have 

been through multiple modification and consultation processes over the years, and 

it’s near impossible now to make any sense of this plan or why we’re doing it. The 

whole thing is a mess! 
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4. Having regard to your comments in question 3, please set out what 
change(s) you consider necessary to make the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will 
make the Supplementary Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound. It 
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording and 
where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support/justify the representation. 
(Please be as precise as possible) 

 
For the above reasons, the plan cannot be made legally compliant and sound.  
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PART B 

1. Which Supplementary Proposed Main Modification does your representation 
relate to?  

Separate Part B forms must be completed for each separate proposed Main 
Modification you wish to comment on. 

Supplementary Proposed 
Main Modifications 
reference number 

SMM3 

 

2. Do you consider that the Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is: 

Legally compliant 
 

Yes  No  

Sound 
 

Yes  No no 

To be considered legally compliant the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modifications must: 

• comply with the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) 
Regulations 2019; and  

• be appraised for their sustainability.   

To be considered sound the local plan as a whole must be: 

• positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet 
the area’s objectively assessed needs; 

• justified - an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

• effective - deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather 
than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

• consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Government’s National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

Some or all of these considerations of soundness may be relevant to the 
Supplemntary Proposed Main Modification[s] that you are seeking to make a 
representation on. 
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3. Please give details of why you consider the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification is / is not legally compliant or sound. (Please be as precise as 
possible). 

 

Purbeck District Council ceased to exist in March 2019, almost 5 years ago. The 

extinct 5 District Council’s were amalgamated into the single Dorset Council. The 

rationale for this was in part cost saving, but also it would enable different, better 

decisions to be made by considering Dorset as a whole rather than decisions 

constrained by redundant District boundaries. This is what we expect the Dorset 

Local Plan to deliver – better decisions for sustainable development across Dorset 

as a whole.  

Purbeck has the highest concentration of Government designated protected land in 

Dorset (Green Belt, Flood Zones, World Heritage Coast, Special Protection Areas, 

Ramsar sites, Sites of Special Scientific Interest, National Nature Reserves). There 

is very little of Purbeck which is not designated protected land. In contrast, 

approximately 90,000 hectares (35%) of Dorset Council land area is not designated 

protected land (according to Government designated protected land figures).  

There are no locations in Purbeck that satisfy the 3 sustainable development tests; 

economic, social, environmental. Locations such as Upton, Wareham and Swanage 

may be economically and socially sustainable but have significant environmental 

constraints. Development in villages such as Lytchett Matravers are not 

economically, socially or environmentally sustainable. The needs of Dorset 

communities are better served by an economic, social and environmental 

sustainability strategy for the whole of Dorset. 

I think it should be recognised that Upton and Lytchett Matravers are very different 

situations. Upton is a town within the Green Belt boundary, connected to the Poole 

conurbation, with healthy and diverse employment, wide ranging community 

facilities, multiple and good quality travel options. Lytchett Matravers is a village 

surrounded by Green Belt, some miles from the Poole conurbation (or any other 

employment centre), very little employment, few community facilities and no real 

sustainable travel options.     

 

4. Having regard to your comments in question 3, please set out what 
change(s) you consider necessary to make the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will 
make the Supplementary Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound. It 
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording and 
where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support/justify the representation. 
(Please be as precise as possible) 

 

The Purbeck Local Plan cannot be made sound. The Dorset Local Plan will achieve 
these objectives by considering Dorset as a whole. 
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PART B 

1. Which Supplementary Proposed Main Modification does your representation 
relate to?  

Separate Part B forms must be completed for each separate Supplementary 
Proposed Main Modification you wish to comment on. 

Supplementary Proposed 
Main Modifications 
reference number 

SMM4 

 

2. Do you consider that the Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is: 
 

Legally compliant 
 

Yes  No  

Sound 
 

Yes  No no 

To be considered legally compliant the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification must: 

• comply with the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) 
Regulations 2019; and  

• be appraised for their sustainability.   

To be considered sound the local plan as a whole must be: 

• positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet 
the area’s objectively assessed needs; 

• justified - an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

• effective - deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather 
than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

• consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Government’s National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

Some, or all, of these considerations of soundness may be relevant to the 
Supplementary Proposed Main Modification[s] that you are seeking to make a 
representation on. 
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3. Please give details of why you consider the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification is / is not legally compliant or sound. (Please be as precise as 
possible). 

 

This settlement hierarchy is taken from PLP1 (2006 – 2027). It is at least 17 years 
old. Even pre-2006 it was considered overly simplistic as the methodology behind it 
was a simple facilities count which did not consider the size of communities. 

It is wholly inadequate today and not fit for purpose. A far more sophisticated model 
is needed today considering all settlement sustainability factors; including 
employment numbers, community infrastructure and sustainable travel adequacy for 
the size of the population, environmental considerations.  

And again, Purbeck District Council boundaries no longer exist and the size and 
sustainability of Purbeck settlements must now fit into a Dorset settlement hierarchy 
considering Dorset as a whole.    

  

4. Having regard to your comments in question 3, please set out what 
change(s) you consider necessary to make the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will 
make the Supplementary Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound. It 
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording and 
where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support/justify the representation. 
(Please be as precise as possible) 

 
It cannot be made sound. A far more sophisticated settlement model is required 
which considers all sustainability factors and all settlements within Dorset Council 
land area.   
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PART B 

1. Which Supplementary Proposed Main Modification does your representation 
relate to?  

Separate Part B forms must be completed for each separate Supplementary 
Proposed Main Modification you wish to comment on. 

Supplementary Proposed 
Main Modifications 
reference number 

SMM6 

 

2. Do you consider that the proposed Main Modification is: 
 

Legally compliant 
 

Yes  No  

Sound 
 

Yes  No no 

To be considered legally compliant the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modifications must: 

• comply with the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) 
Regulations 2019; and  

• be appraised for their sustainability.   

To be considered sound the local plan as a whole must be: 

• positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet 
the area’s objectively assessed needs; 

• justified - an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

• effective - deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather 
than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

• consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Government’s National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

Some or all of these considerations of soundness may be relevant to the 
Supplementary Proposed Main Modification[s] that you are seeking to make a 
representation on. 
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3. Please give details of why you consider the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification is / is not legally compliant or sound. (Please be as precise as 
possible). 

NPPF 146. “Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify 

changes to Green Belt boundaries, the strategic policy-making authority should be 

able to demonstrate that it has examined fully all other reasonable options for 

meeting it’s identified need for development.” 

Dorset Council have failed to demonstrate exceptional circumstances for altering 

Green Belt boundaries. This has been raised many times by myself and many 

others, but the Council refuse to respond to these concerns. The reason the Council 

refuses to discuss this is because they say this was settled by their responses to 

Inspectors questions in 2019. But this is just not the case, because the answers 

provided to Inspectors at that time were simply not accurate.  

The Council claimed it’s housing background paper and Green Belt Study provided 

the evidence. Neither of these documents demonstrate that the authority has 

“examined fully all other reasonable options”. This examination simply does not exist 

in either of these documents. I would add that both of these documents were 

produced in 2018 so significantly out of date, and all other options at that time would 

have been limited to the extinct Purbeck boundaries – any up to date examination of 

other options should extend to the whole of Dorset.   

Within the housing background document, the Council acknowledge the housing 

need could be met without altering Green Belt boundaries. This in itself is 

confirmation that exceptional circumstances do not exist. 

The Green Belt study offers purely arbitrary opinions on the strategic contribution of 

different plots of Green Belt land. So what? Irrelevant! Green Belt boundaries do not 

get changed because of arbitrary opinions on strategic contribution. They are 

changed because all other reasonable options have been examined fully and 

exhausted, creating exceptional circumstances. The Green Belt Study makes no 

contribution to demonstrating exceptional circumstances and is frankly a complete 

waste of taxpayers money.      

Discussions with neighbouring authorities took place in 2018. But of course, those 
authorities no longer exist – none of them. Today those discussions would be with 
different authorities who are all in different situations compared to 2018. 

I feel very strongly that the Inspectors should reject the evidence presented. This is 

important, not just for the Purbeck Local Plan, but also to ensure no precedent is set 

for future local plans. The Green Belt Study is a flawed concept, adds no value and 

no further public money should be wasted on any similar study. 

There is also a very important omission. Policy (NPPF145) specifies that any 

changes to Green Belt boundaries must endure beyond the plan period. This needs 

to be clearly stated. If the plan is adopted, boundaries cannot be reviewed again until 

after 2034.     
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SANGs are created to benefit Special Protection Areas (SPAs) with the aim of 

diverting traffic and footfall from SPAs. The Flowers Drove SANG is for the benefit of 

Upton Heath. This is of no benefit to Lytchett Matravers, the village already has 

access to the Green Belt and it will potentially generate unwanted traffic. There are 

public footpaths from every part of Lytchett Matravers across the Green Belt (we are 

surrounded by Green Belt). No one in the village is going to travel to the Flowers 

Drove SANG when all we have to do is walk out of our front doors onto a public 

footpath for access to the Green Belt.   

The creation of a SANG is not a consideration for altering Green Belt boundaries. 

Green Belt boundaries are only altered in exceptional circumstances after all other 

reasonable options have been examined (and exhausted). But where Green Belt 

boundaries are altered, policy (NPPF147) requires compensatory improvements. 

Compensatory improvements will be individual to each community and identified in 

the Neighbourhood Plan / Neighbourhood Priorities Statement. Lytchett Matravers 

identified priority is new sport facilities. It is reported that nationally the most common 

compensatory improvements are sports facilities, cycleways, planting of trees / 

forests. 

Upton Heath has it’s SANG, Lytchett Matravers needs it’s compensatory 

improvements. Dorset Council and the developer seem to be pursuing a cynical 

approach towards Lytchett Matravers. By siting an unwanted SANG in the village, to 

satisfy environmental concerns for Upton Heath, the suggestion seems to be this will 

double up as a compensatory improvement for the village. The SANG is obviously 

not a compensatory improvement for the village. 

 

4. Having regard to your comments in question 3, please set out what 
change(s) you consider necessary to make the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will 
make the Supplementary Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound. It 
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording and 
where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support/justify the representation. 
(Please be as precise as possible) 

 
Dorset Council have not evidenced exceptional circumstances to justify changes to 
Green Belt boundaries. 
 
It needs to be explicitly stated, if this plan were to be adopted, that Green Belt 
boundaries cannot be reviewed again until 2034 at the earliest. 
 
Compensatory improvements are required for Lytchett Matravers.  
 
Target housing numbers have already been achieved at Lytchett Matravers, 
negating the need to alter Green Belt boundaries. 
 
The Government has reaffirmed it’s commitment to protecting the Green Belt. Green 
Belt is identified as a matter of national importance requiring enhanced statutory 
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protection under National Development Management Policies to be developed in 
2024. It would be tragic to lose Green Belt at this time.  
 
 

PART B 

1. Which Supplementary Proposed Main Modification does your representation 
relate to?  

Separate Part B forms must be completed for each separate Supplementary 
Proposed Main Modification you wish to comment on. 

Supplementary Proposed 
Main Modifications 
reference number 

SMM43 

 

2. Do you consider that the proposed Main Modification is: 
 

Legally compliant 
 

Yes  No  

Sound 
 

Yes  No no 

To be considered legally compliant the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modifications must: 

• comply with the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) 
Regulations 2019; and  

• be appraised for their sustainability.   

To be considered sound the local plan as a whole must be: 

• positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet 
the area’s objectively assessed needs; 

• justified - an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

• effective - deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather 
than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

• consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Government’s National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

Some or all of these considerations of soundness may be relevant to the 
Supplementary Proposed Main Modification[s] that you are seeking to make a 
representation on. 
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3. Please give details of why you consider the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification is / is not legally compliant or sound. (Please be as precise as 
possible). 

 
Policy H8 Small settlements next to existing settlements. 
 
I support the policy of limiting the scale of developments, but this policy is most 
relevant to settlements within the Green Belt given the essential characteristics and  
aims of Green Belt. I strongly disagree with the exclusion of Green Belt from this 
policy. UNSOUND.  
 
The essential characteristics of Green Belt include prevention of urban sprawl, 
prevention of encroachment into the countryside, the permanence of Green Belt 
openness. The small sites policy aligns perfectly with these characteristics and aims.  
 

4. Having regard to your comments in question 3, please set out what 
change(s) you consider necessary to make the Supplementary Proposed Main 
Modification legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will 
make the Supplementary Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound. It 
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording and 
where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support/justify the representation. 
(Please be as precise as possible) 

 
The policy should include Green Belt settlements, and go further, for Green Belt 
settlements not only should the scale of the development be limited to these 
numbers but there should also be limitation on the number of sites per settlement.   
 
 

PART C 

1. Comments on updated policies map, SA or HRA.  

Separate Part C forms must be completed for each appraisal or evidence document 
commented upon, making clear the section or paragraph you’re referring to 

Document:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please sign and date this form: 
 
 
Signature:      Date: 22/12/2023 
 



Consultee: Gerald Rigler on behalf of CPRE 

Event name: Purbeck Local Plan Supplementary Proposed Main Modifications 

Consultee reference: 1191922 

Consultation reference: SMMR20 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM88 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM3 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM4 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 



Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM5 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM6 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM8 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM14 



Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM15 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM16 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM86 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 



Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM18 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM25 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM26 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 



Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM30 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM46 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM47 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 



Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM68 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM77 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM87 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 



Comments on addendum to Habitats Regulation Assessment (SMMCD2), 

addendum to Sustainability Appraisal (SMMCD3), 5-year housing land supply 

report (SMMCD4), local housing need update (SMMCD5), policies map paper 

(SMMCD6) or local plan policies maps (SMMCD7a to SMMCD7k) -  

Section or paragraph: N/A 

Comments: N/A 

Attachment: 

  









































































































Consultee: Alan Bagley 

Event name: Purbeck Local Plan Supplementary Proposed Main Modifications 

Consultee reference: 1191476 

Consultation reference: SMMR21 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM5 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: N/A 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: N/A 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM6 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: No 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM27 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: No 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 



Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Comments on addendum to Habitats Regulation Assessment (SMMCD2), 

addendum to Sustainability Appraisal (SMMCD3), 5-year housing land supply 

report (SMMCD4), local housing need update (SMMCD5), policies map paper 

(SMMCD6) or local plan policies maps (SMMCD7a to SMMCD7k) -  

Section or paragraph: N/A 

Comments: N/A 

Attachment: 

  





































Additional responses to submission in responce to the 
Purbeck Local Plan Suplementary Main Modifications 

consultation. 
 

Please add this to my response submission send to you last week. 
 
The statement in the last few days made by Micheal Gove the Secretary of State for 
Levelling Up, Housing and Communities and the consequent adjustment to the 
NPPF on Green Belt acquisition clearly negate many of the arguments put forward 
for the use of Green Belt land  in the consultation documents. 
Consequently the modifications should reflect this change especially where it refers 
to the release of currently productive agricultural land, for example the land East of 
Wareham Road, Lytchett Matravers. 
 
 
From  
Alan Bagley 

 

 
  



Consultee: Goretti Quinn-Bagley 

Event name: Purbeck Local Plan Supplementary Proposed Main Modifications 

Consultee reference: 

Consultation reference: SMMR22 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM6 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: No 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM32 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: No 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 

Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Supplementary Proposed Main Modification: SMM40 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

legally compliant: No 

Does the respondent consider Supplementary Proposed Main Modification is 

sound: No 

Details of reasons why the respondent considers the Supplementary Proposed 

Main Modification is/is not legally compliant or sound: See attachment for full 

response 



Changes respondent considers are necessary to make the Supplementary 

Proposed Main Modification legally compliant or sound: N/A 

Comments on addendum to Habitats Regulation Assessment (SMMCD2), 

addendum to Sustainability Appraisal (SMMCD3), 5-year housing land supply 

report (SMMCD4), local housing need update (SMMCD5), policies map paper 

(SMMCD6) or local plan policies maps (SMMCD7a to SMMCD7k) -  

Section or paragraph: N/A 

Comments: N/A 

Attachment: 





























 


