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Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  Yes
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

Draft Policy V1 of the pre-submission plan is titled ‘Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Communities’, but
its content is a summary of allocations, rather than a policy that provides a clear picture of the most
sustainable locations for growth in the district. The Purbeck Local Plan Part 1 contains Policy LD
(General Location of Development), which sets out clearly the district’s settlement hierarchy and leaves
no ambiguity as to where development will be directed (subject to environmental constraints).

Given the overarching influence a policy on a plan’s spatial strategy is expected to have, Policy V1 is
imprecise and an insufficient basis on which to deliver sustainable development. It takes no account
of the location and role of settlements (particularly those in the northeast of the district, which also
have a close relationship with the conurbation). Rather, it seems more like a policy designed to justify
the proposed allocations, than a genuine spatial strategy that would deliver sustainable communities.
As such, the policy should not be considered sound because it lacks an appropriate strategy.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Flowers Valley Developments Ltd recommends that a policy be introduced akin to Policy LD of the
Purbeck Local Plan Part 1, making clear the district’s settlement hierarchy and therefore where growth
is to be focussed in line with sustainable development principles.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  No
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

It is apparent from draft Policy H2 (The Housing Land Supply) that the Council’s aim is to just meet
the Council’'s own housing need, with no homes over and above the target. Flowers Valley Developments
Ltd would question whether or not a target of the bare minimum is truly in the spirit of the requirement
of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) for ‘significantly boosting the supply of homes’, but
moreover, no allowance at all is made for the Duty to Cooperate (DtC). The Council's Statement of
Common Ground between local planning authorities in Dorset (October 2018) makes clear at paragraph
17 the stark rise in housing need across the Eastern Dorset Housing Market Area (HMA) in the short
term. The statement cites figures mooted in 2017, taken from the government’s proposed standard
method for housing need calculations. Back then, figures showed the HMA's need was in the region
of 1,723 additional new homes per annum over and above current local plan housing targets. But less
than a year on, the revised NPPF has been published, whose standard method for housing need
calculations shows a worsening situation. For example, East Dorset District Council’s recent local plan
options consultation cited the 2017 figures of 442 homes per annum, but the government’s standard
method in the revised NPPF in fact revises it upwards to 490 homes per annum. This works out at
nearly 1,000 additional homes over the plan period. It is also worth noting that Christchurch Borough
Council acknowledged in its recent local plan options consultation that it will not be able to meet its
housing needs by any stretch and will instead need to rely on its neighbours through the DtC.

Given the constrained nature of much of the HMA, it is incumbent on Purbeck District Council to work
proactively to meet its neighbours’ unmet needs. The lack of provision to do this within the plan as
drafted makes it not sound: it is not positively prepared (‘providing a strategy which, as a minimum,
seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other
authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do
s0’) and not effective (‘based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have
been dealt with rather than deferred’).

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
[ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Flowers Valley Developments Ltd recommends that Policy H2 be amended through the addition of a
final paragraph stating: ‘The Council will work proactively to ensure that the housing needs of both the
HMA and the neighbouring HMA are met in full. Additional land may therefore be released to meet
these needs'.

If you have any supporting documents please Full reprsentation letter
upload them here. Full reprsentation letter
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Planning Policy Team ) N
Purbeck District Council E ?p;n;n |.-| yP i'nnlng Ltd
Westport House nit 5 Designer House

Worgret Road Sandford Lane

Wareham Wareham
BH20 4DY
Dorset
BH20 4PP
Date: 29/11/18 M
Your reference: Local Plan Review Pre-submission E_
Our reference: MH-1201 W: www.clplanning.co.uk

Dear Sir or Madam,
Re: Purbeck Local Plan pre-submission draft consultation

On behalf of my client, Flowers Valley Developments Ltd, | herein provide a response to the Purbeck
Local Plan pre-submission draft document.

I note that the Council’s timetable envisages submitting the plan for examination in February / March
2019. In accordance with annex 1 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the plan
will therefore be examined in the context of the revised NPPF, rather than its predecessor.

As the Council is undertaking a Regulation 19 consultation, Flowers Valley Developments Ltd’s
response focuses on the soundness of the plan. The tests of soundness are set out in paragraph 35 of
the revised NPPF as follows:

‘a) Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s
objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need
from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with
achieving sustainable development;

b) Justified — an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on
proportionate evidence;

c) 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

d) Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance
with the policies in this Framework'.

Flowers Valley Developments Ltd’s response is structured as follows:

Chapman Lily Planning Limited
Registered company number: 9402101 Registered in England & Wales
Registered office: Unit 5, Designer House, Sandford Lane, Wareham, BH20 4DY
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e The approach to the spatial strategy

e Housing need

e Housing land supply

e Green belt

e Omission site at Castle Farm Road, Lytchett Matravers

THE APPROACH TO THE SPATIAL STRATEGY

Draft Policy V1 of the pre-submission plan is titled ‘Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Communities’, but
its content is a summary of allocations, rather than a policy that provides a clear picture of the most
sustainable locations for growth in the district. The Purbeck Local Plan Part 1 contains Policy LD
(General Location of Development), which sets out clearly the district’s settlement hierarchy and
leaves no ambiguity as to where development will be directed (subject to environmental constraints).

Given the overarching influence a policy on a plan’s spatial strategy is expected to have, my client finds
draft Policy V1 to be imprecise and an insufficient basis on which to deliver sustainable development.
It takes no account of the location and role of settlements (particularly those in the northeast of the
district, which also have a close relationship with the conurbation). Rather, it seems more like a policy
designed to justify the proposed allocations, than a genuine spatial strategy that would deliver
sustainable communities. As such, the policy should not be considered sound because it lacks an
appropriate strategy.

Recommendation

Flowers Valley Developments Ltd recommends that a policy be introduced akin to Policy LD of the
Purbeck Local Plan Part 1, making clear the district’s settlement hierarchy and therefore where growth
is to be focussed in line with sustainable development principles.

HOUSING NEED

It is clear from draft Policy H2 (The Housing Land Supply) that the Council’s aim is to just meet the
Council’s own housing need, with not one single home over and above the target. Flowers Valley
Developments Ltd would question whether or not a target of the bare minimum is truly in the spirit
of the requirement of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) for ‘significantly boosting the
supply of homes’, but moreover, no allowance at all is made for the Duty to Cooperate (DtC). The
Council’s Statement of Common Ground between local planning authorities in Dorset (October 2018)
makes clear at paragraph 17 the stark rise in housing need across the Eastern Dorset Housing Market
Area (HMA) in the short term. The statement cites figures mooted in 2017, taken from the
government’s proposed standard method for housing need calculations. Back then, figures showed
the HMA'’s need was in the region of 1,723 additional new homes per annum over and above current
local plan housing targets. But less than a year on, the revised NPPF has been published, whose
standard method for housing need calculations shows a worsening situation. For example, East Dorset
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District Council’s recent local plan options consultation cited the 2017 figures of 442 homes per
annum, but the government’s standard method in the revised NPPF in fact revises it upwards to 490
homes per annum. This works out at nearly 1,000 additional homes over the plan period. It is also
worth noting that Christchurch Borough Council openly acknowledged in its recent local plan options
consultation that it will not be able to meet its housing needs by any stretch and will instead need to
rely on its neighbours through the DtC.

Given the constrained nature of much of the HMA, it is incumbent on Purbeck District Council to work
proactively to meet its neighbours’ unmet needs. The lack of provision to do this within the plan as
drafted makes it not sound: it is not positively prepared (‘providing a strategy which, as a minimum,
seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other
authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do
so’) and not effective (‘based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have
been dealt with rather than deferred’).

Recommendation

Flowers Valley Developments Ltd recommends that Policy H2 be amended through the addition of a
final paragraph stating: ‘The Council will work proactively to ensure that the housing needs of both the
HMA and the neighbouring HMA are met in full. Additional land may therefore be released to meet
these needs’.

HOUSING LAND SUPPLY

My clients note how development is not being spread very evenly across the district and certainly not
in a proportionate manner, with settlements such as Moreton due to expand disproportionately whilst
large villages such as Lytchett Matravers are due to receive limited growth.

Although Lytchett Matravers is constrained by green belt, paragraph 138 of the NPPF is clear about
the onus on councils to ‘promote sustainable development... [and] consider the consequences for
sustainable development of channelling development... towards the outer green belt boundary’. Whilst
the pre-submission plan shows the Council is clearly amenable to growth at Lytchett Matravers, the
guantum proposed to be allocated there is nowhere near sufficient. Given the size of the village; its
lack of absolute planning constraints; its very high level of sustainability; and its relationship with the
conurbation, it should be the key focus for development in the district.

Land at Castle Farm Road, Lytchett Matravers has previously been promoted to the Council through
the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), with my clients noting that it was formerly
an included site (ref. 6/14/0279). However, the site is featured nowhere in the October 2018 SHLAA
update. My client has not withdrawn their site from the SHLAA and is therefore disappointed to note
that it has not been duly considered. Indeed, they confirmed its availability during the 2018 ‘New
Homes for Purbeck’ consultation. The knock-on from the site not being considered through the SHLAA
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is that its merits have not been considered through other evidence studies nor the Sustainability
Appraisal process.

Consequently, Flowers Valley Developments Ltd believes that the SHLAA is flawed and their land has
not been appropriately considered as a reasonable alternative. It therefore follows that the plan is not
sound because it is not justified (an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable
alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence).

Recommendation

Flowers Valley Developments Ltd believes that land at Castle Farm Road should be reconsidered by
the Council and allocated. As set out below, the site is unconstrained and would be an excellent
prospect, located in a central position on the edge of the village.

GREEN BELT

The Council will be aware of the requirement of paragraph 139 of the NPPF to ‘where necessary,
identify areas of safeguarded land between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-
term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period’. My client notes that there is no
consideration of de-allocating land in the green belt (‘white land’) in either the October 2018 Green
Belt Study or the draft plan itself. This repeats the approach of the PLP1, which also ignored the
requirement and was noted by the inspector at the time as inappropriate (see paragraph 21 of his
report).

Itis also important to bear in mind that the NPPF requires councils to review their local plans in whole
or in part every five years. In the interests of meeting future needs, it is vital that the Council releases
the green belt designation from sites on the edges of sustainable settlements, such as Lytchett
Matravers, for example. This will allow more flexibility to adapt rapidly to changing circumstances,
including meeting wider needs through the DtC.

The fact that no consideration appears to be given to identifying white land shows that the Council
has not had due regard to the NPPF’s requirements and therefore, the Council’s approach to green
belt should not be considered sound.
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Looking closely at the Council’s Green Belt Study, Flowers Valley Developments Ltd is very concerned
as to how the Council has applied the green belt review in formulating development options. The
study has taken a very broad-brush

approach by assessing large land

parcels. Looking at parcel 19 (Land

West of Flowers Drove and East of

Castle Farm Road), for example, this

parcel encapsulates a large tract of

land and the study concludes that

there would be green belt harm

from development here. It is

perfectly true that development

towards the far north of the parcel

would harm the purposes of the

green belt, but the same surely

cannot be true of that to the south, which would clearly relate well to existing built form and would
be enclosed by strong field boundaries and a road. It is therefore wholly inappropriate to conclude
that this parcel of land would fail the purposes of the green belt, when the assessment is of such a
significant land parcel. A more nuanced approach would be much more appropriate.

Recommendation

As set out above, my client’s land has been erroneously omitted from the SHLAA. It should be
considered and an appropriate analysis of it should be carried out in the Green Belt Study. The site
should be allocated for development, or at the very least, released from the green belt in order to
provide the Council with greater long-term flexibility to meet future needs, including through the Duty
to Cooperate.

OMISSION SITE AT CASTLE FARM ROAD, LYTCHETT MATRAVERS

Flowers Valley Developments Ltd controls land at Castle Farm Road, Lytchett Matravers, identified on
the map below.
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As can be seen, this 3.6 ha site is located close to the core of the village and is enclosed by strong and
defensible boundaries in the form of a road and established planting. Development would be
enclosed, relating well to the built form to the south and east and the allotments to the west, offering
the opportunity to create a strong settlement edge. This discrete parcel of land could be developed
successfully without any harm to the purposes of the green belt or landscape character and is of a
guantum that could deliver benefits — not just much-needed affordable housing, but other benefits
such as equipped play space.

Within comfortable walking distance are an employment site, comparison retail, a hairdresser,
doctor’s surgery, public open space, bus stops, the library, village hall, pubs and a primary school.
Additional employment is within easy reach at Holton Heath, access to which would have minimum
impacts on the A351 and A35. My clients note the very close proximity of the SANG proposed to come
forward to the north of the village, finding it considerably closer to their site than some of the
proposed allocations in the village. This well-placed SANG could help mitigate the impacts of the site.

CONCLUSIONS

This representation has set out a compelling case for the allocation of 3.6 ha of land at Castle Farm
Road in Lytchett Matravers for housing. It is unconstrained, strategically well placed, available and
deliverable now. Its allocation would enable development at one of the district’s largest settlements
and, in line with paragraph 138 of the NPPF, promote a much more sustainable pattern of growth than
sites beyond the green belt boundary. It is abundantly clear that the HMA will not be able to meet its
own housing needs without engaging the Duty to Cooperate and therefore opportunities to develop
such sustainable sites as my client’s ought to be seized.

As set out above, the site should have been considered by the Council through the SHLAA because my
client confirmed its availability during the 2018 New Homes for Purbeck consultation. If it had been,
its lack of constraints and high sustainability credentials puts it in no doubt that the site would have
continued to be identified as included in the SHLAA. It would have also scored very highly in the
Sustainability Appraisal, making it a clear reasonable alternative for a growth option. My clients argue
that the Council’s failure to afford the site due consideration makes the plan’s strategy not sound.

Flowers Valley Developments Ltd would be happy to engage positively with Purbeck District Council
to rectify the problem and bring forward land at Castle Farm Road in a timely manner. We look forward
to a positive dialogue.

Yours faithfully,

Matt Holmes BA (Hons) MA MRTPI, Director
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Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

PLPP178

30/11/18 18:36

Chapter 2: Vision and objectives (View)
Processed

Web

0.1

No

Chapter 2: Vision and objectives Infrastructure Sec
35-36

No

No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  No

the duty to co-operate?

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
[ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)
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“Purbeck is within easy reach of the Poole and Bournemouth conurbation mainly via
the A351 / A35 roads and the chain ferry across Poole Harbour. Many Purbeck
residents look to the conurbation for work and shopping facilities and many
conurbation residents come to Purbeck for outdoor leisure activities. Transport links

can get congested, particularly in the peak tourism season”

The plan should be challenged because it fails to offer any definitive guarantees in terms of infrastructure
that will be required to support the number of houses being proposed for Wool (which does not include
any ‘add-ons’ that could well appear on ‘smaller sites’). The plan merely assumes that the current
schools can be adequately expanded; no mention is made of the ability (or otherwise) to expand the
already overloaded sewage works; whilst there is at last acknowledgement that there will be increased
traffic, noting previous surveys and pressure on the level crossing given that many new residents will
commute to the Poole/Bournemouth conurbation, the only mitigation suggested is to encourage
motorists to seek alternative routes

470 Homes is likely to increase local traffic by at least 200 Vehicles including both

Private cars and business related vehicles (See Purbeck Gate the last large development and the
parking issues that already exist there). Site was over developed with insufficient account of vehicle
requirements which has led to dangerous parking, blocking of access for both Emergency Vehicles
and Utilities including Rubbish collection.

The Level crossing which is on the main arterial route through the village (A352) currently

closes 4 times per hour for an average of between 5 and 8 mins this leads the Traffic at peak times
to back up beyond the Wool / Bovington roundabout a distance of approx. ¥z a mile and the same on
the village side of crossing. There are no viable alternative routes other
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Comment
Consultee Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)
Email Address _
Address ]
[
I
I
Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Comment by Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)
Comment ID PLPP180
Response Date 30/11/18 18:46
Consultation Point Chapter 2: Vision and objectives (View)
Status Processed
Submission Type Web
Version 0.1
Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be
notified at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map Chapter 4: Housing Sub Section 127
does your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally No
compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  No
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

The previous review for a Local Plan for Purbeck 2016 suggested 1000 homes for Wool area
The current revised plan has reduced this to 470

What was the formula/Criteria used for the original estimate?
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Who sets this Criteria? Has the criteria /Formula been amended?

If this is following National Housing Guidelines | would argue that this lacks knowledge of local Areas,
neighbourhoods, population needs etc. and revised figures could therefore still be inaccurate.

If the original estimate was flawed which seems to be the case! how can we as local residents
understand where the current figures are drawn from?

Unless details of how this figure of 470 was arrived at is published and available to residents
then how can we make subjective comments as to their accuracy?

This Plan is unsound as it perpetuates the myth that building 470 homes in Wool will somehow provide
houses that local people can afford. The January 2018 consultation said: “The average cost of a house
in Purbeck is £250,000". That’s seventeen times the average salary in Purbeck. To be genuinely
affordable (for rent or purchase) a house needs to cost £150,000.

Therefore we have not been provided with evidence to show this plan has been positively
prepared and therefore cannot be justified or effective or may not even be consistent with

meeting the Genuine local housing needs over the next 15 years or indeed National Housing
guidelines.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Justify the figures show calculations explain why figure amended from 1000 to 470
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Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

PLPP183

30/11/18 19:24

Wool - 470 homes, 65 bed care home, SANG,
community hub and recreational space (View)

Processed

Chapter 4 Housing Wool 470 Homes

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

No explanation of how figure of 470 calculated. previous 2016 plan was for 1000 Homes , No justification

or evidence provided for 470 .

Majority of proposed sites are all going to
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feed Traffic on to same part of main road A352 leading to increased congestion , increased pollution
, increased likelihood of Traffic related incidents with Road Safety implications

Wool is a village any development on this scale is going to completely destroy the character of
the Village. We have already been blessed with a completely overengineered Railway Bridge,
overengineered safety barriers , an under utilised Cycleway with a ridiculous layout that comprises
Road Safety. The plan also seeks to destroy the local green spaces that exist between Wool and East
Burton thereby destroying the identities of the 2 communities. Despite all the language in the report
it will not deliver Good Quality, sustainable , affordable housing for the local community if the last large
development is anything to go by.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

It is lacks any Evidence of true need. It fails to address
the Infrastructure Improvements that would need to support development.

It fails to deal with Road structure other than make spurious
references to improvements in 'Alternative’ means of Transport It fails
to take account of local communities views
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Comment

Consultee Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Email Address

Address

Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

Comment by Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Comment ID PLPP215

Response Date 01/12/18 18:43

Consultation Point Policy IM1: Tools for delivery - the Purbeck Local
Plan implementation strategy (View)

Status Processed

Submission Type Web

Version 0.1

Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be
notified at an address/email address of the
following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map Chapter 7: Implementation, delivery and monitoring
does your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally No
compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with No
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

Dorset is just about to undergo a major change in Local Government organisation and the country is
facing the yet unknown outcomes of Brexit which may in the short term have a major impact on spending
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there is already comments being made nationally about House prices and therefore this could have
an impact on future investments including Building and development. The local plan has been evolving
over the last few years and | can understand the need to plan ahead. However with the disbanding of
local councils including Purbeck District Council and the formation of two new Unitary authorities |
believe that the current Local Plan for Purbeck should be put on hold and all details , reviews studies
,comments etc handed over to the new Dorset Council in Apr 2019. They will have to undertake major
reviews across the whole County review their spending priorities and best decide how funding from
local resources (Council tax etc) and funding from central government is best utilised therefore to put
forward a plan now which may not be deliverable seems non-sensical. Furthermore | believe some
developers are already sitting on plots of land which as yet have not got of the ground and | believe
where planning has already been granted developers are encouraged to complete all these projects
before new ones are granted even if financially they are not so beneficial to the developers. | also
believe we have opportunities to resolve and utilise areas of underutilised current brownfield sites
before destroying more of our green and pleasant land

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Local plan should include all existing planning for housing that has been approved including timetable
for completion and current plans should be suspended until after Apr 2019 for consideration etc as
part of reviews that will be undertaken by the new local authority who will be the legal entity responsible
for future development in the County.
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Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

PLPP692

30/11/18 19:24

Policy H5: Wool (View)

Processed

Web

Chapter 4 Housing Wool 470 Homes

No

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

No explanation of how figure of 470 calculated. previous 2016 plan was for 1000 Homes , No justification

or evidence provided for 470 .

Majority of proposed sites are all going to

feed Traffic on to same part of main road A352 leading to increased congestion , increased pollution
, increased likelihood of Traffic related incidents with Road Safety implications
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Wool is a village any development on this scale is going to completely destroy the character of
the Village. We have already been blessed with a completely overengineered Railway Bridge,
overengineered safety barriers , an under utilised Cycleway with a ridiculous layout that comprises
Road Safety. The plan also seeks to destroy the local green spaces that exist between Wool and East
Burton thereby destroying the identities of the 2 communities. Despite all the language in the report
it will not deliver Good Quality, sustainable , affordable housing for the local community if the last large
development is anything to go by.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

It is lacks any Evidence of true need. It fails to address
the Infrastructure Improvements that would need to support development.

It fails to deal with Road structure other than make spurious
references to improvements in 'Alternative’ means of Transport It fails
to take account of local communities views
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Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

PLPP693

30/11/18 19:24

Policy H5: Wool (View)

Processed

Web

Chapter 4 Housing Wool 470 Homes

No

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

No explanation of how figure of 470 calculated. previous 2016 plan was for 1000 Homes , No justification

or evidence provided for 470 .

Majority of proposed sites are all going to

feed Traffic on to same part of main road A352 leading to increased congestion , increased pollution
, increased likelihood of Traffic related incidents with Road Safety implications
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Wool is a village any development on this scale is going to completely destroy the character of
the Village. We have already been blessed with a completely overengineered Railway Bridge,
overengineered safety barriers , an under utilised Cycleway with a ridiculous layout that comprises
Road Safety. The plan also seeks to destroy the local green spaces that exist between Wool and East
Burton thereby destroying the identities of the 2 communities. Despite all the language in the report
it will not deliver Good Quality, sustainable , affordable housing for the local community if the last large
development is anything to go by.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

It is lacks any Evidence of true need. It fails to address
the Infrastructure Improvements that would need to support development.

It fails to deal with Road structure other than make spurious
references to improvements in 'Alternative’ means of Transport It fails
to take account of local communities views
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Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

PLPP695

30/11/18 18:36

Policy I12: Improving accessibility and transort
(View)

Processed

Web

Chapter 2: Vision and objectives Infrastructure Sec
35-36

No

No

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
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revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

“Purbeck is within easy reach of the Poole and Bournemouth conurbation mainly via
the A351 / A35 roads and the chain ferry across Poole Harbour. Many Purbeck
residents look to the conurbation for work and shopping facilities and many
conurbation residents come to Purbeck for outdoor leisure activities. Transport links

can get congested, particularly in the peak tourism season”

The plan should be challenged because it fails to offer any definitive guarantees in terms of infrastructure
that will be required to support the number of houses being proposed for Wool (which does not include
any ‘add-ons’ that could well appear on ‘smaller sites’). The plan merely assumes that the current
schools can be adequately expanded; no mention is made of the ability (or otherwise) to expand the
already overloaded sewage works; whilst there is at last acknowledgement that there will be increased
traffic, noting previous surveys and pressure on the level crossing given that many new residents will
commute to the Poole/Bournemouth conurbation, the only mitigation suggested is to encourage
motorists to seek alternative routes

470 Homes is likely to increase local traffic by at least 200 Vehicles including both

Private cars and business related vehicles (See Purbeck Gate the last large development and the
parking issues that already exist there). Site was over developed with insufficient account of vehicle
requirements which has led to dangerous parking, blocking of access for both Emergency Vehicles
and Utilities including Rubbish collection.

The Level crossing which is on the main arterial route through the village (A352) currently

closes 4 times per hour for an average of between 5 and 8 mins this leads the Traffic at peak times
to back up beyond the Wool / Bovington roundabout a distance of approx. ¥z a mile and the same on
the village side of crossing. There are no viable alternative routes other
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Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

PLPP696

30/11/18 18:36

Chapter 6: Infrastructure (View)
Processed

Web

Chapter 2: Vision and objectives Infrastructure Sec
35-36

No

No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  No

the duty to co-operate?

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
[ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)
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“Purbeck is within easy reach of the Poole and Bournemouth conurbation mainly via
the A351 / A35 roads and the chain ferry across Poole Harbour. Many Purbeck
residents look to the conurbation for work and shopping facilities and many
conurbation residents come to Purbeck for outdoor leisure activities. Transport links

can get congested, particularly in the peak tourism season”

The plan should be challenged because it fails to offer any definitive guarantees in terms of infrastructure
that will be required to support the number of houses being proposed for Wool (which does not include
any ‘add-ons’ that could well appear on ‘smaller sites’). The plan merely assumes that the current
schools can be adequately expanded; no mention is made of the ability (or otherwise) to expand the
already overloaded sewage works; whilst there is at last acknowledgement that there will be increased
traffic, noting previous surveys and pressure on the level crossing given that many new residents will
commute to the Poole/Bournemouth conurbation, the only mitigation suggested is to encourage
motorists to seek alternative routes

470 Homes is likely to increase local traffic by at least 200 Vehicles including both

Private cars and business related vehicles (See Purbeck Gate the last large development and the
parking issues that already exist there). Site was over developed with insufficient account of vehicle
requirements which has led to dangerous parking, blocking of access for both Emergency Vehicles
and Utilities including Rubbish collection.

The Level crossing which is on the main arterial route through the village (A352) currently

closes 4 times per hour for an average of between 5 and 8 mins this leads the Traffic at peak times
to back up beyond the Wool / Bovington roundabout a distance of approx. ¥z a mile and the same on
the village side of crossing. There are no viable alternative routes other
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Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

PLPP697

30/11/18 19:24

Policy H5: Wool (View)

Processed

Web

Chapter 4 Housing Wool 470 Homes

No

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

No explanation of how figure of 470 calculated. previous 2016 plan was for 1000 Homes , No justification

or evidence provided for 470 .

Majority of proposed sites are all going to

feed Traffic on to same part of main road A352 leading to increased congestion , increased pollution
, increased likelihood of Traffic related incidents with Road Safety implications
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Wool is a village any development on this scale is going to completely destroy the character of
the Village. We have already been blessed with a completely overengineered Railway Bridge,
overengineered safety barriers , an under utilised Cycleway with a ridiculous layout that comprises
Road Safety. The plan also seeks to destroy the local green spaces that exist between Wool and East
Burton thereby destroying the identities of the 2 communities. Despite all the language in the report
it will not deliver Good Quality, sustainable , affordable housing for the local community if the last large
development is anything to go by.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

It is lacks any Evidence of true need. It fails to address
the Infrastructure Improvements that would need to support development.

It fails to deal with Road structure other than make spurious
references to improvements in 'Alternative’ means of Transport It fails
to take account of local communities views
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Comment

Consultee Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Email Address

Address

Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Comment by Mr Patrick Foster (1190828)

Comment ID PLPP177

Response Date 30/11/18 18:32

Consultation Point Chapter 1: Introduction (View)

Status Processed

Submission Type Web

Version 0.1

Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does Chapter 1 Introduction para 3
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally No
compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies withthe No
duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

1 The Purbeck Local Plan is supported by a number of
supplementary planning documents (SPDs) available on the Council's website.
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Despite extensive searching of Council Website (Part of Dorset for You) either by scrolling
through many sections and trying a variety of Search criteriawe were unable to locate or access
any of these (SPDs) They appear to have been buried deeply away therefore making them in
accessible. They should all be part of Plan so visible and easy to view.

This plan therefore can not be Justified as it does not provide supporting information or proportional
evidence to support the plan so cannot be considered to have been positively prepared

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

All SPD's should be annexed to Pre-Submission Plan

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking achangetothe Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in
the oral part of the examination?
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Ms Hester Fox-Adams (1190852)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Ms Hester Fox-Adams (1190852)
PLPP187

01/12/18 10:45

Chapter 4: Housing (View)

Processed

Web

0.1

No

H8

Yes

Yes

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

For the following reasons | wish to object to the soundness of the Purbeck Local Plan, specifically in
relation to the identification and allocation in the SHLAA of proposed small sites in West Lulworth,
especially those three sites identified adjacent to Sunnyside and Bindon Road.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1


http://purbeck-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/planning_policy/purbeck_lpp?pointId=s15269023375831#s15269023375831

671

Reason 1

The content of the Plan (namely Policies H2 and H8) does not provide sufficient protection to the
character of West Lulworth village.

Policy H2 confirms that “small sites next to existing settlements and windfall sites within existing
settlements (excluding Wareham) will provide 933 homes within the Plan period”. However, taking
account the fact that some of the sites within the SHLAA will not be deliverable, this policy is not
capable of delivering the required 933 homes. This is a valid reason for objecting to the Plan at this
stage.

Paragraph 118 of the Plan states “the impacts of development on these sites varies according to the
nature, scale, characteristics and surroundings of individual sites”. An analysis of the sites within West
Lulworth, identified within the SHLAA as being suitable for development, indicates that when assessed
against the criteria in Policy H8 (especially criteria a and b), some of these sites are not suitable due
to the adverse impact of their development on the nature, scale, characteristics and surroundings.

Policy H8: ‘Small sites next to existing settlements’ sets the policy for any planning applications for
housing within West Lulworth.

“Applications for small sites will be permitted where adjacent to existing homes in the closest town or
village (as defined in the settlement hierarchy in the glossary of this plan), and not appear isolated in
the countryside, provided the following apply:

1 the scale of proposed development is proportionate to the size and character of the existing
settlement, up to a maximum of 30 homes;

2 individually and cumulatively, the size, appearance and layout of proposed homes must not harm
the character and value of any landscape or settlements potentially affected by the proposals;
and

3 the development would contribute to the provision of a mix of different types and sizes of homes
to reflect the Council's expectations in Policy H9 or, where expressed in a neighbourhood plan,
those of the relevant local community”.

Whilst it is recognised that any development proposals for these sites will be tested through planning

applications it is suggested that the Plan, as currently worded (and without a proposals map for West

Lulworth) is not sound as it does not provide sufficient protection to the character of West Lulworth

village. Specifically the proposed scale of the three sites on Sunnyside and Bindon Road would

significantly harm the character and value of the landscape of Bindon Hill, whose landscape
provides and frames the rural setting on all approaches to the village.

| would request that the Inspector requires an inset map of the village to be inserted into the Local
Plan, which robustly protects: the character of the existing village; the unique landscape of the village;
and the amenity of existing properties. In the absence of this the Plan cannot be said to be sound.

Reason 2

The Plan is not sound as the evidence base (namely the SHLAA) is not sufficiently robust to deliver
the housing numbers set out in Policy H2.

The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 2018 underpins the approach to delivering
the required housing across the district in the plan period. By indicating those sites which are ‘suitable’
and those which are ‘unsuitable’ for consideration the SHLAA identifies and assesses the potential for
development at specific sites.

The conclusion to the site (SHLAA/0065) - land to the east of Farm Lane and Shepherds Way, is that
itis “unsuitable because of potential adverse impact on the Dorset Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB) and because not clear how adverse effects on European sites could be avoided or mitigated”.
An assessment of the additional small sites within or adjacent to West Lulworth should also be drawn
that they are unsuitable for the same reasons, especially the three proposed sites on the slopes
of Bindon Hill on Sunnyside and Bindon Road.

The SHLAA process has not been carried out sufficiently thoroughly for the small sites within West
Lulworth. Some of the proposed sites are unsuitable for development because of the adverse impact
on the surrounding village character; on the setting of the AONB; and because the necessary
infrastructure improvements to allow them to be developed would have an adverse impact on the
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special character of the village. An example of this is that private roads, especially those of Sunnyside
and Bindon Road which would be necessary to service some of these developments, are not capable
of being upgraded, and any such upgrades would harm the character of the village.

Within the SHLAA 31 small sites are assessed as being able to provide 446 homes. The assessment
in this section is guided by Policy H8: Small sites next to existing settlements. The first criteria of the
policy is the key test in order to ascertain if the site is adjacent to existing dwellings in the closest town
or village and if the proposed capacity is suitable for the location.

Small sites assessed as currently being suitable development within West Lulworth are:

18 units adjacent adjacent to Limberlost, Sunnyside, West Lulworth

18 units adjacent to the Lilacs, West Road, West Lulworth

17 units at Allotment Gardens, Bindon Road, West Lulworth

20 units opposite Wilton Cottage, West Lulworth

11 units adjacent to the Hall, Church Road, West Lulworth

9 units on land adjacent to 1 Church Road, West Lulworth

6 units on land adjacent to Hillside House, School Lane, West Lulworth

9 units adjacent to Cove House, Bindon Road, West Lulworth

Many of the sites put forward and assessed in the SHLAA within West Lulworth should not have passed
the first test and should also have already been discounted due to their development having an adverse
impact on the special character of the village within the AONB. In my opinion this is clearly the case
with the three proposed sites adjacent to Sunnyside and Bindon Road. Therefore (using the
SHLAA methodology) they should have been classified as unsuitable for development in the
SHLAA.

O~NO UL WNBE

Therefore it can be concluded that the SHLAA cannot be relied upon as an accurate assessment of
the development capacity within West Lulworth to contribute to the housing growth across the district.
For this reason the Plan is not ‘'sound’.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

The three small sites in Sunnyside and Bindon Road, West Lulworth, should be ruled out due to their
lack of suitability against Paragraph 118 of the Plan, and Policy H8 b, and should not have been
included in the SHLAA.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change tothe  No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Comment
Consultee Mr David Gardiner (1190913)
Email Address _
Address R
[
I
I
Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Comment by Mr David Gardiner (1190913)
Comment ID PLPP265
Response Date 02/12/18 20:33
Consultation Point Policy H5: Wool (View)
Status Processed
Submission Type Web
Version 0.1
Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does H5
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally No
compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  Yes
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

| am not a legal expert. It would have been helpful to have a 'Don't know' box in the questions above.
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1 On reading the Purbeck Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft Document | consider it to be vague,
full of waffle and lacking in clarity. Developers are expected to make a number of improvements.
The phrase ‘expected to’ appears 5 times in Policy H5. This does not give the reader much
confidence in the outcome; developers should be ‘required to’ make improvements otherwise
nothing will happen as they will try and do the least possible for the maximum possible gain!

(=Y

| can see little evidence in the document to support the Housing Objectives, namely

1 Support sustainable community growth to provide for the needs of local residents.

2 Provide a mix of housing, including affordable that meets the needs of local people and is
supported by appropriate infrastructure including education and healthcare.

1 On the ‘Dorset for You’ web site:

https://www.dorsetforyou.gov.uk/your-community/statistics-and-census.aspx

It states that “Dorset has a lower birth rate than Bournemouth, Poole and England & Wales, but a
higher death rate. This means that without migration into the area, the population would decline”.
Also, on the same web site under the title ‘Area Profile for Wool' it states that in 2016 the birth rate in
Wool was down 3.6% and death rate was up 7.1%. These statistics hardly support the requirement
for additional housing to meet the needs of local people, quite the opposite.

1 The need for 470 houses in Wool has not been established (see paragraph above), there is
certainly not the local need, furthermore, there appears to be no definitive plan to provide
appropriate infrastructure to support such an increase. 60% of the respondents from Wool to the
earlier Consultation did not support this proposal. In addition, there is no guarantee that Wool's
total will not increase further under the ‘933 small sites’ proposal. The need for affordable homes
has been identified but there are no firm proposals as to how this will be achieved. The average
house price in Purbeck is £250,000 which is 17 times the average salary in the area.

1 With an addition of 470 homes the population of Wool is likely to increase by 1000, furthermore
a recommendation for a 65 bed care home has suddenly appeared in the Document. The estimated
population of Wool and East Burton on 30 June 2017 was 2,934 therefore under this proposal
the size of the village will increase by just over a third. This increase will put an intolerable strain
on the current village infrastructure, the village GP surgery is already overloaded and short staffed,
the roads are already very busy, with the railway crossing adding further to the congestion, and
local public transport continues to diminish. To ‘encourage’ road users to use alternative routes
and to work with local transport providers to improve public transport seems wishful thinking;
why has this not already been done to alleviate the current situation?

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Comment

Consultee
Email Address

Address

Event Name
Comment by
Comment ID
Response Date

Consultation Point

Status
Submission Type

Version
Are you responding on behalf of a group?

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally
compliant?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound?

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with
the duty to co-operate?
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Keith Gibson Keith Gibson (1188365)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Keith Gibson Keith Gibson (1188365)
PLPP13

18/11/18 08:18

Moreton Station / Redbridge Pit - 490 homes, 65
bed care home and SANG (View)

Processed

Web

Moreton Stn / Redbridge Pit

No

No

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

I'm not legally qualified to know if it is legally compliant or not. Therefore, given only a choice of "Yes"
or "No" I must default to "No". The same applies to my knowledge of your duty to cooperate.
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The plan is not sound because the assumptions it is based on (the SHMA) are derived from
extrapolations of past population growth. Much of this is due to UK residents moving in to enjoy the
benefits of Dorset because houses have been built to enable them to do that. That might have been
OK in the past but now the region is bursting.

Also the plan is not sound because it is too vague. E.g. it glibly states that the medical needs can be
met by an extension to the existing surgery. So that's that problem dealt with - now, what's next? It
says that school will have to be extended. Great, another problem solved. Financing is glossed over
by mentioning 106 monies from developers. Bril', that can go in the "Sorted" file as well. There is
nothing about how increase in traffic from residents will be dealt with, nor social care, secondary
schooling, etc., etc.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

To make the plan sound the population growth must be recalculated by stripping out the effect of
extrapolating Census figures for recent past immigration into the region (except for local employment)
and assessing the effect of realistic assumptions of local employment opportunities (excluding the
Bournemouth/Poole/Christchurch conurbation as mass commuting to that region is not practical due
to road pinch points and the inflexibility of trains).

Also to make it sound more thought must be given to infrastructure improvements. More definition and
precision on what is needed (including the effects of other proposals for Crossways) and how it will
be funded is required.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Comment
Consultee Donald Gilder (1191470)
Email Address

Address

Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

Comment by Donald Gilder (1191470)

Comment ID PLPP576, PLPP698, PLPP699

Files H5-Gilder-PLPP576-redacted.pdf
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For Office Use Only
Requester ID:
' Consultee ID: ql $-Fo
Purbeck Comment ID's: ,ﬂL‘ﬂ/oS :"LQD

District Councyl

PART B

1. Which part of the Purbeck Local Plan does your representation relate to? Separate forms
must be completed for each separate policy or paragraph you wish to comment on.

Policy number S
Policies map

Paragraph

2. Do you consider that the Local Plan is:

¢ Legally compliant Yes No
e Sound Yes [ ] No
e Complies with the duty to co-operate. Yes N [ ]

If your representation relates to how the Council has prepared the Local Plan it is likely to
relate to legal compliance. The Plan must:
o comply with Section 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and other
related legislation;
e be in accordance with the Council's Local Development Scheme and Statement of
Community Involvement;
o comply with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012,
national planning policy and the duty to co-operate in relation to planning of sustainable
development (section 110 of Localism Act 2011).

If your representation relates to the content of the Local Plan, it is likely to relate to its
soundness. To be considered sound the plan must be:

s positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet
the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with
other authornities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving
sustainable development;
o 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.
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If your representation relates to how the Council has consulted with other relevant bodies
during the plan making process, it is likely to relate to how the plan process has complied with
the duty to co-operate in relation to the planning of sustainable development.

3. Please give details of why you consider the policy, policies map or paragraph number of
the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound or fails to comply with the duty to co-

operate. {(Please be as precise as possible).

{Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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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 Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say
why this change will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording for any policy or text and where appropnate
provide evidence necessary to support/justify the representation. (Please be as precise as

possible)
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(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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5. If your representation is seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you consider it
necessary to participate in the oral part of the examination? Please note that the Planning
Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual sessions of the
examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings. Only those who
have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

Yes No :’

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary?

{Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please sign and date this form:

Signatur Date: | / 2,/ 2 1< .
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Comment

Consultee Diana Gilder (1191472)

Email Address

Address

Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Comment by Diana Gilder (1191472)
Comment ID PLPP577

Response Date 03/12/18 15:04

Consultation Point Policy H5: Wool (View)

Status Processed

Submission Type Letter

Version 0.3

Files H5-Gilder-PLPP577-redacted.pdf
Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified at
an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does your H5
comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally compliant? Yes

Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Yes
duty to co-operate?

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in the
oral part of the examination?
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For Office Use Only

Requester ID: O 4~
a Consultee ID: | | !'-[—:72-
Purbeck Comment ID's: IDLIOPCS:?:IL

District Council

PART B

1. Which part of the Purbeck Local Plan does your representation relate to? Separate forms
must be completed for each separate policy or paragraph you wish to comment on.

Policy number H 5
Policles map

Paragraph number

2. Do you consider that the Local Plan is:

e Legally compliant Yes v No

. soun oo T M [
e Complies with the duty to co-operate. Yes [ ] No [ ]

If your representation relates to how the Council has prepared the Local Plan it is likely to
relate to legal compliance. The Plan must:

o comply with Section 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and other
related legislation;

e be in accordance with the Council's Local Development Scheme and Statement of
Community Involvement;
o comply with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012,

national planning policy and the duty to co-operate in relation to planning of sustainable
development (section 110 of Localism Act 2011).

If your representation relates to the content of the Local Plan, it is likely to relate to its
soundness. To be considered sound the plan must be:

e positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet
the area's objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with
other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving
sustainable development;
e justified - an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable
alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence;
o 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
o consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Government's National Planning Policy Framework.
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If your representation relates to how the Council has consulted with other relevant bodies
during the plan making process, it is likely to relate to how the plan process has complied with
the duty to co-operate in relation to the planning of sustainable development.

3. Please give details of why you consider the policy, policies map or paragraph number of
the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. (Please be as precise as possible).
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{Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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4. Having regard to your comments in question 3, piease set out what change(s) you
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say
why this change will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate

provide evidence necessary to support/justify the representation. (Please be as precise as
possible)
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5. If your representation is seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you consider it
necessary to participate in the oral part of the examination? Please note that the Planning
Inspector will make the fina! decision on who will be invited to attend individual sessions of the
examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings. Only those who
have made representations to the Local Plan duning the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

Yes No |:|

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary?

(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please sign and date this form:

Signature - Date: /. (2, Zol(%.




Comment

Consultee
Email Address

Address

Event Name
Comment by
Comment ID
Response Date
Consultation Point
Status
Submission Type

Version
Are you responding on behalf of a group?

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified at
an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound?

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the
duty to co-operate?
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Dr Ralph Gregory (1190539)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Dr Ralph Gregory (1190539)

PLPP263

02/12/18 20:02

The green belt (View)

Processed

Web

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

The local plan is sound. The Green Belt reviews have correctly identified those areas of GB in Dorset
which are of the highest protective value against urban sprawl
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(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in the
oral part of the examination?
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Comment

Consultee
Email Address

Address

Event Name
Comment by
Comment ID
Response Date
Consultation Point
Status
Submission Type

Version
Are you responding on behalf of a group?

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound?

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the
duty to co-operate?
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Dr Ralph Gregory (1190539)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Dr Ralph Gregory (1190539)

PLPP264

02/12/18 20:11

Policy E4: Assessing flood risk (View)
Processed

Web

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

The Jacob report and recent work by the DCC have provided additional evidence that large scale
construction in Lytchett Minster, would further increase the flood risk, and because of the multiple
sources of potential flooding and the height of the water table, reliable mitigation would not be possible
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(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in the
oral part of the examination?
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Comment
Consultee ClIr R Griffin (1185181)
Address ]
]
[ ]
I
Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Comment by ClIr R Griffin (1185181)
Comment ID PLPP614
Response Date 03/12/18 10:13
Consultation Point Chapter 6: Infrastructure (View)
Status Processed
Submission Type Letter
Version 0.3
Files infrastructure-Griffin-PLPP614.pdf
Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified at
an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does your Chapter 6 Infrastructure
comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally compliant? Yes

Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? Yes

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the Yes
duty to co-operate?

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in the
oral part of the examination?
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For Office Use Only

Requester ID: QL&
H} I! Consultee ID: \BSI&|
Purbeck Comment ID's: P _PPEL | Y-

District Council
"4

PART B

1. Which part of the Purbeck Local Plan does your representation relate to? Separate forms
must be completed for each separate policy or paragraph you wish to comment on.

Policles

Paragraph number

2. Do you consider that the Local Plan is:

Z
Legally compliant Yes " No
Soune ves [ 7] N [
Complies with the duty to co-operate. Yes [i' No :}

If your representation relates to how the Council has prepared the Local Plan it is likely to
relate to legal compliance. The Plan must:

comply with Section 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and other
related legislation;

be in accordance with the Council's Local Development Scheme and Statement of
Community Involvement;

comply with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012,
national planning policy and the duty to co-operate in relation to planning of sustainable
development (section 110 of Localism Act 2011).

If your representation relates to the content of the Local Plan, it is likely to relate to its
soundness. To be considered sound the plan must be:

positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet

the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with

other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is

accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving
sustainable development;

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.
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If your representation relates to how the Council has consulted with other relevant bodies
during the plan making process, it is likely to relate to how the plan process has complied with
the duty to co-operate in relation to the planning of sustainable development.

3. Please give details of why you consider the policy, policies map or paragraph number of
the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. (Please be as precise as possible).

(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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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 Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say
why this change will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate

provide evidence necessary to support/justify the representation. (Please be as precise as
possible)
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5. If your representation is seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you consider it
necessary to participate in the oral part of the examination? Please note that the Planning
Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual sessions of the
examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings. Only those who
have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary?

{Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please sign and this form:

Signature:

Date: S0 (- D0 L*




Comment

Consultee
Email Address

Address

Event Name
Comment by
Comment ID
Response Date
Consultation Point
Status
Submission Type
Version

Files

Are you responding on behalf of a group?

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally
compliant?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound?

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with
the duty to co-operate?

700

Mr Simon Groves (1190916)

I

I

.

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Simon Groves (1190916)
PLPP252

02/12/18 17:53

Policy E12: Design (View)
Processed

Web

0.1

Photo of Rabling Rd
Photo of other bit of Rabling Rd

No

Policy SHM
No

No

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)
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We were consulted on the Issues and Options consultation in 2014. | looked at it but don't recall seeing
a plan on Townscape Character and Development (now map 9 on p55 on the Swanage Local Plan
adopted June 2017). | am referring specifically to the areas north and south of Beach Gardens. | think
this plan changed after the consultation. | can't find the original Issues and Options consultation paper
easily on the portal or from the home page when using the search facility. So | can't back up my
claim. This does not seem fair.

| support the protection of distinctive local character but don't understand why Rabling Rd and Walrond
Rd are not included. This whole area is referred to as ‘New Swanage' when it was developed, mainly
in the 1930's. These two roads have the same style and character, and in my opinion, more examples
of grandeur.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Please include Rabling Rd and Walrond Rd in this zone of distinctive local character.

If you have any supporting documents please upload Photo of other bit of Rabling Rd
them here. Photo of other bit of Rabling Rd

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking achangetotheLocal No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in
the oral part of the examination?
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Comment

Consultee Dr Mike Halsall (1189860)

Email Address

Address

Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

Comment by Dr Mike Halsall (1189860)

Comment ID PLPP58

Response Date 28/11/18 10:39

Consultation Point Policy H8: Small sites next to existing settlements
(View)

Status Processed

Submission Type Web

Version 0.2

Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does Policy H8: Small sites next to existing settlements
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally No
compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with the No
duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

There are approximately 30 residences in the Sunnyside/Bindon area of West Lulworth. This is in an
area which is almost all designated ‘Conservation Area’ and it is surrounded by AONB and SSSI, and
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close to the Heritage Coast. It is a site of considerable local history interest. It is also a conspicuous
site when viewed from the western approach to the village.

The proposed sites for future development include four (one in Sunnyside, two in Bindon Rd and one
at the bottom of Bindon Rd) with a total of 53 units which would almost encircle and completely dominate
the 30 residences in the area. The present access is narrow, and upgrading this would be difficult and
further destructive of the local environment.

In my opinion, the ‘size, appearance and layout of proposed homes’ would devastate the character
and value of the Bindon/Sunnyside area of West Lulworth. It is contrary to Policy H8 paragraphs a
and b.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in
the oral part of the examination?
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Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

These Representation to the Purbeck Local Plan Review Pre-submission Draft (October 2018) have
been prepared by Origin3 on behalf of Halsall Homes Ltd in relation to their interests at Steppingstones,
Stoborough, Dorset.

These Representations follows those made by Halsall in response to the Purbeck Local Plan — Issues
and Options consultation during March 2015, the Options consultation during August 2016 and the
New Homes for Purbeck Consultation during January 2018. These current Representations should
be read alongside the aforementioned sets of Representation submitted by our client.

Halsall Homes supports the inclusion of Policy H1 which stipulates the quantum of overarching growth
in Purbeck in the period 2018-2034, in terms of new homes. H1 policy text stating “at least 2,688
homes..." is supported. However, the accompanying text to this policy (para 110) and other references
to the figure elsewhere within the Local Plan should clearly state the number of new homes are the
minimum that will be provided in the period 2018-2034.

Paragraph 23 of the NPPF (2018) is clear that strategic policies should provide a clear strategy for
bring sufficient land forward, and at a sufficient rate, to address objectively assessed needs over the
plan period, in line with the presumption in favour of sustainable development and as far as is consistent
with other policies in the Framework. The need to treat objectively assessed need figure / housing
targets as a minimum is crucial in supporting the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the
supply of homes.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

References to the 2,688 homes figure should state clearly that the numbers of new homes are the
minimum that will be provided in the period 2018-2036. This will make the Plan positively prepared,
justified and consistent with National policy.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

These Representation to the Purbeck Local Plan Review Pre-submission Draft (October 2018) have
been prepared by Origin3 on behalf of Halsall Homes Ltd in relation to their interests at Steppingstones,
Stoborough, Dorset.

These Representations follows those made by Halsall in response to the Purbeck Local Plan — Issues
and Options consultation during March 2015, the Options consultation during August 2016 and the
New Homes for Purbeck Consultation during January 2018. These current Representations should
be read alongside the aforementioned sets of Representation submitted by our client.

The New Homes for Purbeck Consultation during January 2018 set out potential for a small site
allocation at Sandford titled ‘a community led approach’. It is understood that this site allocation is how
no longer being pursued within the Pre-submission draft of the plan. This approach is welcomed.

The Pre-submission draft of the Local Plan includes a newly introduced small sites policies which will
work on a case-by-case basis in response to applications. The identification of a potential small site
allocation at Sandford potentially afforded this particular site a form of consideration of and endorsement
for development which other, potential more appropriate sites have not been afforded.

Through the New Homes for Purbeck Consultation during January 2018, the Council consulted upon
its options for housing allocations in the local plan. Three options were proposed which could provide
enough homes to address housing need and which took into account the constraints across the district.
The three options presented offered little variance with which to compare and contrast the various
potential different approaches to the development strategy.

It is considered that an appropriate balance between larger and smaller-scaled sites must be struck
in order to ensure that the local plan will be successful and a robust five-year supply can be maintained
across the duration of the plan.

The Local Plan strategy seeks to direct new housing, employment, shops, services and community
facilities in the towns (Swanage, Wareham and Upton) and key services villages where growth will be
proportionate to the size and character of the settlement.

Whilst the principle of this approach is sensible and generally supported, positive recognition should
also be given to the remaining element of the Council’s distribution strategy at the lower order
settlements, which seeks to ensure a spread of new homes across the District, meeting need where
is arises.

As currently drafted, the final sentence of paragraph 113 states that “limited developments that are
sympathetic to their surrounding will also be supported elsewhere across the District.” It is considered
that the wording of this sentence is too broad-brush and requires further refinement towards delivering
new growth sustainably, especially at the lower order settlements having regard to accessibility to key
services and facilities.

As currently drafted the Plan fails to establish an effective distribution strategy that support sustainable
patterns of development and plans flexibly in accordance with NPPF requirements and is therefore
unsound as it not positively prepared, effective or consistent with the NPPF.
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Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Given the variation in size and availability of services and facilities between settlements it should be
recognised that varying levels of development could sustainably be accommodated depending on
nature of the individual settlement.

The following revised wording is suggested instead of the final sentence of paragraph 113;

“Elsewhere in the District the local plan strategy supports some growth in conformity with other policies
of this plan to facilitate appropriate opportunities for villages to grow sustainably, organically and
ensuring flexibility to adapt to changing needs”.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

Policy H3 states that “development proposals submitted for sites allocated in policies H4 to H8 must
comply with all other relevant policies in the Purbeck Local Plan”. Development proposal submitted
under policy H8 (small sites) would not be formally “allocated” as would come forward on a case-by-case
basis.

It is queried as to whether this should therefore mean H7 instead of H8?

Furthermore, the condition that proposals on allocated site “must” comply with “all” other relevant
policies is considered to be too restrictive. The development plan should be read as a whole, with a
focus on its objectives and the policies that give effect to them. Conflict with a single policy or part of
a policy does not necessarily mean an application fails to accord with the development plan as a whole.
Policy H3 fails to establish a deliverable development strategy that is effective and plans flexibly in
accordance with NPPF requirement and is considered unsound as it is not effective or consistent with
the NPPF.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

The first sentence of policy H3 should be amended to allow for greater flexibility. Proposed wording
is as follows “Development proposals submitted for sites allocated in policies H4 to H7 will be supported
where they comply with relevant policies in the Purbeck Local Plan.”

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

These Representation to the Purbeck Local Plan Review Pre-submission Draft (October 2018) have
been prepared by Origin3 on behalf of Halsall Homes Ltd in relation to their interests at Steppingstones,
Stoborough, Dorset.

These Representations follows those made by Halsall in response to the Purbeck Local Plan — Issues
and Options consultation during March 2015, the Options consultation during August 2016 and the
New Homes for Purbeck Consultation during January 2018. These current Representations should
be read alongside the aforementioned sets of Representation submitted by our client.

The introduction of a new permissive small sites policy is supported in-principle. This introduces much
needed flexibility into local planning policy in Purbeck District to enable the Local Plan to be responsive
to changing needs and requirements and for Purbeck to meet its’ objectively assessed housing need.

Policy H8 set out that there will be a number of criteria upon which the approach will operate to ensure
smaller housing developments are in keeping with the distinctive character of Purbeck, these are as
follows:

1  Adjacent to existing homes in the closest town or village (as defined in the settlement hierarchy
in the glossary of the plan), and do not appear isolated in the countryside;

2 The scale of proposed development is proportionate to the size and character of the existing
settlement, up to a maximum of 30 homes;

3 Individually and cumulatively, the size, appearance and layout of the proposed homes must not
harm the character and value of any landscape or settlement potentially affected by the proposals;
and

4 The development would contribute to the provision of a mix of different types and sizes of homes
to reflect the Council’s expectations in Policy H9 or, where expressed in a neighbourhood plan,
those of the relevant local community.

The application of the proposed policy at the local service villages level of the settlement hierarchy,
including Stoborough, is supported.

The notion that housing growth should be directed to settlements that have good access to services
and facilities is wholly supported.

Given the variation in size and availability of services and facilities between all the settlements with
the hierarchy it should be recognised that varying levels of development could sustainably be
accommodated depending on nature of the individual settlement. As such, the concept of applying
an upper limit on development quantum is not supported. The current approach which caps
development up to 30 units could potentially restrict the effectiveness of the policy in delivering housing
on appropriate small scale sites.

This appears a rather arbitrary limitation on development and does not reflect the fact that each
potentially suitable site is different and should be considered on a case-by-case basis. Furthermore,
what may be considered acceptable in terms of scale at the key towns such as Swanage, Upton and
Wareham may not be appropriate at the ‘other villages’ level of the settlement hierarchy.

The wording of the locational requirement of the policy is considered to be too restrictive in that sites
must be “adjacent to existing homes”. There may be instances where suitable sites are adjacent to
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other land uses for example employment or community uses which would arguable not benefit from
this policy as currently drafted. Greater flexibility should be implemented through this policy as to not
provide a barrier to sustainable development and growth within the rural areas of the District.

Whilst the introduction of a new permissive small sites policy is supported in-principle it is questioned
as to whether the cap on development quantum establishes a deliverable strategy that is flexible and
effective in accordance with NPPF and therefore may fail the test of soundness in not being positively
prepared, justified or effective.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
[ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

A more permissive policy approach might be best employed. An example would be Policy SS2 in South
Somerset District which states, amongst other criteria, that: ‘development will be permitted where it is
commensurate with the scale and character of the settlement'. It also has a policy criteria linked to the
accessibility of key services: ‘proposals for housing development should only be permitted in Rural
Settlements that have access to two or more key services'. Key services are defined as:

Local convenience shop;

Post office;

Pub;

Children’s play area/sports pitch;
Village hall/lcommunity centre;
Health centre;

Faith facility; and

Primary school.

O~NO UL WNBE

In consideration of the availability of these key services, Stoborough would be a far more sustainable
option for housing development than some of the ‘other villages’, many of which are effectively large
hamlets with no key services. Stoborough has a shop, a pub, a recreation ground, a village hall and
a primary school. All of which is highly commendable in consideration of the number of existing
residences. There is therefore an opportunity for growth which promotes self-containment and promotes
sustainable patterns of development.

In terms of the locational requirements of the policy, it is suggested that “adjacent to existing homes”
should be revised to “adjacent to the existing built up area (or settlement boundaries where defined)”
in order to provide flexibility for sites to come forward which are not directly adjacent to existing homes.
It is not only sites adjacent to existing homes which should be considered suitable. Sites adjacent to

alternative land uses may be appropriate for accommodating small scale development in rural areas
and be suitable to support sustainable development.

The wording ‘homes must not harm the character and value of any landscape or settlements’ is not
supported. This does not account for the benefits of development outweighing adverse impacts. The
NPPF Paragraph 11 tilted balance recommends that adverse impacts must significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits for permission to be granted. As currently worded, any harm,
however minor, would mean that all development proposal would fail this particular criteria.

The distinction is made in the policy wording between settlements in the Green Belt and in the AONB.
It is suggested that for villages within the Green Belt, only limited development that fills gaps between
existing houses will be permitted. This is supported and is entirely appropriate as it is not for this small
sites policy to determine what an appropriate release of land from the Green Belt is. NPPF Paragraph
136 clearly states that, once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional
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circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. It states that the construction of
new buildings in the Green Belt is inappropriate and sets out the exceptions to this — one of which is
limited infilling in villages. This part of the policy is therefore consistent with national policy.

In relation to development in AONB, the NPPF sets out that exceptional circumstances must exist for
major development to take place (a distinction from construction of new buildings — as with Green Belt
policy). However, it does not state that these exceptional circumstances must be as part of a Local
Plan preparation or review. NPPF Paragraph 172 sets out the considerations for determining whether
exceptional circumstances exist, which are determined on a case-by-case basis for each application
for major development. By reasoning of scale, context and potential for landscape impacts which
cannot be mitigated, the Steppingstones proposal is not considered to represent ‘major development’
in the AONB, on the same scale as the previous draft allocation West Wareham, which would require
the consideration of NPPF Paragraph 172.

There appears to be a general acknowledgement in the consultation and the evidence base that
underpins it that development in the AONB will have to take place in Purbeck in order for the objectively
assessed need for housing to be met and for those communities within the AONB to have their housing
needs met. This notion is supported. Indeed, the proposed small sites policy does not make reference
to NPPF Paragraph 172 and the criteria for major development, thereby indicating that proposals
coming forward under this policy will not be considered as ‘major development’ for these purposes.

Halsall Homes will imminently be submitting a planning application for a new residential development
on Steppingstones Field, Stoborough under the umbrella of the emerging small sites policy. This is
the culmination of a comprehensive process of stakeholder engagement. The application submission
will be supported by a series of detailed technical assessment (landscape, ecology, transport, drainage,
archaeology and noise) which demonstrate that there are no adverse impacts of the proposed
development that would significantly or demonstrably outweigh the benefit of the development.

The site at Steppingstones Field, Stoborough is an entirely appropriate and sustainable location for
commensurate housing growth at Stoborough and would make a contribution towards the housing
needs of Purbeck, but is also is one of only a handful of opportunities to deliver against the parish-wide
housing needs of Arne. Housing growth at Stoborough will help to sustain the vitality of the community
services, facilities and employment offerings.

Arne Parish Council support the delivery of affordable housing within the parish boundary. Their
response to the Local Plan Review consultation in August 2016 confirms there exists a need: “Many
local people cannot afford the high prices of market housing in Purbeck. Affordable housing is needed
in order to retain and attract young people and key workers — and to support local employment and
skills”. Their initial vision statement for the parish area reads: “Arne Parish has a unique natural
environment formed by past cultural, economic, social and agricultural practices. While recognising
and protecting its heritage, we seek to ensure the long-term sustainability and viability of the parish
through environmental and economic measures that will develop the community and its charm, so that
all its residents, young or old, continue to live in a community in which they feel safe, cared for and

happy”.

Development at Steppingstones would be in close walking-distance proximity to a range of
community-based facilities and services. It would help to facilitate desirable pedestrian and cycle links
to the nearby Holme Lane SANG, be able to take advantage of close connections with Wareham and
be located in close proximity to public transport options to further afield.
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The site has the capacity to deliver circa 30 new houses, delivering a mix of market and affordable
housing available for different tenures to help meet the locally identified affordable housing need, and
a recreational open space with additional heathland planting. The Parish Council support the delivery
of affordable housing with Arne Parish. It may also be able to contribute towards meeting any unmet
needs arising from the potentially less sustainable and more constrained neighbouring parishes of
Church Knowle, East Holme and East Stoke.

The scheme also provides an opportunity to better manage overland surface-water drainage flows
from the site which currently end up in the culverted watercourse under the A351 / West Lane junction,
the opportunity arises to retain and store surface water on-site during storm events.

Submitted with previous Representation is an ‘Alternative Site Assessment’ which demonstrate that
Arne Parish has a very limited number of opportunities for growth to meet its identified housing needs.
Halsall's site at Steppingstones represents a sustainable location for housing and is one of a very
limited number of opportunities to deliver against the housing needs of Arne Parish in an appropriate
and sustainable location.

Alongside the publication of the Pre-submission draft of the Local Plan is an updated Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA, October 2018). The SHLAA comprise two sections; large and
small sites to allow for consideration of small sites up to 30 units in light of the Council newly introduced
small sites policy. The introduction of the small sites sections sets out that the “first criteria of the policy
is the key test in order to ascertain if the site is adjacent to existing dwellings in the closest town or
village and if the proposed capacity is suitable for the location.”

The full extent of land under our client’s control was promoted through the SHLAA during June 2018,
however only part of the site has been recorded within the revised SHLAA (October 2018), identified
under “small sites currently suitable for development”.

A SHLAA is used to record the future supply of land which is suitable, available and achievable for
housing and economic development use over the plan period. It is considered that sites promoted
through the SHLAA should be documented and recorded in their entirety so that a comprehensive
record of available land is established. It is questioned as to whether it is within the remit of the SHLAA
to make amendments to site boundaries / extent of sites which are being promoted / submitted.

It is also queried as to why there is no detail in respect of the Councils assessments for the sites
contained in the “small site section” within the SHLAA. All that is published is the site address and an
indicative quantum of development that could be accommodated. There is no supporting text justifying
the Council’'s assessment of the site.

Applications for planning permission should be determined by the Council based on their individual
merit, taking into account the policies contained within the local plan and all other material
considerations. The result of the SHLAA assessment should not have influence on any future decisions
of the Council at decision making stage. It is the role of the SHLAA assessment to provide information
on the range of site which are available to meet need, but it is for the development plan and development
control process to determine which of those sites are the most suitable to meet needs and are
acceptable in planning policy terms.

Arguably, the overall approach for the small sites policy does not go far enough. The requirement at
NPPF Paragraph 11 for local planning authorities to ‘positively seek opportunities to meet the
development needs of their area’ will not be fully achieved. It is felt that the evidence base should
explore and assess in full a range of site options on a parish-by-parish basis for the small sites policy,
otherwise questions over certainty and delivery will arise. The approach currently taken may not be
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considered to be positively prepared, justified or effective. It is considered that the Local Plan should
identify the most sustainable and appropriate options for delivery on small sites.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the Yes
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?

If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider it to be
necessary?

The matters raised in the Representations require detailed consideration and the opportunity to question
Officers about the soundness of key policies and the evidence base which supports them. As such,
we would welcome the opportunity to participate at the examination to contribute to the discussion of
the Inspector’s questions arising from our representations and thereby assist to ensure the plan is
sound and compliant.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 6



Comment

Agent
Email Address
Company / Organisation

Address

Consultee
Company / Organisation

Address

Event Name
Comment by
Comment ID
Response Date
Consultation Point
Status
Submission Type

Version
Are you responding on behalf of a group?

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally
compliant?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound?

719

Alex Cave (1191131)
Origin3

Tyndall House

17 Whiteladies Road
Bristol

BS8 1PB

(1191135)
Halsall Homes

1 Roman Way

Bath Business Park
Bath

BA2 8SG

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Halsall Homes (- 1191135)

PLPP418

03/12/18 15:40

Policy H11: Affordable housing (View)
Processed

Web

0.1

Yes

H11
Yes

Yes

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1


http://purbeck-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/planning_policy/purbeck_lpp?pointId=ID-5054391-24#ID-5054391-24

720

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

The move towards a District wide affordable housing thresholds set out in Policy H11 is noted. In
addition, the revised affordable housing thresholds borne out of the recommendations of the 2018
viability assessment are also noted.

Policy H11 seeks to introduce a requirement of 10% of the affordable homes provided on eligible
development sites to be social rented. In consideration of adopted Policy AHT, which recommends
that 90% of affordable housing is made available for social and affordable rent, with the remaining
10% being made available for intermediate housing products, it is considered that an adequate policy
mechanism exists to promote the delivery of this particular tenure.

With the proposed policy requirement in place, there is the potential for some schemes becoming
financially unviable and in some instances becoming unattractive to Registered Providers (RPS).

Itis also noted that the Government has a requirement in the revised NPPF for local planning authorities
to seek a minimum of 10% of all homes on individual sites for affordable home ownership products.
The message on affordable housing priorities is in danger of becoming mixed and it is therefore
guestioned as to whether this policy is positively prepared and or consistent with national policy.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Local planning policy should align with the aspirations of national policy to ensure consistency with
the NPPF and ensure sustainable, deliverable and viable development is achieved.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Are you responding on behalf of a group?
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Which policy / paragraph number / policies map
does your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally
compliant?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound?

Origin3

Tyndall House

17 Whiteladies Road
Bristol

BS8 1PB

(1191135)
Halsall Homes

1 Roman Way

Bath Business Park
Bath

BA2 8SG

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Halsall Homes (- 1191135)

PLPP419

03/12/18 15:40

Policy H14: Second homes (View)
Processed
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0.1

Yes

H14

Yes

No

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1


http://purbeck-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/planning_policy/purbeck_lpp?pointId=ID-5054394-21#ID-5054394-21

722

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

Policy H14 seeks to ensure proposals for all new housing in the AONB will be restricted to dwellings
of principal residence in perpetuity. This will include those homes permitted on small sites through the
newly introduced small sites policy and on rural exception sites.

It is noted that second home ownership is an issue that can undermine the sustainability of rural
communities. As a matter of principle, the higher proportion of primary residences in a settlement,
generally the more thriving and sustainable that settlement is. However, it should be made clear that
introducing a policy such as this has the potential to have profound and unanticipated implications on
the local housing market.

This policy would restrict the flexibility of the local housing stock to respond to changes in the housing
market and will therefore restrict long-term transactions in the areas which are the subject of this policy,
to the detriment of existing residents as well as the residents who wish to buy property there. Paragraph
11 of the NPPF is clear in that “plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development
needs of their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adopt to rapid change.”

As there would effectively cease to be any additions to the supply of secondary residences, the existing
stock of homes will be made even more unaffordable due to the constrained supply and increased
competition for purchase. There is no evidence to suggest that demand would reduce.

We would raise questions over the effectiveness of the policy in reducing affordability issues within
Purbeck District. Is it serving to displace unaffordability to other areas of the district where the policy
is not in place or even neighbouring authority areas? Have neighbouring authority areas been consulted
through the duty to cooperate on such matters?

It is considered that the policy is not justified and it is therefore unsound.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
[ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

In recent examples across the UK, many primary residence policies have been brought in at a
neighbourhood plan level rather than a local planning authority level. Issues of primary residence and
affordability may be better served by being considered in detail at this more local level with specific
local based evidence to justify.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Mr Nigel Hartnell (1190613)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

Mr Nigel Hartnell (1190613)

PLPP222

02/12/18 09:54

Identifying a local housing requirement (View)
Processed

Web

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

There has been no consultation or survey done within the West Lulworth area to justify the stated
demand for houses within the village. The most recent development resulted in a significant number
of the new houses ending up as holiday lets which is not conducive to the sustainability of the community
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Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

A proper survey should be carried out within West Lulworth to establish the genuine need for housing
and the types of housing required, this could then be turned into a development plan that would
genuinely reflect the sustainability and development requirements of the village

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking achangeto the Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in
the oral part of the examination?
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Comment

Consultee Mr Nigel Hartnell (1190613)

Email Address

Address

Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

Comment by Mr Nigel Hartnell (1190613)

Comment ID PLPP223

Response Date 02/12/18 09:56

Consultation Point Policy H8: Small sites next to existing settlements
(View)

Status Processed

Submission Type Web

Version 0.1

Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does H8
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally No
compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies withthe No
duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

The proposal to site 107 homes within West Lulworth is not "proportionate to the size of the settlement”
being more than 25% increase over the most recent estimate of the size of the village. It is not
"proportionate to the character" of the village which is a "rural area", a Conservation area, an AONB,
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and borders a World Heritage site. At 107 homes it breaches the policy of "up to a maximum of 30
homes per settlement"

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

The scale should be reduced to below 30 houses in such a way as to minimise the impact on the
heritage character of the village.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking achangeto the Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in
the oral part of the examination?
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Mr Nigel Hartnell (1190613)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Nigel Hartnell (1190613)

PLPP224

02/12/18 09:57

Small sites development (View)
Processed

Web

0.1

No

Para 145

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

There is insufficient infrastructure and services within West Lulworth to support the increase of 25%
in the housing stock and the concomitant increase in population. The roads are already overwhelmed
in the summer, the roads around the proposed sites are country lanes. The drainage system has
difficulty in coping with the rainfall off the hills, more concrete on these hills will exacerbate this. The
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village has limited services , not being a "Key Services Village". There is no Post Office, no GP surgery,
a derisory bus service, and limited shopping particularly in the winter.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Reduce the scale of the proposed development to a maximum of 30 as per Policy H8

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking achangeto the Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in
the oral part of the examination?
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Address |
]
I
I
Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Comment by Ms Alexandra Harwood (1190935)
Comment ID PLPP267
Response Date 02/12/18 21:12
Consultation Point Small sites development (View)
Status Processed
Submission Type Web
Version 0.1
Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does H8
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally Yes
compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with Yes
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

| feel that the plan is disproportionate, nearly 26 per cent of identified sites in the area are in West
Lulworth. The criteria set out by the council appears to say 'up to a maximum of 30 houses in 2 sites
per settlement' and that 'these should not harm the character or landscape of the settlement.' This
contradicts the proposed plan. The SHLAA guidelines state there should be a 400 metre buffer zone
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between conservation land, AONB, SSI, World Heritage Sites etc must fall in this category, yet the
proposals for several of the sites in West Lulworth have boundaries touching conserved or protected
land. Building on the Allotment Gardens, Bindon Road would be in complete opposition to the councils
Healthy Living Policy, taking away a vital resource. The already high level of second homes & holiday
rental properties in this area means there are fewer true 'residents', therefore fewer responses to the
plans. This is unfair. The last two small properties sold, in the Sunnyside area of the village, both went
as holiday lets, not to young families or essential workers. Who are all these people who are going to
buy/rent these 'affordable’ homes? (if any of them end up being cheap enough of course!) The existing
infrastructure just isn't up to coping with such huge numbers of people, never mind the disruption
caused during actual building. Most of the sites mentioned are on steep hillsides which would involved
huge amounts of excavation, drainage & landscaping. All of which would surely ruin the 'special
character' of the village that is mentioned in the councils recommendations for small sites developments.
The plan contradicts the councils policy on several points, so is not sound.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a changeto the Local No
Plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in
the oral part of the examination?
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Mr and Mrs Trevor and Diane Hayles (1190450)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

Mr and Mrs Trevor and Diane Hayles (1190450)
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Chapter 4: Housing (View)

Processed

Web

0.4

No

Policy H5

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)
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| am not qualified to answer the above questions so have said "NO" to all.
Housing - Policy H5

In October 2010, PDC declared that of the 2400 houses they were committed to build by 2026, NONE
were to be built in Wool, a position re-affirmed in 2012, when concerns were raised that building on
the land to the west of Oakdene Road/Chalk Pit Road would inevitably lead to significant housing
creep to the south and west and towards an ANOB. Yet only a handful of years later PDC are seemingly
now in favour of proposals to build several hundred houses on the land they had previously been keen
to protect.

Wool residents have consistently and overwhelmingly been against these proposals, despite PDC on
occasion providing incorrect information, information that might have swayed residents to modify their
views. Two examples of this are (a) stating that there was “significant support” from an earlier
consultation for 1000 houses in Wool whilst later admitting that this was incorrect, (b) referring to the
possibility that a bypass for Wool “could be considered” yet apparently already knowing that all plans
for such a bypass had already been deleted by Dorset County. Ignoring this opposition, PDC proceeded
with a consultation exercise which offered three options all of which called for massive housing building
in Wool. There was no option to build anything less than 470; an option to build between 30 and 70
houses would have been well by received local residents, as it would match genuine LOCAL VILLAGE
NEEDS. So much for democracy.

The result of this consultation is that Wool is to have 470 houses, a 65-bed care home, a community
hub and recreational space. 320 of the houses are to be built in the green fields to the west of Oakdene
Road/Chalk Pit Lane. As this is one-third the number of houses in the original landowners plan it would
be reasonable to expect that the amount of land to be developed would be proportionately reduced.
Instead, additional buildings are now included which did not form part of the original plan for these
fields, and a change of use not previously mentioned nor consulted upon.

Building on this scale will completely change the character of the village and result in an unsupportable
increase in the village population. Dorset County Council figures show that on average, each domestic
dwelling in Purbeck houses just over two people. For Wool, this suggests an increase of at least 950
people equating to a 37% increase over the current figure; this is over three times the rate for Purbeck
as a whole. The same DCC report also states that on average there are 1.4 vehicles attached to each
dwelling, resulting in a probable increase of 650 plus cars that will lead to several thousand additional
journeys each day. This together with PDCs acknowledgment of “significant in-commuting” will result
in indefensible traffic problems. The proposed village hub will divide the village into three segments
with shops near the old village, near to Chalk Pit Lane and the proposed new development. Instead
of PDCs vision of “creating thriving communities”, a fractured village will result.

It has been suggested elsewhere that the anticipated increase in jobs on the Innovation Park will lead
to an increased demand for housing in Wool. That is demonstrably not the case, nor is there any
evidence that the building of new houses on this scale will lead to more jobs moving into the area.

There is simply NO EVIDENCE BASED NEED for housing on this scale in Wool.

There are two further issues related to building on these fields. Firstly, the fields are Grade 2 and 3 on
the DEFRA Agricultural Land Classification, and given that the population of the UK is growing, it
seems irresponsibly destructive to tarmac over quality food growing land. Secondly, were development
to take place here, what studies have been undertaken into the possibility of surface water flooding
affecting houses along Oakdene Road ?. The land slopes towards these houses and as the gardens
are two feet lower than the fields, guarantees MUST be given that the necessary flood prevention
measures would be taken. This should take the form of a wide natural hedge together with a suitable
sized drainage ditch. This would also form a necessary corridor for wildlife and provide some measure
of privacy to those houses most directly impacted by any development.
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As an alternative to building on these fields, it should be remembered that PDC identified sufficient
land to the north of Dorchester Road to accommodate all the proposed building — the Consultation
document shows land available in this area as suitable for 680 houses. The land here is constrained
on it's northern edge by the river/railway line, on it's western edge by the Technology Park and on it's
southern edge by the main Dorchester Road; there is no eastern edge as the railway line and road
converge. It is a mixture of farmland and housing and appears to fit the definition of “infill”. The land
to the south of Dorchester Road however, is open land that stretches uninterrupted to the sea and to
the west. If this option were followed, there would be far less visual impact on the village and given
that the 2688 houses now needed roughly equates to the 2010 figure, it would neatly provide PDC
with the opportunity to re-establish their 2010 position of protecting open farmland.

Given PDCs history of largely ignoring local residents views, | have little confidence that any of these
points will be considered. The only certainty about the Plan is that hundreds of houses will be built,
and the existing infrastructure, which can barely cope now, will certainly not cope with this proposed
level of development. There are no guarantees in the proposal that this will change as many areas
are apparently the subject of consultations with other relevant bodies. It is imperative therefore, that
objectives and timescales with each body mentioned are spelt out before any building takes place to
ensure that positive outcomes are actually achieved.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the  Yes
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?

If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider it to be
necessary?

To be able to support comments made above.
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Policy IM1: Tools for delivery - the Purbeck Local
Plan implementation strategy (View)
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Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)
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| am not qualified to answer the above questions so have said "NO" to all.
DEFERMENT ISSUES - POLICY IM1

The reorganisation of Dorset’s Councils will take place on 1st. April 2019. From that date, control of
housing development in all of Dorset (with the exception of Poole, Bournemouth and Christchurch),
will pass to the new authority and they will become accountable from that date. This means that the
new authority will be responsible for the implementation of all the Local Plans developed by the soon
to be defunct District Councils though having had no direct say in the construction of those Plans.
Conversely, those same District Councils who were the sponsors of these Local Plans will no longer
exist and therefore cannot be held accountable. Despite there being some parallel shadowing between
the new and old authorities, this seems grossly unfair to the new authority and means that local residents
across Purbeck will have no one who is properly and reasonably accountable.

But would the following be both a pragmatic and very visible way of underlining the benefits of
democracy at all levels and at the same time giving the new authority a real say in housing development
thereby ensuring that we, the local populace can actually hold some one accountable.

Announce a delay in the formal acceptance of these Local Plans until after 1st April 2019 to allow the
new authority time to meld and create a single Plan taking into account as much or as little of the Local
Plans as they think meet their wider brief. This could then be “put to the people” and would be seen
as a firm statement of the value of local democracy. At the same time, underline this value in local
democracy by promoting the creation of as many Neighbourhood Plans at Parish level as possible to
provide the new Authority with a much clearer view of real local needs and by default, assuring the
new authority of local support. As this approach would inevitably delay the whole process, allow some
small-scale building to go ahead to match the need for affordable housing at Parish level.

Central Government quite clearly sees Purbeck as being more closely allied to rural Dorset in every
respect except for housing where at present, it is deemed that Purbeck fits better with Poole and
Bournemouth. Would it not make better sense to remove this illogical anomaly and make the new
authority responsible for both ?. That at least would avoid Purbeck being treated as a permanent
overspill area for our urban neighbours.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the Yes
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?

If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider it to be
necessary?

To support the comments made above.
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Dorset Planning Consultant Limited
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Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
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Lytchett Matravers - 150 homes and a SANG (View)
Processed
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Hydrology opinion

No

H6
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Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  Yes
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

The release of Green Belt land in Policy V2 and the site allocations made in Policy H6 are supported
insomuch as they exclude the option of development off Deans Drove. The suitability of this site for
development was in effect considered very recently through the submission of a planning application
(ref 6/2016/0743) for affordable housing, and was refused in February 2018. The reason for refusal
given was that the proposed development did not comply with Purbeck Local Plan Part 1 Policy RES
as the site is not within close proximity to, and is not served by sustainable transport providing access
to local employment opportunities, shops, services and community facilities. Furthermore, evidence
had not been submitted to demonstrate that the site is the only realistic option in the parish that can
provide affordable homes. There are also a number of other reasons raised by local residents and the
Parish Council as to why development of that site was undesirable, including concerns regarding
drainage, impact on trees, loss of amenity and encroachment into an area of countryside that is Green
Belt.

However an objection is raised in terms of the lack of acknowledgement in respect of local drainage
issues and solutions in Policy H6. The village has suffered from sewage inundation and associated
flooding the SFRA notes that between 2008 and 2017 there have been 92 incidents of sewer flooding
or backing up in Lytchett Matravers caused by groundwater inundation into sewers. There are many
localised springs whose underground channels and aquifers are not charted and therefore need further
detailed study. And there is no mention of any specific improvement planned in the Infrastructure study,
despite the fact the fact that as part of the Local Plan consultation Wessex Water reported “that agreed
points of connection with local upsizing works for supply and waste services will be needed. The foul
sewage pumping station will need to be upgraded with emergency storage and downstream upsizing
works also necessary.”

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
[ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Suggested amendments: update supporting text to refer to localised flooding issues around the
village, and amend criteria (b) of Policy H6 to include drainage infrastructure, and add further criteria
along the following lines:

“(c) include detailed examination of flooding issues including groundwater flows that may be impacted
off-site, and ensure appropriate mitigation”

If you have any supporting documents please Hydrology opinion
upload them here. Hydrology opinion

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the Yes
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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THE POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE PLANNED FOXHILL
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT.

By J.R.Temple Hazell, CGeol, MIAH .

Introduction.

This note concerns the potential environmental impact locally of the planned
Foxhlil /Deans Drove housing development, termed ‘the Site.’ Possible issues
relate to the hydrological balance, which is in precarious equilibrium with the
physical environment, and also to ground stability. These have for ever been
and always will be at the mercy of human intervention, Components in this
environmental balance are geology, soil, topography, surface hydrology and
hydrogeology.

Geology.

The sub-surface lithology in the vicinity of the Site comprises clay and sandy
clay with lenses of sand and gravel, all part of the Hampshire Basin component
of the so-called ‘London Clay’ formation.

Soil.

The soil, which has low permeability is dominantly of clay, the outcome of ages
of cultivation of the ‘London Clay’.

Topography.

The land surface, iocally at its highest half a mile NNE of the site, dips gently to
the south. Superimposed on this trend is a series of youthful shaliow valleys,
controlled by underlying geological structures, which are directed radially from
the highest ground,.

Landform development and global warming.

The present day incised valleys are oversized for the load of water they carry.
This Is a manifestation of the fact that the rainfall of past years was greater
that it is now. Pluvial periods have dominated the landscape since the end of
the ice age, and will do so again. Global warmingis no longer a fanciful
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theory but a stark fact. Predictions made fifty years ago — for instance that
rainfall will become more intense — are being borne out. According to NERC

(See footnote) there will be more frequent flooding episodes.
Surface hydrology.

Precipitated rain on green fields is largely absorbed into the soil and filtered
through the biological soil profile; excess migrates into the groundwater zone.
After exceptionally heavy rain, when the soil is saturated, ephemeral sheet
wash carries the undigested excess down gradient to streams. In areas of
dense housing cover, where impervious surfaces dominate, there is much
more run-off than soak-in and drainage systems are under strain. The resulting
sheet wash causes local flooding.

Hydrogeology.

The sand and gravel lenses comprise minor lenticular aquifers. Where these
have been cut by erosion processes there are springs in valley bottoms. These
plentiful springs once constituted the domestic water supply for the village.
One such spring is the source of the stream which flows southwards next to
the Site.

Environmental impact.

In times past spring water, which supplied the domestic needs of Lytchett
Matravers, was returned after use to the land, filtered through the soil profile
and entered the ground water system, being thus re-integrated into the
hydrological cycle. Human intervention at that time had little or no effect on
this balance. With recent housing development and more water usage per
capita for the increased population, water to satisfy local needs was imported
by utility companies. Some of it was subsequently exported as grey water but
some entered the local hydrological system. This tipped the balance and
initiated local flooding, which is now an increasing threat.

The planning application is for a housing development in an area of
approximately 2 hectares, comprising 23 houses. Access roads within the area,
driveways and buildings would render over half of the surface impermeable.
This would exacerbate the disequilibrium.
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Local flooding, already described, would increase and, because of climatic
change and further development of this type, will become a major problem.
Sporadic spate in the stream west of the site would increase from a nuisance
to a threat. Storm drains, if any were installed, could not deal effectively with
flash floods. What these drains intercepted would simply lead to more intense
flooding downstream.

Because the lenticular sand and pebble aquifers are not well charted, it is not
known whether excavation for foundations within the Site will lead to local
problems.

Reference.

Extract from the Introduction to a report on NERC research programme on
Flood Risk from Extreme Events (FREE):

“Background & objectives

Climate change will probably bring more frequent and intense storms to
the UK, in turn bringing more floods. In recent years flood damage has
cost the UK about £1bn each year, so it is essential that we improve our
ability to forecast, quantify and manage flood risks, and mitigate the
effects of climate variability and change.

The FREE programme brought researchers from the hydrological,
meteorological, terrestrial and coastal oceanography communities
together in an integrated research programme for the first time.”

Signed. Date. | @3/ Q)'L/ 115

J.R .Temple Hazell, (Chartered Geologist, Member of the International
Association of Hydrogeologists.)
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Agent Ms Jo Witherden (1188327)
Company / Organisation Dorset Planning Consultant Limited
Address 8 Orchard Rise
Milborne St Andrew
Blandford Forum
DT110LL
Consultee Mr Anthony Hazell (1188986)

Email Address

Address

Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

Comment by Mr Anthony Hazell (1188986)

Comment ID PLPP19

Response Date 22/11/18 12:07

Consultation Point Policy H8: Small sites next to existing settlements
(View)

Status Processed

Submission Type Web

Version 0.1

Files Decision notice 180206.pdf

Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be
notified at an address/email address of the
following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map H8
does your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally Yes
compliant?
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Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  Yes
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

An objection is made in regard to Policy H8 which effectively opens up the potential for sites such
as land off Deans Drove in Lytchett Matravers to be developed. The suitability of this site for
development was considered very recently through the submission of a planning application (ref
6/2016/0743) for affordable housing, and was refused in February 2018. The reason for refusal given
was that the proposed development did not comply with Purbeck Local Plan Part 1 Policy RES as the
site is not within close proximity to, and is not served by sustainable transport providing access to local
employment opportunities, shops, services and community facilities. This factor should apply equally
to open market as it would to affordable housing provision. Furthermore, the ability for this policy to
enable the release of Green Belt land when this is not possible through the Neighbourhood Plan route
(where the release of Green Belt land around Lytchett Matravers is precisely defined, and no reference
made to potential for the Neighbourhood Plan to be used as the most appropriate vehicle for further
housing sites to be released) would appear unreasonable and goes against the concept of a plan-led
system in which the local community have genuine involvement in planning for their future growth.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Suggested amendments: DELETE policy, or if it is to be retained, include further criteria along the
following lines:

“(d) there is an opportunity to use sustainable modes of transport (walking, cycling and public transport)
to access jobs, services and facilities;

(e) there are no other adverse impacts identified that would outweigh the local need for housing;

(f) the site does not lie within a Neighbourhood Plan area where small sites have or are proposed to
be allocated to meet identified housing needs.”

If you have any supporting documents please Decision notice 180206.pdf
upload them here.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the Yes
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Westport House, Worgret Road WWW.Z‘&%OU.COI’T]
Wareham, Dorset. BH20 4PP Tel: 01929 556561

Stonewater Housing Association
c/o Boon Brown Architects Ltd
Motivo

Alvington

Yeovil

BA20 2FG

Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015

Refusal Of Planning Permission

Application Number: 6/2016/0743

Case Officer: Alan Davies

Applicant: Stonewater Housing Association

Location: Land at Deans Drove, Lytchett Matravers, BH16 6EQ

Description: Development of the site with 16 affordable houses to rent, and 7
open market houses, with associated access, parking and
landscaping

Decision Date: 6 February 2018

Purbeck District Council refuse planning permission for this development as detailed in the
application. In making this decision the Council considered whether the application could be
approved with or without conditions or should be refused.

The application was refused for the reason detailed over the page.

Alan Davies
Alan Davies
Development Manager

DEVELOPMENT MANAGER
Alan DaVies ﬁ Recycled Paper
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1.The proposal does not comply with Purbeck Local Plan Part 1 Policy RES because the site is
not within close proximity to, and is not served by sustainable transport providing access to local
employment opportunities, shops, services and community facilities. Furthermore, evidence has
not been submitted to demonstrate that the site is the only realistic option in the parish that can
provide affordable homes.

2.Informative Note - Refused Plans. The plans that were considered by the Council in making this
decision are: P6624-01, PL0O01B, PL0O02C, PLO03G, PLOO4E, PLO0O5D, PLO0O6C, PLOO7B,
PLO08B, PLO09B, PL0O10B, PL0O11B, PL012B, PL013B, PL014B, PL015B, PL0O16B, PL017B,
PLO18B, PL019B, PL020B, PL021C, PL022C, PL023C, PL024C, PL025C, PL026C, PL027B,
PL029B, PL0O30B, PL031B, PL032B, PL033B, PL034B, PL035B, PL036B, PL037B, PLO38B,
PLO39B, PL040B, PL041B, PL042B, PL050, PLO51A and PLO60D.

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

3.Informative Note -Community Infrastructure Levy. If planning permission is subsequently granted
for this development on appeal, it will be subject to the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
introduced by the Town and Country Planning Act 2008. A CIL liability notice will then be been
issued by the Council that requires a financial payment, full details of which will be explained in the
notice.

4 .Statement of positive and proactive working: In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the
National Planning Policy Framework, the Council takes a positive and proactive approach to
development proposals focused on solutions. The Council works with applicants/agents in a
positive and proactive manner by; offering a pre-application advice service, and as appropriate
updating applicants/agents of any issues that may arise in the processing of their application and
where possible suggesting solutions.

For this application: The applicant / agent and the Council have worked together to minimise the
reasons for refusal.

DEVELOPMENT MANAGER
Alan DaVies ﬁ Recycled Paper
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Planning Decision Notes

Power to refuse planning permission

This decision is issued by Purbeck District Council as the local planning authority set out by the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and the Town and Country (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.

Removal of application site notice

If you have not already done so | would be grateful if you could take down and dispose of this
application’s site notice if it is still being displayed outside the property.

Appeals to the Secretary of State

If you disagree with our decision or the attached conditions, then you can appeal to the Secretary
of State (Planning Inspectorate) under section 78 (1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

If you want to appeal, then you must do so within SIX MONTHS of the date of this notice.

If an enforcement notice is served relating to the same or substantially the same land and
development as in your application and you want to appeal against our decision, then you must do
so within 28 days of the date of service of the enforcement notice, or within SIX MONTHS of
the date of the decision notice, whichever date expires first.

An appeal must be made by the applicant. You must use a form that you can get from the
Planning Inspectorate, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol BS1 6PN or an
appeal can be made on-line at this website https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

The Planning Inspectorate can allow a longer period for giving notice of an appeal, but they will not
normally be prepared to use this power unless there are special circumstances which excuse the
delay in giving notice of appeal.

The Planning Inspectorate need not consider an appeal if it seems that we could not have granted
planning permission for the proposed development or could not have granted it without the
conditions imposed, having regard to the statutory requirements, to the provisions of the
development order and to any directions given under the order.

The Planning Inspectorate does not normally refuse to consider appeals solely because we based
our decision on a direction given by them.

Purchase Notices

If either the Council or the Planning Inspectorate refuses permission to develop land or grants it
subject to conditions, the owner may claim that neither the land can be put to a reasonably
beneficial use in its existing state, nor can the land be rendered capable of a reasonably beneficial
use by the carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted.

If this happens, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the Council. This notice will require the
Council to purchase their interest in the land in accordance with the provisions of Part VI of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

DEVELOPMENT MANAGER
Alan DaVies ﬁ Recycled Paper
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Ms Jo Witherden (1188327)

Dorset Planning Consultant Limited

8 Orchard Rise
Milborne St Andrew
Blandford Forum
DT11 OLL

Mr Anthony Hazell (1188986)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Anthony Hazell (1188986)

PLPP20

22/11/18 12:11

Policy H12: Rural exceptions sites (View)
Processed

Web

0.1

No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does H12
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally Yes
compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No
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Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  Yes
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

An objection is made in regard to Policy H12 on rural exceptions sites. This broadly mirrors the current
adopted policy but omits the previous requirement that the development should not harm the function
or integrity of the Green Belt. It is important that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green
Belt (in line with INPPF para 144) and as such this test should be included (albeit that the test of very
special circumstances does not apply).

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Suggested amendments: include further criteria along the following lines:

“(e) the development would not harm the function or integrity of the Green Belt”

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Gaynor Gallacher (1191428)

Highways England

Ash House
Falcon Road
Exeter

EX2 7LB

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Highways England ( Gaynor Gallacher - 1191428)
PLPP572

03/12/18 12:24

Policy 12: Improving accessibility and transort (View)
Processed

Letter

0.3

I2-highways-england-Gallacher-PLPP572.pdf

No

The submission of Local Plan to the Secretary
of State for Public Examination

The publication of the recommendations of
any person appointed to carry out an the
Examination of the Local Plan (the Inspector’s
Report)

The adoption of the Purbeck Local Plan

Yes

Yes
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Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with Yes
the duty to co-operate?

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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Requester ID: QO 3\
Consultee ID: \|A\ 472
Comment ID's: PLPPS 12~

1. Which part of the Purbeck Local Plan does your representation relate to? Separate forms
must be completed for each separate policy or paragraph you wish to comment on.

Policy number |12

Policies map

Paragraph number 243-244

2. Do you consider that the Local Plan is:

e Legally compliant Yes
e Sound Yes
o Complies with the duty to co-operate. Yes

v No

mzm N —
1 ~ 3

If your representation relates to how the Council has prepared the Local Plan it is likely to

relate to legal compliance. The Plan must:

e comply with Section 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and other

related legislation;

o be in accordance with the Council's Local Development Scheme and Statement of

Community Involvement;

o comply with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012,
national planning policy and the duty to co-operate in relation to planning of sustainable

development (section 110 of Localism Act 2011).

If your representation relates to the content of the Local Plan, it is likely to relate to its

soundness. To be considered sound the plan must be:

¢ positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet
the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with
other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving

sustainable development;

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

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence;

o 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

e consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the Government's National Planning Policy Framework.
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If your representation relates to how the Council has consulted with other relevant bodies
during the plan making process, it is likely to relate to how the plan process has complied with
the duty to co-operate in relation to the planning of sustainable development.

3. Please give details of why you consider the policy, policies map or paragraph number of
the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. (Please be as precise as possible).

Highways England is responsible for operating, maintaining and improving the Strategic Road
Network (SRN), which in the Plan area comprises a small section of the A35 to the west of Bere
Regis, and a section of the A31 east of Bere Regis, in the north of the District. Highways England
is keen to ensure that potential development sites take account of the need for transport and land
use planning to be closely integrated and that the principles of sustainable travel are considered at
an early stage prior to development. It is on the basis of these responsibilities that Highways
England provides the following comments in relation to transport infrastructure provision.

Our comments should be considered in the light of previous responses, specifically at the Issues
and Options stage (9 March 2015), Preferred Options (20 July 2016), our contributions to the
evolving Bere Regis Neighbourhood Plan and the * New Homes for Purbeck’ consultation in March
2018. Alongside this we have been liaising closely with regards to the junction modelling to
examine the impact of the proposed plan growth on the SRN.

In our previous responses, Highways England stated that the junctions on the SRN within Purbeck
District are currently operating at or over capacity in peak periods, albeit not always with high
levels of associated queuing and delay. It was also noted that junction operation is predicted to
worsen by the end of the plan period (2033) and the addition of traffic associated with the local
plan is expected to make conditions worse. As the proposed quantum of development within the
Local Plan is similar to that considered by us as part of the * New Homes for Purbeck’ consultation,
Highways England remains of this view. However, we also stated that, although the SRN is
congested at peak times, the available evidence shows that the impact of the moderate level of
development proposed within the Plan would not constitute a severe impact. On this basis, it is not
considered necessary for the Plan to identify capacity enhancements or infrastructure on the SRN
for the purpose of delivering this level of strategic growth, and this position is reflected within the
Transport Background Paper that accompanies the Plan.

It should be noted however that there may still be a requirement for developers to carry out
additional more detailed site specific transport appraisals when bringing sites forward, as part of
the assessment of the traffic impact of their proposals and to identify any small scale highway
improvements that may be necessary to mitigate the impact of their development.

(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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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 Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say
why this change will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate

provide evidence necessary to support/justify the representation. (Please be as precise as
possible)

No changes proposed.

(Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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5. If your representation is seeking a change to the Local Plan, do you consiaer it
necessary to participate in the oral part of the examination? Please note that the Planning
Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual sessions of the
examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings. Only those who
have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

Yes N [V ]

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary?

n/a

{Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please sign and date this form:

Digitally signed by G G Digitally aigned

Gailachel
G Ga“aCher D:t:czo{s 11.27 Gallacher tl;yatce;' %l:ascfll:rﬂ
Signature: 1356372 Date. 1357102
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Comment

Consultee Mr William Hill (1191265)

]
]

[ |

I

Address

Event Name Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Comment by Mr William Hill (1191265)

Comment ID PLPP559

Response Date 03/12/18 22:29

Consultation Point Identifying a local housing requirement (View)
Status Processed

Submission Type Web

Version 0.1

Are you responding on behalf of a group? No

Please tick the box(es) if you would like to be notified
at an address/email address of the following:

Which policy / paragraph number / policies map does H1
your comment relate to?

Do you consider that the Local Plan is legally Yes
compliant?
Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  Yes
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is /is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

2,688 homes is a nationally devised target that the majority of the local population does not understand
or agree with. The requirement equates to an average of 168 homes per year, but the plan delivers
much more than this in the first third. This front loading is against the desire of the local people who
do not believe the policies will be adhered to, particularly on any real target for affordable homes. |
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would like the planners and council to ensure the policies set out are met and properly implemented
to regain the trust of local people. The speed of delivery should be in line with what is required by the
community and not driven by commercial or developer criteria as at present. Priority should be given
to homes for local people from the outset by undertaking the plans for smaller developments first. The
larger developments can be left to the 2nd third of the plan when the shape of the future need is better
known and can be better demonstrated; particularly to take in an increase in local employment. This
also allows for at least one review of the plan and local needs before any of the more major
developments are started.

The plan should be continually reviewed as promised, to show people they are being listened to and
not ignored.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Revise the programme for building new homes to make the delivery of homes more even through the
plan timescale and enable further review.

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the Yes
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?

If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider it to be
necessary?

To make the case for a change of delivery programme.
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Mr Rob Holden (1189740)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Rob Holden (1189740)

PLPP293

03/12/18 10:28

Policy V2: Green belt (View)

Processed

Web

0.3

Endorsement from Stephen Whale, Barrister,
Landmark Chambers, 1 December 2018 (1)
Endorsement from Stephen Whale, Barrister,
Landmark Chambers, 1 December 2018

Yes

N

V2

No
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Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  Yes
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

The premise for Policy V2 as currently drafted appears to be that the removal of land from Green Belt
will allow new houses to be delivered (see paragraph 46 of the accompanying text, although contrast
paragraph 48 which refers simply to the enlargement of existing settlements without reference to
housing delivery).

However, there is nothing in the wording of draft Policy V2 to indicate that the rationale for amending
the Green Belt boundaries is housing delivery or settlement enlargement. Moreover, notwithstanding
draft Policy V1 and its allocation of sites for housing, there is nothing in Policy V2 (or, for that matter,
the Presubmission Local Plan more generally) to indicate that only applications for planning permission
for housing development on the land removed from Green Belt will be granted planning permission.
It follows that SANG creation (or SANG creation over and above that currently proposed) is not
necessarily required.

What is more, the proposed amendment of the Green Belt boundary in Lytchett Matravers (as shown
on the Policies Map and Lytchett Matravers Inset Map) is in parallel with a new SANG to the north-east
of the settlement. This new SANG is also shown on the Policies Map and Lytchett Matravers Inset
Map. This new SANG will not only offset the impact of removing land from the Green Belt as currently
proposed by PDC, it will also offset the modest additional removal of land from the Green Belt now
proposed as part of this consultation response (in the separate and accompanying response to the
Policies Map).

It follows that the mandatory requirement for SANG creation (“...should be offset...”) is too stringent
atest. Itis not justified, in that it is an inappropriate strategy, it does not take into account the reasonable
alternatives and it is not based on proportionate evidence. In short, Policy V2 as currently drafted is
unsound.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
[ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

Policy V2 should be re-worded.

Instead of “...should be offset with the creation...,” it should be re-worded to, “...should where necessary
be offset with the creation...”

This re-wording reflects the representation above and would make Policy V2 sound.

If you have any supporting documents please Endorsement from Stephen Whale, Barrister,
upload them here. Landmark Chambers, 1 December 2018 (1)

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the No
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?
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CHAMBERS

Mr R Holden

1 December 2018

Dear Mr Holden
Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

As you know, I had the benefit of a site visit to Lytchett Matravers on 26 November 2018. I
was able to see for myself the character and features of the north-west corner of the settlement
in the vicinity of Hill House and Jennys Lane.

I have also had an opportunity to analyse a range of documents produced by Purbeck DC since
2016, including extracts from the Green Belt Review June 2016, Brownfield Land Register
Background Paper December 2017, Green Belt Background Paper January 2018, Strategic
Green Belt Review January 2018 and the Green Belt Assessment of part of Lytchett Matravers
sent to you on 6 November 2018. I have also had an opportunity to analyse the Purbeck Local
Plan Pre-Submission Draft insofar as it is of concern to you.

In the light of my site visit and my analysis of the documentation, I am happy to endorse your
representations as to the Purbeck Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft pertaining to Policy V2 and
the Policies Map.

Yours sincerely,

Stephen Whale

Barrister
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CHAMBERS

Mr R Holden

1 December 2018

Dear Mr Holden
Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

As you know, I had the benefit of a site visit to Lytchett Matravers on 26 November 2018. I
was able to see for myself the character and features of the north-west corner of the settlement
in the vicinity of Hill House and Jennys Lane.

I have also had an opportunity to analyse a range of documents produced by Purbeck DC since
2016, including extracts from the Green Belt Review June 2016, Brownfield Land Register
Background Paper December 2017, Green Belt Background Paper January 2018, Strategic
Green Belt Review January 2018 and the Green Belt Assessment of part of Lytchett Matravers
sent to you on 6 November 2018. I have also had an opportunity to analyse the Purbeck Local
Plan Pre-Submission Draft insofar as it is of concern to you.

In the light of my site visit and my analysis of the documentation, I am happy to endorse your
representations as to the Purbeck Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft pertaining to Policy V2 and
the Policies Map.

Yours sincerely,

Stephen Whale

Barrister
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Mr Rob Holden (1189740)

Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft
Mr Rob Holden (1189740)

PLPP308

03/12/18 10:56

Policies List (View)

Processed

Web

0.4

Endorsement from Stephen Whale, Barrister,
Landmark Chambers, 1 December 2018. Note two
further supporting documents submitted on email to
localplan@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

Endorsement from Stephen Whale, Barrister,
Landmark Chambers, 1 December 2018 (2)

North West Lytchett Matravers Settlement Boundary

Revision B.pdf
North West Lytchett Matravers Settlement Boundary

Revision A.pdf

Yes

Policies Map

Yes
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Do you consider that the Local Plan is sound? No

Do you consider that the Local Plan complies with  Yes
the duty to co-operate?

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is / is not legally compliant, sound
or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. (Please be as precise as possible)

The proposed Green Belt boundary in Lychett Matravers (especially in its north-west corner) is
anomalous, in part it follows an indefensible boundary and it is inconsistent with prior PDC assessments.

In two places (at the very north and the very east of the settlement, respectively), the Lytchett Matravers
Green Belt boundary “crosses the road” to incorporate residential development (existing and under
construction).

There is a manifest inconsistency in that the proposed boundary should likewise cross Jennys Lane
(in the north-west corner of the settlement) to incorporate residential development, but it is not presently
proposed to do so.

The accompanying Green Belt Designation Anomaly plans (Revisions A and B) show how the Green
Belt boundary in the north-west corner of Lytchett Matravers should be amended in order to remove
a modest amount of land from Green Belt in addition to that currently being proposed for removal.

The two Revisions are in the alternative. Revision A is the principal proposed amendment (i.e. the
Green Belt boundary should be amended to follow A-B-C-D-E-F-G-H-J rather than A-J). If PDC (or
the examining inspector) is not minded to adopt Revision A, Revision B should be adopted in the
alternative (i.e. the Green Belt boundary should be amended to follow T-U-V-W-X-Y-Z rather than
T-2).

The land proposed to be removed from Green Belt is not open. Government policy provides that,
when defining Green Belt boundaries, plans should not include land which it is unnecessary to keep
permanently open (NPPF paragraph 139(b)). Given that the land proposed to be removed is not open,
its removal from Green Belt meets this policy test whereas the current draft Policies Map for Lytchett
Matravers does not.

The land proposed to be removed from Green Belt does not serve any of the five Green Belt purposes.
There are 6 dwellings within the Revision A area, and 3 within the Revision B area. The revision areas
also incorporate other built development (such as garage, swimming pool, tennis court, boundary wall,
stables, workshop and hardstandings).

In its Green Belt Review June 2016, PDC correctly concluded that the land adjacent to The Rectory
on Jennys Lane (i.e. the L-shaped area of grass pasture shaded green on Revision A, between The
Rectory and Pigeon Plotte) did not serve any of the five Green Belt purposes and that an adjustment
of the Green Belt boundary was suitable so as to remove it from Green Belt. PDC also correctly
concluded that it would thus be sensible also to remove The Rectory from Green Belt in order to avoid
an awkward boundary. In its Strategic Green Belt Review January 2018, PDC again correctly concluded
that the land adjacent to The Rectory on Jennys Lane (i.e. the L-shaped area) did not fulfil any of the
five Green Belt purposes and that it (along with The Rectory) was suitable for Green Belt removal.
As part of this Review, PDC correctly concluded that the “small group of houses” dispersed across
the south part of the parcel under consideration[1] (i.e. the small group including Hill House and
neighbouring Chartley), “have some [negative] impact on openness.”

If The Rectory and the L-shaped area of land adjacent to it are suitable for Green Belt removal and
should be removed from it (as they are and should be), so should the balance of the land shown on
Revision A. Indeed, the case for removing the balance of that land from Green Belt is even stronger
than the case for removing the L-shaped area. The same goes for the Revision B land.

In its Brownfield Land Register Background Paper December 2017, PDC correctly concluded that the
house, driveway, buildings and tennis court at Hill House on Jennys Lane are all brownfield and that,
even though technically countryside, “its proximity to the village makes it difficult to argue against it
forming part of the built-up area.” Indeed, Hill House (and the other dwellings shown on Revisions A
and B) plainly do form part of the built-up area of Lytchett Matravers. That fact is but a further reason
to remove them from Green Belt. Paragraph 138 of the NPPF provides that, when drawing up or
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reviewing Green Belt boundaries, plans should give “first consideration” to land which has been
previously developed where it has been concluded (as PDC has concluded) that it is necessary to
release Green Belt land for development. The draft Policies Map for Lytchett Matravers is inconsistent
with this policy (as well as NPPF paragraph 137(a)), whereas Revisions A and B are consistent with
it.

Residential density within the Revisions A-B areas is similar to (if not greater than) residential density
on the southern side of Jennys Lane. The curtilages are likewise similar.

Inits 6 November 2018 Green Belt assessment of an area in the north-west corner of Lytchett Matravers
(covering land on both the north and south sides of Jennys Lane), PDC correctly concluded that “there
are a number of similarities between the characteristics of the land to the north and south of Jennys
Lane”. It found that the land on both sides of the road is in a similar position in relation to typical
urban/sub-urban built development on High Street and Hopmans Close and that it includes large
homes set back from the edge of the road in large gardens with generous gaps between neighbouring
buildings. PDC acknowledged that its Townscape Character Appraisal for Lytchett Matravers recognises
these similarities in character by categorising the homes on both sides of Jennys Lane as part of the
same “low density residential” character area. PDC’s subsequent assertions in the same 6 November
2018 assessment as to differences between the north and south side cannot be reconciled with its
earlier 2016-18 assessments, as recorded above. For example, PDC concluded on 6 November 2018
that more of the land on the north side is undeveloped with specific reference to the L-shaped field.
But this is the self-same field which PDC has twice concluded is suitable for removal from Green Belt.
Moreover, officers were somehow in paragraph 13 of the 6 November 2018 assessment “not satisfied
that the site has an urban/sub-urban character justifying an enlargement of the settlement boundary”
despite having just concluded (in paragraph 10) that the land on both sides of the road “is in a similar
position in relation to typical urban/sub-urban built development on High Street and Hopmans Close”
and having concluded less than a year before that Hill House’s proximity to the village “makes it difficult
to argue against it forming part of the built-up area.” The finding in paragraph 14 that the L-shaped
field “makes a positive contribution to the undeveloped character of the surrounding countryside”
cannot be reconciled with the two prior findings that it makes no contribution to any of the five Green
Belt purposes and is suitable for removal from it. The same paragraph does correctly concede that
existing homes and other structures within the assessment area (tennis courts, hardstandings and
swimming pools), “do harm the green belt openness”.

In short, the 6 November 2018 assessment is unfounded and inconsistent with PDC’s own prior
assessments and conclusions. ltis illogical to exclude the dwellings on the southern side of Jennys
Lane from Green Belt but to include the 6 dwellings on the northern side. The premise of the 6
November 2018 assessment is also flawed, in that PDC elected to assess a much larger area than
was appropriate (including dwellings not on Jennys Lane) whereas it should first have assessed a
smaller area (such as the Revision B area), then a larger area (such as the Revision A area) and only
then the area it elected to assess.

It is plain from all of the above that the draft Policies Map (and accompanying Lytchett Matravers Inset
Map) is unsound. It has not been justified. It is an inappropriate strategy, which does not take into
account reasonable alternatives and it is not based on proportionate evidence.

[1] Called Parcel 35.

Having regard to your previous comments, please set out what change(s) you consider necessary
to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording for any policy or text and where appropriate provide evidence necessary to support
/ justify the representation. (Please be as precise as possible)

The Policies Map (and accompanying Lytchett Matravers Inset Map) should be amended, such that
the Green Belt boundary is as shown on Revision A (or, in the alternative, Revision B).

Revisions A-B are consistent with the strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable
development. There would not give rise to any need to alter the Green Belt boundaries at the end of
the plan period. They define the boundaries clearly. They use physical features (fencing, walls, road)
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that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. Revisions A-B meet the relevant tests in
NPPF paragraph 139. PDC is already providing for compensatory improvements to the remaining
Green Belt (i.e. new SANG to north-east of Lytchett Matravers), and Revisions A-B do not give rise to
a need for further compensatory improvement. Exceptional circumstances do exist to justify Revisions
A-B.

If you have any supporting documents please Endorsement from Stephen Whale, Batrrister,
upload them here. Landmark Chambers, 1 December 2018. Note two

further supporting documents submitted on email to
localplan@purbeck-dc.gov.uk

(Please note that the Planning Inspector will make the final decision on who will be invited to attend individual
sessions at the examination, although all members of the public may observe the proceedings)

Only those who have made representations to the Local Plan during the statutory six week pre-submission
publication period will be allowed to participate in the public examination.

If your representation is seeking a change to the Yes
Local Plan, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination?

If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider it to be
necessary?

In order to explain and justify the proposed Revisions A-B in detail. The examining inspector should
also undertake a site visit.
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CHAMBERS

Mr R Holden

1 December 2018

Dear Mr Holden
Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

As you know, I had the benefit of a site visit to Lytchett Matravers on 26 November 2018. I
was able to see for myself the character and features of the north-west corner of the settlement
in the vicinity of Hill House and Jennys Lane.

I have also had an opportunity to analyse a range of documents produced by Purbeck DC since
2016, including extracts from the Green Belt Review June 2016, Brownfield Land Register
Background Paper December 2017, Green Belt Background Paper January 2018, Strategic
Green Belt Review January 2018 and the Green Belt Assessment of part of Lytchett Matravers
sent to you on 6 November 2018. I have also had an opportunity to analyse the Purbeck Local
Plan Pre-Submission Draft insofar as it is of concern to you.

In the light of my site visit and my analysis of the documentation, I am happy to endorse your
representations as to the Purbeck Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft pertaining to Policy V2 and
the Policies Map.

Yours sincerely,

Stephen Whale

Barrister
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CHAMBERS

Mr R Holden

1 December 2018

Dear Mr Holden
Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

As you know, I had the benefit of a site visit to Lytchett Matravers on 26 November 2018. I
was able to see for myself the character and features of the north-west corner of the settlement
in the vicinity of Hill House and Jennys Lane.

I have also had an opportunity to analyse a range of documents produced by Purbeck DC since
2016, including extracts from the Green Belt Review June 2016, Brownfield Land Register
Background Paper December 2017, Green Belt Background Paper January 2018, Strategic
Green Belt Review January 2018 and the Green Belt Assessment of part of Lytchett Matravers
sent to you on 6 November 2018. I have also had an opportunity to analyse the Purbeck Local
Plan Pre-Submission Draft insofar as it is of concern to you.

In the light of my site visit and my analysis of the documentation, I am happy to endorse your
representations as to the Purbeck Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft pertaining to Policy V2 and
the Policies Map.

Yours sincerely,

Stephen Whale

Barrister
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CHAMBERS

Mr R Holden

1 December 2018

Dear Mr Holden
Purbeck Local Plan Pre-submission Draft

As you know, I had the benefit of a site visit to Lytchett Matravers on 26 November 2018. I
was able to see for myself the character and features of the north-west corner of the settlement
in the vicinity of Hill House and Jennys Lane.

I have also had an opportunity to analyse a range of documents produced by Purbeck DC since
2016, including extracts from the Green Belt Review June 2016, Brownfield Land Register
Background Paper December 2017, Green Belt Background Paper January 2018, Strategic
Green Belt Review January 2018 and the Green Belt Assessment of part of Lytchett Matravers
sent to you on 6 November 2018. I have also had an opportunity to analyse the Purbeck Local
Plan Pre-Submission Draft insofar as it is of concern to you.

In the light of my site visit and my analysis of the documentation, I am happy to endorse your
representations as to the Purbeck Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft pertaining to Policy V2 and
the Policies Map.

Yours sincerely,

Stephen Whale

Barrister
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