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1.0 Introduction 
 

1.1 This document represents the next step in the review of the Development Plan for 

Newark & Sherwood, with the main focus being the updating and amendment of the 

adopted Allocations & Development Management DPD. However, in addition to this 

the review of a small amount of content from the Amended Core Strategy is also 

proposed.  

1.2      In this consultation document, the Council presents a series of options for 

consideration as part of this stage of the Plan Review. 

1.3      Chapter 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 introduce the specific policies and allocations which require 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ŀƭƭ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ΨƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƛƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 

approach. This includes the CouncilΩǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΣ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ 

of alternative options.  

1.4      Comments can be made on the Options Report up to 5pm on 21st September 2021, 

and this can be done in writing or by using the comments form available online at 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/. Responses should be sent to 

the following address: 

Planning Policy & Infrastructure 

Newark & Sherwood District Council 

Castle House 

Great North Road 

Newark 

Nottinghamshire 

NG24 1BY 

Or by email to: planningpolicy@nsdc.info 

1.5 Timetable for Review 

1.5.1 The timetable for the review of the Amended Allocations and Development 

Management DPD is as follows: 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD 

Options Report (July/August/September 2021) 
Detailed Approach to Gypsy & Traveller policy and allocations  

Publication of Draft DPD (and final Integrated Impact Assessment) for period of 
Public Representation (December 2021/January2022) 

Consideration of representations and any potential amendments 

Submission of DPD to Secretary of State (March 2022) 

Examination by Inspector (June 2022) 

Consultation on Main Modifications (September/October 2022) 

Receipt of Inspector's Report (December 2022) 

Adoption and Publication (February 2023) 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/
mailto:planningpolicy@nsdc.info
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1.5.2 Previous consultation on the Issues Paper took place between July and August 2019. 

A total of 58 consultation responses were received. The results of the consultation 

have helped inform the development of this options report. In general, people were 

broadly supportive of the approach that the Council was proposing, a number of 

respondents objected to particular elements, on individual policies and site 

allocations. Additionally whilst it was set out that no further sites were being sought 

for housing or employment as part of the review of the Allocations & Development 

Management DPD, 10 sites have been put forward as part of the consultation 

responses.   

1.5.3 The comments received along with the CouncilΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ 

view within the Statement of Consultation, at https://www.newark-

sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/.  

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/
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2.0 Affordable Housing 
2.1 The Council has proposed that a review of the Affordable Housing policy be 

undertaken to update it to be in line with the updated National Planning Policy 

CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ όΨbttCΩύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜŘ ōȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŜŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

consultation. A number of consultees welcomed proposals to address entry-level 

exception sites in a new policy, however Midland Rural Housing where keen to 

emphasis the difference between entry-level exception sites and rural exception 

sites, including that entry-level sites are not suitable for rural areas because of the 

tenure of such homes and the smaller scale of rural schemes. The comments and the 

District council response is available at https://www.newark-

sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/ 

2.2      Affordable Housing Policy Options 

2.2.1  The NPPF now includes a number of different provisions regarding Affordable 
Housing policy which were not previously included in national policy. The main 
differences between the two approaches are: 

a) That previously Affordable Housing could only be secured on sites of 11 or more 
dwellings and now they can be secured on sites of 10 dwellings or more. 
 

b) That alongside the dwelling number trigger a combined gross floor space of more 
than 1000sqm was also included; however this has now been replaced with a 0.5 
hectares trigger. 
 

c) That at least 10% of new dwellings are to be available for affordable home 
ownership (with a range of exemptions to this). 
 

d) ¢Ƙŀǘ ΨŜƴǘǊȅ-ƭŜǾŜƭ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƛǘŜǎΩ should be supported by Local Planning 
Authorities. 

 

2.2.2  It is therefore proposed to prepare a new Core Policy 1 to replace the policy currently 

contained within the Amended Core Strategy to reflect the changes to national 

policy. Those which relate to options a) to c) (above) are included first and a separate 

set of options are proposed for d) after. 

2.3      Core Policy 1 - Affordable Housing Provision 

2.3.1 In relation to points a) and b), it is proposed replace the current triggers in Core Policy 

1 with those set out in national policy. With regard to the provision of 10% of new 

dwellings in normal circumstances being for affordable home ownership, currently 

Core Policy 1 anticipates that a roughly similar amount is available, 12% (that is of an 

overall 30% affordable housing contribution, 60% of which is social/affordable rent 

and 40% is affordable home ownership product). In essence, this element of national 

policy (including First Homes) is broadly accommodated within existing local policy. 

Therefore, in principal, it is not proposed to change the tenure split of affordable 

housing, however whilst affordable housing is generally subject to a test of viability, 

national policy only makes the following exceptions for the 10% requirements: 
 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/
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άΧŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ 10% of the homes to be available for affordable home ownership, 

unless this would exceed the level of affordable housing required in the area, or 

significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs 

of specific groups. Exemptions to this 10% requirement should also be made 

where the site or proposed development: 
 

a) provides solely for Build to Rent homes; 

b) Provides specialist accommodation for a group of people with specific needs 

(such as purpose-built accommodation for the elderly or students); 

c) is proposed to be developed by people who wish to build or commission their 

own homes; or 

d) is exclusively for affordable housing, an entry-level exception site or a rural 

ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǎƛǘŜΦέ (NPPF 2019, Paragraph 64). 

2.3.2 Preferred Approach ς it is proposed the policy will read:     

Core Policy 1 - Affordable Housing Provision   

For all qualifying new housing development proposals and allocated housing sites, the District Council 

will require the provision of Affordable Housing, as defined in national planning policy, which is 

provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the market.  

The qualifying thresholds for Affordable Housing provision will be:  

All housing proposals of 11 10 units or more or those that have a site area combined gross floor space 

of 0.5 hectares or more than 1000sqm. 

The District Council will seek to secure 30% of new housing development on qualifying sites as 

Affordable Housing but in doing so will consider:  

ω The nature of the housing need in the local housing market;  

ω The cost of developing the site; and 

ω The impact of this on the viability of any proposed scheme; and 

ω The requirement to provide 10% of new dwellings to be affordable home ownership product.  

In circumstances where the viability of the scheme is in question, the developer will be required to 

demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the District Council, that this is the case. Viability will be assessed 

in accordance with Policy DM3 ς Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations.  

The District Council will seek to secure a tenure mix of Affordable Housing to reflect local housing need 

and viability on individual sites. Overall the tenure mix in the District should reflect the following mix:  

ω сл҈ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜƴǘŜŘκŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ǊŜƴǘŜŘΤ  

ω пл҈ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻƳŜ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ 

As part of this 30% affordable housing provision, the national 10% target for Affordable Home 

Ownership product should be provided where it is identified that it would not significantly prejudice 

the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific groups. This should be 

established using local housing need research. Such housing will not be required if:  
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ω ¢ƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘes for solely Build to Rent homes; 

ω The scheme provides specialist accommodation for a group of people with specific needs; 

ω ¢ƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ōȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ƻǊ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ own 

homes; or  

ω ¢ƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛǎ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜƭȅ for affordable housing, an entry level exception site or a rural exception 

site.  

National policy does not allow an exemption on grounds of viability for the provision of the 10% of 

affordable home ownership product.   

The District CouncilΩǎ preferred approach is to seek would normally expect such provision to occur on 

site. However it is recognised that in some circumstances off site provision or contributions may be 

more appropriate, because of the characteristics of the scheme proposed or because it may help to 

deliver affordable housing provision more efficiently elsewhere in the locality. The District Council will 

require a financial contribution of equivalent value to that which would have been secured by on site 

contribution. 

Alternative Options  

2.3.3  The policy has been amended to reflect the various updates to national policy and 

therefore it is felt that no alternatives to the one proposed exist. 

2.4      Core Policy 2A - Entry Level Exception Housing  

2.4.1  National planning policy sets out that local planning authorities should support the 

development of entry-level exception sites which are suitable for first time buyers 

(or those looking to rent their first home), unless the need for such homes is already 

ōŜƛƴƎ ƳŜǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ ŀǊŜŀΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƻƴ ƭŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 

already allocated for housing and should:  

a) comprise of entry-level homes that offer one or more types of affordable 

housing as defined in the NPPF; and  

b) be adjacent to existing settlements, proportionate in size to them, not 

compromise the protection given to areas or assets of particular importance (as 

defined in the NPPF), and comply with any local design policies and standards. 

Considerations for Addressing Such an Approach in Newark & Sherwood 

2.4.2 In translating the new national policy into local policy a number of considerations 

arise:  

¶ Need ς National policy states that entry-level exception site schemes will only 

be appropriate if the need for such homes in the area exists. Therefore proposals 

for such development should demonstrate that they are addressing a shortfall 

of the type of entry-level product being promoted in the proposal. 

Question 1 ς Affordable Housing Provision 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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¶ Location ς National policy requires such schemes to be adjacent to existing 

settlements but beyond that is not specific about locational requirements.  The 

Amended Core Strategy sets our approach for delivering growth in Newark and 

Sherwood focused on the 12 settlements central to delivering the spatial 

strategy (Newark Urban Area, Ollerton & Boughton, Southwell, Rainworth, 

Edwinstowe, Clipstone, Collingham, Sutton-on-Trent, Farnsfield, Lowdham, 

Blidworth, and Bilsthorpe). Beyond that, small scale development is facilitated 

by Spatial Policy 3. The Council already has a Rural Affordable Housing 

ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 

entry-level products. The extent to which entry level exceptions sites would 

undermine rural affordable housing needs to be considered especially as the 

Council has a strong record of delivery.   

¶ Scale - National policy states sites should not be larger than one hectare in size 

or exceed 5% of the size of the existing settlement. Dependent on any local 

locational considerations this will place a restriction on the scale of any 

development. 

¶ Tenure ς National policy sets out that entry-level exceptions sites must provide 

suitable properties for first time buyers or those looking to rent their first home. 

The extent to which this relates to identified local need is unclear. Local policy 

could seek to secure tenure type by way of a local needs survey or through the 

translation of general affordable housing targets from Core Policy 1 into the 

exceptions site policy.  

¶ Restrictions ς National policy sets out that Entry Level exceptions sites are not 

allowed in the Green Belt. Similarly they are not appropriate in nature 

conservation sites or designated heritage assets. Given that the Council has 

ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ΨhǇŜƴ .ǊŜŀƪǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ψaŀƛƴ hǇŜƴ !ǊŜŀǎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŜŜƪ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ 

the character of settlements and there setting, it would seem sensible to restrict 

the development of exceptions sites in these locations. 

2.4.3   Taking into account the various considerations a number of options are proposed:  

2.4.4  Preferred Approach - A policy which sets out local parameters for the consideration 

for entry level exception sites: 

Core Policy 2A ς Entry-Level Exception Housing 

Entry-level exception sites as set out in national planning policy will be supported in locations adjacent 

to the Urban Boundary/Village Envelopes of the Newark Urban Area, Service Centres and Principal 

Villages where it can be demonstrated that they are addressing a shortfall of the type of entry-level 

product being promoted in the proposal.  

Such proposals will secure housing that reflects identified local need set out in an appropriately 

constituted local housing needs survey. They should not be larger than one hectare in size or exceed 

5% of the size of the existing settlement and be in line with DM5 Design and the Sustainable Design 

SPD.    
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Entry-level exceptions sites are not acceptable in the Green Belt, on Main Open Areas, Open Breaks, 

Local Green Space, or on designated nature conservation sites or that impact on the special character 

of heritage assets contrary to the provisions of Core Policy 14 Historic Environment. 

Alternative Option 1 

2.4.5 Do not adopt a policy on entry-level exception sites and rely on the NPPF for 

determining applications for such proposals. Applications would be judged against 

the relevant provisions in the NPPF on entry-level exception sites, and any other 

relevant policies in the Amended Core Strategy (e.g. Core Policy 3 - Housing Mix, Type 

and Density and Policy DM5 - Design). 

Alternative Option 2 

2.4.6 ¢Ƙƛǎ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŜǘ ŀƴȅ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΩǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ 

out the policies which define edge of settlement in the Amended Core Strategy:   

Policy 2A ς Entry-Level Exception Sites 

Entry-level exception sites as set out in national planning policy will be supported in locations adjacent 

to settlements as defined in Spatial Policy 1 and Spatial Policy 3 where it can be demonstrated that 

such proposals are addressing a shortfall of the type of entry-level product being promoted in the 

proposal.  

Such proposals will secure such housing that reflects identified local need set out in an appropriately 

constituted local housing needs survey. They should not be larger than one hectare in size or exceed 

5% of the size of the existing settlement and be in line with DM5 Design and the Sustainable Design 

SPD.    

Entry-level exceptions sites are not acceptable in the Green Belt, on Main Open Areas, Open Breaks, 

Local Green Space, or on designated nature conservation sites or that impact on the special character 

of heritage assets contrary to the provisions of Core Policy 14 Historic Environment. 

2.5 Core Policy 3 Housing Mix and Type 

2.5.1 The updated Housing Needs Assessment 2020 has identified new housing need 

priorities for the District. These differ to some extent from the current policy 

contained within the Amended Core Strategy. 

2.5.2 Preferred Approach - It is proposed that Core Policy 3 is updated to reflect these new 

priorities with the following amendments made to the third and fourth paragraphs 

of the Policy. This includes introduction of the M4(2) and M4(3) standards from the 

Building Regulations (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/access-to-and-

use-of-buildings-approved-document-m):  

 

Question 2 ς Entry-level Exception Sites 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/access-to-and-use-of-buildings-approved-document-m
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/access-to-and-use-of-buildings-approved-document-m
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Extract from Core Policy 3 ς Housing Mix, Type and Density 

The District Council will seek to secure new housing development which adequately addresses the 

housing need of the District, namely: 

ω Emphasis on 2 and 3 bedroom family housing of three beds or more; 

ω Smaller houses of two beds or less;  

ω Greater provision of bungalows on appropriate large sites 

ω Support for specialist housing such as extra care and retirement housing 

 

Particular emphasis will be placed on securing smaller houses of two bedrooms or less and those for 

housing for elderly and disabled population. considering the impact of physical disability and mental 

health when addressing housing needs. Alongside the need for a significant increase in the provision 

of bungalows the Housing Needs Study evidences the need to deliver 1% of new dwellings to M4(3) 

wheelchair accessible standard and a minimum of 23% of new homes to M4(2) accessible and 

adaptable standard. Provision of the appropriate proportion of dwellings to M4(2) standard will be 

expected on all sites.  Sites for 50 dwellings or more should make provision for the M4(3) wheelchair 

accessible standard. 

 
2.5.3 The rest of Core Policy 3 will remain unchanged. 

Alternative Options  

2.5.4 The policies no longer reflect the outcome of the evidence base and therefore it is 

felt that no alternatives exist. 

2.6 So/HN/1 and Lo/HN/1 and Policy HE/1 of the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan 

2.6.1 Preferred Approach - Both Southwell and Lowdham currently contain policies which 

seek to secure smaller housing units in line with the evidence available at that time.  

Policies HE/1 of the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan also relied on this evidence 

alongside the consultation responses received during the production of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

2.6.2 The Housing Needs Assessment 2020 no longer supports these requirements and 

there is no longer a justification for their continued inclusion within the Plan. The 

preferred approach is therefore to delete both policy So/HN/1 and Lo/HN/1.  Any 

new housing proposals will be considered in line with the provisions of Core Policy 3 

and the detailed requirements for each sub area as set out in the Housing Needs 

Assessment 2020 alongside any more detailed local housing need evidence where 

this has been produced. 

Question 3 ς Housing Mix, Type and Density 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

Question 4 ς So/HN/1 and Lo/HN/1 and Policy HE/1 of the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 



12 
 

 

  



13 
 

3.0 Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation  
3.1 Gypsy and Traveller communities form a longstanding part of the DistrictΩs 

population, contributing towards the character of Newark & Sherwood. The Council 

recognises the importance of meeting the housing needs of all sections of the 

DistrictΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ. Accordingly it will seek to positively plan through the Plan 

Review process, to allow this to occur - and in doing so build on the foundations 

provided by the Amended Core Strategy.  

3.2 Following the in-house Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation (forming part of the 

Amended Core Strategy evidence base) being found unsound, a new Gypsy and 

Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) has been produced. This provides 

pitch requirements to cover the plan period (2013-33), and satisfies the various 

requirements of national planning policy- including those within the Planning Policy 

for Traveller Sites (2015). Taking account of the findings from this work, it is 

necessary for new pitch requirements to be included within the Amended Allocations 

& Development Management DPD. In order to ensure that these requirements will 

be satisfied, and that the DistrictΩǎ ƎȅǇǎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ 

their accommodation needs, a range of sites will then also need to be identified 

through the Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD. 

3.3 Central to the preparation of the new GTAA were the interviews conducted with 

residents on occupied pitches and plots across the District. Where it was not possible 

to undertake an interview, the researchers then sought to capture as much 

information as possible about each pitch through a proxy interview from sources 

including neighbouring residents and site management (where present and 

possible). The fieldwork was completed over an extended 9-month period between 

December 2018 and August 2019, and the researchers were able to collect 

information for the majority of residents. 

3.4 Pitch Requirements 

3.4.1 The National Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS), requires Local Planning 

Authorities (LPAs) to make their own assessment of need for the purposes of 

planning. Flowing from this there is then the need for LPAs to set pitch targets for 

gypsies and travellers who meet the planning definition, provided through Annex 1 

to the PPTS, and travelling show people as also defined through that same Annex. 

These targets need to address the likely permanent and transit site accommodation 

needs of travellers in the area. 

 

 

 

 

 

Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (2015) Annex 1: 

CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ άƎȅǇǎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭŜǊǎέ ƳŜŀƴǎΥ  

Persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin, including such persons who 

ƻƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ƻǊ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŀƴǘǎΩ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƴŜŜŘǎ 

or old age have ceased to travel temporarily, but excluding members of an organised group 

of travelling showpeople or circus people travelling together as such. 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/media/newarkandsherwood/imagesandfiles/planningpolicy/pdfs/orsgtaa/2020%2002%2027%20Newark%20and%20Sherwood%20GTAA%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/media/newarkandsherwood/imagesandfiles/planningpolicy/pdfs/orsgtaa/2020%2002%2027%20Newark%20and%20Sherwood%20GTAA%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/457420/Final_planning_and_travellers_policy.pdf
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3.5 Applying the Planning Definition 

3.5.1 The site interviews conducted as part of the GTAA allowed the collection of the 

information necessary to assess each household against the planning definition in 

the PPTS (2015). This has resulted ƛƴ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ΨǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΩ ƴŜŜŘΦ 

¶ Households that meet the planning definition; 

¶ Households that have ceased to travel; and 

¶ Undetermined households who may meet the definition. 

3.6 Planning Definition Need 

3.6.1 The GTAA provides the following District-wide local pitch targets, for those 
households who meet the planning definition, split into 5 year tranches to enable 
the requirements of the PPTS to be met.  

 
Years 0-5 

(2019-24) 
6-10 
(2024-29) 

11-14 
(2029-33) 

15 
(2033-34) 

Total 

Pitches 77 20 18 3 118 

3.6.2 This need for 118 pitches is made up of 11 unauthorised pitches, 25 concealed (or 

doubled-up households / single adults), 1 movement from bricks and mortar, 15 

pitches with temporary planning permission, 4 pitches to meet in-migration/the 

needs of those living on the roadside, 21 teenagers in need of a pitch within the next 

5 years and 41 from new household formation (derived from household 

demographics).   

 3.7    Undetermined Households 

3.7.1 In addition to establishing the need of households who were shown to meet the 

definition, it was also necessary for the GTAA to have regard to the needs of 

households where an interview was not able to be completed (either due to refusal 

to be interviewed or households that were not present during the fieldwork period). 

No law or guidance sets out how this should be done, but the GTAA has taken an 

approach that seeks to estimate the potential need from these households. This 

provides an additional need figure over and above the need identified for households 

that met the planning definition.  

3.7.2 Should further information be made available, which then allows for the planning 

definition to be applied to these households, they could prove to form a confirmed 

component of need in addition to the 118 pitches, though evidence at the national 

level indicates that only a proportion (25%) of the potential need identified from 

undetermined households are likely to require conditioned Gypsy and Traveller 

pitches.  

3.7.3 The GTAA forecast a maximum need of 21 pitches for undetermined households. 

This is made up of 2 temporary, and new household formation of 19. Applying the 
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national average (25%) for households within this category who prove to require a 

conditioned gypsy and traveller pitch, would reduce this to 5 pitches.  

3.8 Non Planning Definition Households 

3.8.1 Households who do not travel for work now fall outside the planning definition of a 

Traveller. However Romany Gypsies, Irish and Scottish Travellers may be able to 

claim a right to culturally appropriate accommodation under the Equality Act (2010) 

as a result of their protected characteristics. In addition, provisions set out in the 

Housing and Planning Act (2016) also include a duty (under Section 8 of the 1985 

Housing Act) for Local Authorities to consider the needs of people residing on sites 

which caravans can be stationed. 

3.8.2 The housing needs of any Gypsy and Traveller households who do not meet the 

planning definition of a Traveller need to be assessed as part of the wider housing 

needs of the area, forming a subset of the wider need arising from households 

residing in caravans (as per the revised NPPF (2019)). Through the GTAA a need for 

30 pitches to meet this need has been identified.  

 3.9    Migration 

3.9.1 Inward-migration (households requiring accommodation who move into the District 

from outside) and outward-migration (households moving away from the District) 

were both addressed as part of the GTAA, with no firm evidence of households 

wishing to move into Newark & Sherwood District being found. Therefore, net 

migration to the sum of zero has been assumed ς meaning that the pitch 

requirements are driven by locally identifiable need. 

3.10    Transit Pitch Needs 

3.10.1 Due to low historic low numbers of unauthorised encampments, and the existence 

of private transit pitches, the GTAA did not recommend the need for a formal public 

transit site in the District.  

3.11    Travelling Show people Needs 

3.11.1 There are no Travelling Showmen yards in Newark & Sherwood so there is no current 

or future need for plots. 

 3.12    Summary of Need for Gypsy and Traveller Households in Newark & Sherwood 

3.12.1 The table below summarises the need identified for Gypsy and Traveller households 

in the District. 

Household Status Pitches (2013-33) 

Meet Planning Definition 118 

Undetermined 21 

Non-Planning Definition 30 

 169 
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3.12.2 Preferred Approach: The preferred approach is to incorporate the requirements set 

out above into the Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD. With 

the 118 pitch planning definition need providing the local pitch targets for 

households meeting the planning definition (as set out in Annex 1 to the Planning 

Policy for Traveller Sites), and also the basis for the calculation of a 5 year land supply.  

3.12.3 Alternative Approach: An alternative approach would be to use a lower figure for 

undetermined households (25% or 5 pitches) ς in line with national evidence. 

However this is not preferred, as this is not a locally specific figure and may lead to 

an underestimation of need. 

3.13        Meeting Gypsy and Traveller Needs 

3.13.1 Having established the local pitch targets outlined in the previous section the 

following content is focussed on the development of a strategy to allow these 

requirements to be met, with the identification of suitable sites for future provision 

being fundamental to this. 

3.13.2 The PPTS details that in producing their Local Plan, Local Planning Authorities should;  

¶ Identify, and update annually, a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficienǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ р ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǿƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ ǎŜǘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ; 

and 

¶ Identify a supply of specific, developable sites, or broad locations for 

growth, for years 6 to 10 and, where possible for years 11-15. 

3.13.3 Therefore, the minimum threshold the Amended Allocations & Development 

Management Development Plan would need to meet is as follows. The identification 

of specific deliverable sites (site allocations and planning permissions which will 

come online within that 5 year period) with sufficient capacity to accommodate 5 

ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǿƻǊǘƘ of the locally set target (118 pitches District-wide). This should then be 

supplemented by broad locations for growth capable of meeting the pitch 

requirement between years 6 to 10. 

3.14    Locational Approach 

3.14.1 The first step to developing a strategy to meet the above is to define an appropriate 

locational approach towards that future provision to be identified through the 

Development Plan. Core Policy 4 in the Amended Core Strategy sets out that this 

future provƛǎƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ {Ǉŀǘƛŀƭ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ, with the 

ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜƪ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ 

Newark Urban Area. This therefore provides a strong locational direction, and also 

reflects the main locations that existing gypsy and traveller communities reside 

within the District, which is broadly split between the Newark and the Ollerton / 

Question 5 ς   Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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Wellow areas. With the requirements identified through the GTAA being locally 

driven, it is from these existing sites that the need for additional pitches across the 

plan period is generated.  

3.14.2 Preferred Approach: The preferred locational approach towards site identification is 

to reflect the direction provided both by Core Policy 4, and the pattern of existing 

gypsy and traveller settlement within the District. This approach is one which will 

therefore seek to meet need in the broad geographic location it arises with need 

being generated in the Newark Urban Area and Western areas of the District being 

met in those respective locations. Should sufficient suitable sites not be available in 

these locations then it would become necessary to consider provision in other 

locations ς in line with the Spatial Strategy. 

3.14.3 Alternative Approach:  An alternative would be to take a broader locational 

approach from the outset. This would however be inconsistent with the approach 

provided by Core Policy 4. 

 3.15    Site Identification  

3.15.1 Preferred Approach: The preferred approach towards site identification within that 

broader locational approach is to:  

¶ Identify existing permanent sites which are suitable in planning and technical 

terms to meet their future additional needs;  

¶ Establish whether sites with an extant temporary permission, or which are 

unauthorised can be suitable in planning and technical terms in order to allow 

their identification to meet their identified needs; and 

¶ Identify additional land elsewhere which is suitable in planning and technical 

terms to meet the residual need unable to be accommodated in the first two 

ways. 

3.15.2 The criteria in Core Policy 5 of the Amended Core Strategy will be used to assess the 

suitability of land. 

3.15.3 Alternative Approach: No alternative approach has been identified. 

 

 

Question 6 ς   Locational Approach 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

Question 7 ς   Site Identification 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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3.16   Newark Urban Area 

3.16.1 It is within the Newark Urban Area that the largest portion of the DistrictΩǎ DȅǇǎȅ ŀƴŘ 

Traveller population currently resides, with Tolney Lane (Newark) being a particular 

focus ς 317 pitches across 14 sites were recorded in this location through the GTAA.  

 Tolney Lane 

3.16.2 Following the preferred approach to site identification, the majority of the work 

around assessing the suitability of existing permanent, temporary and unauthorised 

sites in the Newark Area has focussed on Tolney Lane. The level of flood risk to this 

area is well known with sites being subject to varying degrees of risk, and the single 

point of access and egress being within the functional floodplain. In addition, the 

situation is further complicated by the fact that available modelling of flood patterns 

suggests that part of this access will flood during the early stages of a flood eventς 

with severe implications from an emergency planning perspective.  

3.16.3 Consequently, flood risk concerns have weighed heavily as a consideration in how 

existing sites have been assessed. Indeed the position agreed with the Environment 

Agency is that no sites within the functional floodplain (Zone 3b) will be identified as 

suitable to meet their needs as part of this process.  

 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



20 
 

 

 



 

3.16.4 In addition, it has also been agreed that identification of additional provision on sites 

outside of the functional floodplain in this location will be dependent upon provision 

of a flood resilient access to Great North Road. The technical feasibility1 of this has 

been assessed, and it can be achieved without increasing risk elsewhere. It also has 

the potentially beneficial effect of removing land between the Riverside Car Park and 

the point at which Tolney Lane forks out of flood risk. The first of the two figures 

above ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴ ŀǘ ¢ƻƭƴŜȅ [ŀƴŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ΨŀǊŜŀ 

ƻŦ ǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŦƻŎǳǎsed to identify sites suitable for 

additional pitches. 

3.16.5 Within this area of search, desk-top based investigations have been undertaken to 

identify where there is additional capacity within existing sites on Tolney Lane ς that 

are either outside of the functional floodplain, or which would be removed from 

flood risk via provision of the improved access. This has now progressed to the stage 

where engagement with landowners is being undertaken. Whilst this work is yet to 

be completed the potential capacity of sites which are currently considered suitable 

on Tolney Lane was identified as 45 pitches, through that desk-top exercise. It is 

however important to note that this figure may reduce as the outcome from 

engagement with landowners becomes clear. 

3.16.6 Beyond the identification of sites for future provision at Tolney Lane ς it is proposed 

ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ Ψ¢ƻƭƴŜȅ [ŀƴŜ tƻƭƛŎȅ !ǊŜŀΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛǾŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ǘƻ 

define those locations where additional provision would be supported in the future, 

integrate delivery of the flood resilient access to Great North Road and outline policy 

content to assist in the determination of more day-to-day planning matters for 

existing lawful permanent sites within the area ς e.g. ancillary development, 

provision of dayrooms and design and layout etc. The proposed geographic extent 

of this area reflects the boundary of the functional floodplain, the effect that 

provision of a flood resilient access would have and the location of existing lawful 

and permanent sites. This area is shown on the second of the two figures above. 

3.16.7 Preferred Approach: To identify land at Tolney Lane which is suitable in planning and 

technical terms to meet future accommodation need, and develop a Tolney Lane 

Policy Area ς reflecting the geographic extent above - which integrates provision of 

flood resilient access to the Great North Road and additional Development 

Management content. 

  

                                                           
1 https://newark-sherwooddc.inconsult.uk/ADMIssuesPaper2019/consultationHome 
 

Question 8 ς   Tolney Lane  

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

https://newark-sherwooddc.inconsult.uk/ADMIssuesPaper2019/consultationHome
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Other Locations in the Newark Urban Area 

3.16.8 The level of pitch provision which is currently considered suitable in planning and 

technical terms at Tolney Lane falls short of the pitch requirements for the Newark 

Urban Area. This residual need may also increase as the pitch delivery work 

completes. It will therefore be necessary to identify suitable land elsewhere in this 

broad geographic location to allow for gypsy and traveller accommodation needs to 

be met.  

3.16.9 Submission of land to be considered for gypsy and traveller use has been sought 

through several ΨŎŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ǎƛǘŜǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ 

(9) in and around the Newark Urban Area. The suitability of this land has been 

assessed, applying the considerations within Core Policy 5 and other matters 

relevant to planning and technical suitability. This has resulted in the land being 

categorised as either ς ΨŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜΩ ƻǊ Ψƴƻǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ 

suiǘŀōƭŜΩΦ ¢he following section outlines the site submissions for the Newark Urban 

Area. 

 Site 1 - Chestnut Lodge, Barnby (Ref: 19_0018)  

(Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.16.10 The site occupies an open countryside location, but is considered potentially capable 

of being acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms. Given the 

proximity to Balderton and the wider Newark Urban Area it is also considered 

reasonably located in respect of access to services and facilities. No other technical 

or planning constraints have been identified which would make the site unsuitable, 

and so it has therefore been categorised as currently considered suitable. 

Assessment of the site identifies a potential capacity for around 20 pitches. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Chestnut Lodge, Barnby (19_0018) 
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 Site 2 ς Belvoir Ironworks North, Newark (Ref: 19_0004)  

(Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.16.11 Situated in the open countryside the site is nonetheless considered capable of being 

potentially acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms. Given the 

proximity to the Newark Urban Area, and Middlebeck development, it is also 

considered reasonably located in respect of access to services and facilities. Whilst 

host to a former contaminative use, the land has been remediated. Although parts 

of Bowbridge Lane are subject to flood risk (zone 2 and 3), the depths were accepted 

at a planning appeal concerning the residential development of the land to be 

sufficiently shallow to allow safe evacuation. Only a small portion of the site itself 

falls within Zone 2. This has led to the site being categorised as currently considered 

suitable. Assessment of the site identifies a potential capacity for around 30 pitches.  

 

Figure 2: Belvoir Ironworks North (19_0004) 

 Site 3 ς Maltkiln Lane, Newark (Ref: 19_0017) 

(Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.16.12 The land is located within the Urban Boundary for the Newark Urban Area, and has 

previously had planning permission for residential development. Accordingly it is 

considered to be reasonably located in respect of access to services and facilities.  As 

a result of being located next to the River Trent, there are flood risk concerns ς with 

parts of the site within Flood Zone 2 and 3. However those areas within Zone 2 are 

sequentially preferable to locations within the functional floodplain at Tolney Lane 

and there are areas of the site within Flood Zone 1. Providing any development was 

restricted to areas in Flood Zone 1 and 2, it is considered potentially sequentially 

acceptable from a flood risk perspective. It would remain necessary for the Exception 

Test to also be passed. Part of the access to the site consists of unadopted highway, 

and so there may be the need for improvements to make the land acceptable from 
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an access perspective. However notwithstanding this, the land has been categorised 

as currently considered suitable. Assessment of the site identifies a potential 

capacity of around 19 pitches.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

   Site 4 ς Bower Abattoir, Tolney Lane, Newark (Ref: 19_0008) 

(Currently Considered Suitable)  

3.16.13 This land is located at Tolney Lane, and is currently covered by an extant temporary 

planning consent. Whilst currently within the functional floodplain, provision of flood 

resilient access to Great North Road could have the effect of removing this risk. The 

site is within the Conservation Area, but has been deemed acceptable for temporary 

permission. Consequently the land has been categorised as currently considered 

suitable. The pitches which could potentially be suitable in this location form part of 

the 45 identified at Tolney Lane, as part of the pitch delivery work. 

Figure 3: Maltkiln Lane, Newark (19_0017) 
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  Site 5 ς Green Park, Newark (Ref: 19_0007) 

(Not Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.16.14 Located within the functional floodplain at Tolney Lane, with this risk being 

unaffected through provision of flood resilient access to Great North Road. The site 

is inconsistent with the approach to site identification and so has been categorised 

as not currently considered suitable. 

 

Figure 5: Green Park, Newark (Ref: 19_0007) 

Figure 4: Bowers Abbatoir, Tolney Lane 
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    Site 6 ς Denton Close, Balderton (Ref: 19_0003) 

  (Not Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.16.15 Site is considered inaccessible and is subject to an extensive number of Tree 

Preservation Orders. Categorised as not currently considered suitable. 

               

    Figure 6: Denton Close, Balderton (Ref: 19_0003) 

    Site 7 ς Fen Lane, Balderton (Ref: 19_0002) 

  (Not Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.16.16 The site occupies an open countryside location, but is considered potentially capable 

of being acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms. Given the 

proximity to Balderton and the wider Newark Urban Area it is also considered 

reasonably located in respect of access to services and facilities. However it is heavily 

constrained by oil pipelines and the extents of the associated zones which need to 

be kept clear from development. It is not currently considered that a sufficient 

amount of the land remains potentially developable to make the site a realistic 

prospect. Categorised as not currently considered suitable.  
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   Figure 7: Fen Lane, Balderton (Ref: 19_0002) 

 Site 8 - Land to the North West of Winthorpe Road, Newark (Ref: 19_0009) 

  (Not Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.16.17 This site is currently host to an unauthorised encampment, and part of an ongoing 

planning appeal process. The original decision to dismiss the appeal was challenged 

by judicial review and overturned. It is expected that the appeal will now be re-heard, 

either by written representations or via a new hearing. The land occupies a location 

beyond the Urban Boundary, but given the proximity to the Newark Urban Area it is 

considered reasonably located in respect of access to services and facilities. However 

the land is located within an Open Break designation which seeks to restrict 

development in order to prevent coalescence between Newark and its surrounding 

areas. This contributed to the original Inspector dismissing the appeal, and is a 

constraint sufficient enough to warrant the site being considered unsuitable on that 

basis alone. Further work is now being undertaken over the future of the Winthorpe 

Open Break designation ς as a result of the emerging A46 Newark Northern Bypass 

proposals. Any changes proposed to the designation as part of this work will inform 

the next stage of the Plan Review process. Even were the Open Break designation to 

be amended in a way which makes the land potentially more suitable from that 

perspective, it is still the case that the original appeal Inspector identified 

environmental concerns (flood risk and noise and vibration) which outweighed the 

personal circumstances of the occupants. Accordingly the site has been categorised 

as not currently considered suitable.  
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 Figure 8: Winthorpe Road, Newark (Ref: 19_0009) 

 Site 9 ς Land at Barnby Road / Clay Lane, Newark (Ref: 19_0001) 

 (Not Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.16.18 The land is located within the Urban Boundary for the Newark Urban Area, and so is 

considered to be reasonably located in respect of access to services and facilities. 

The land has been previously considered for allocation for gypsy and traveller 

accommodation, but this proved to be unacceptable due to the proximity of the 

proposed access arrangements onto Barnby Road to the railway bridge.  Alternative 

arrangements via Clay Lane have been proposed, but are again considered 

unacceptable in highways terms. The site is therefore not currently considered 

suitable on the basis of the proposed access arrangements.   

                

       Figure 9: Barnby Road / Clay Lane, Newark (Ref: 19_0001) 
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    Newark Urban Area ς Site Identification Summary 

3.16.19 Part of the approach towards additional pitch provision in the Newark Urban Area is 

focussed on identifying suitable land at Tolney Lane, and it is considered that this will 

be able to meet a proportion of the need. Beyond this 9 sites have been submitted 

elsewhere for consideration of which 3 are currently considered suitable (with a 

further site absorbed into the Tolney Lane figure). The table below sets out the 

current understanding of pitch capacity on sites which currently considered suitable, 

against the various requirements for the Newark Urban Area.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.16.20 From the table above, the pitch capacity of land currently considered suitable in 

planning and technical terms exceeds all the requirements except for the cumulative 

need arising from households meeting the planning definition, those who were 

undetermined and those that did not meet the definition. 

3.16.21 Preferred Approach: The preferred approach is to develop a detailed site 

identification strategy, which as a minimum satisfies the requirements for the 

Newark Urban Area as defined in the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites; but where 

possible exceeds this to also address the potential need from undetermined 

households. This will entail identification of suitable land from the options outlined 

above. 

3.16.22 Alternative Approach: Given the likelihood of being able to meet the minimum 

requirements in the Newark Urban Area, having regard to the requirements of the 

Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, it is not considered necessary to consider an 

alternative approach at this stage.  

 

  Pitches 

Newark Area Pitch Requirements 

Planning Definition + Undetermined Households + Non-definition 
Households 

138 

Planning Definition  92 

Planning Definition + Undetermined Households 110 

Planning Definition (0-5 Year Tranche) 69 

Pitch Capacities of Land Currently Considered Suitable 

Tolney Lane Pitch Delivery Work 45 

Site Submissions Elsewhere in the Newark Urban Area 69 

Total 114 

Question 9 ς   Site Identification ς Newark Urban Area 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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3.17 Western Area 

3.17.1 There is a smaller number of existing Gypsy and Traveller sites in the West of the 

District, mainly focussed around the Ollerton and Wellow area ς alongside a further 

one at Edingley. As elsewhere in the District the future requirements are driven by 

locally identified needs, with the existing sites in the West generating them. The need 

within this part of the District is much lower than that of the Newark Urban Area, see 

the table below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.17.2 Following the preferred approach towards site identification, an emphasis has been 

placed on assessing whether those existing permanent sites are suitable in planning 

and technical terms to meet their future overall need (Planning Definition + 

Undetermined Households + Non-definition Households). As with the Newark Urban 

Area, this work has started with a desk-top based exercise, and now moved onto 

direct engagement of landowners. The initial findings are that the sites appear likely 

to be able to meet their future needs within their existing extents. As a result, they 

have all been categorised as currently considered suitable. The next section provides 

an overview of these sites (please note the site numbering continues from the 

Newark Area). 

 Site 10 - Seven Oaks, Edingley (Ref: 19_0019) 

  (Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.17.3 The site is in an established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an 

additional need for 1 pitch, which is currently considered able to be accommodated 

within the existing site. Site categorised as currently considered suitable. 

  Pitches 

Western Area Pitch Requirements 

Planning Definition + Undetermined Households + Non-definition 

Households 

31 

Planning Definition  26 

Planning Definition + Undetermined Households 27 
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Figure 10: Seven Oaks, Edingley (Ref: 19_0019) 

 Site 11 ς Shannon Caravan Site, Ollerton (Ref: 19_0020) 

  (Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.17.4 The site is in an established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an 

additional need for 9 pitches, which are currently considered able to be 

accommodated within the existing site. Site categorised as currently considered 

suitable. See Figure 11 for site plan. 

 Site 12 ς The Paddock, Ollerton (19_0021) 

  (Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.17.5 The site is in established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an 

additional need for 6 pitches, which are currently considered able to be 

accommodated within the existing site. Site categorised as currently considered 

suitable. See Figure 11 for site plan. 

 Site 13 ς The Stables, Ollerton (Ref: 19_0022) 

  (Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.17.6 The site is in an established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an 

additional need for 4 pitches, which are currently considered able to be 

accommodated within the existing site. Site categorised as currently considered 

suitable. See Figure 11 for site plan. 
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 Site 14 ς Dunromin, Ollerton (Ref: 19_0023) 

  (Currently Considered Suitable)  

3.17.7 The site is in an established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an 

additional need for 8 pitches, which are currently considered able to be 

accommodated within the existing site. Site categorised as currently considered 

suitable. See Figure 11 for site plan. 

 Site 15 ς Greenwood, Ollerton (Ref: 19_0024) 

  (Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.17.8 The site is in an established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an 

additional need for 1 pitch, which is currently considered able to be accommodated 

within the existing site. Site categorised as currently considered suitable. See Figure 

11 for site plan. 



 

 

 



 

 

Figure 11: Site Plan for Ollerton Sites 

3.17.9 Preferred Approach: The preferred approach is to develop a detailed site 

identification strategy, which seeks to meet the overall need of established sites in 

the West of the District within their existing extents. This will entail identification of 

the suitable sites outlined above. 

3.17.10 Alternative Approach: Given the likelihood of being able to meet the overall need 

requirements from the preferred approach, it is not considered necessary to identify 

an alternative approach at this stage. 

Other Locations in the Western Area 

3.17.11 Given the current preferred approach, it does not appear likely that land submitted 

for consideration elsewhere in this part of the District will need to be drawn upon. 

Notwithstanding this, the following section outlines those site submissions (4 in 

total). The suitability of this land has been assessed, applying the considerations 

within Core Policy 5 and other matters relevant to planning and technical suitability.  

 Site 16 - Newark Road/ Wellow Road North, Ollerton/Wellow (Ref 19_0012) 

 (Not Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.17.12 The site occupies an open countryside location, but is considered potentially capable 

of being acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms. Given the 

proximity to Ollerton and Wellow, it is also considered reasonably located in respect 

of access to services and facilities. However highways advice has been received, 

detailing that adequate access visibility cannot be achieved to allow development of 

the site. Categorised as not currently suitable. For site plan see Figure 11. 

 Site 17 ς Newark Road/ Wellow Road South, Wellow (Ref 19_0013) 

  (Not Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.17.13 The site occupies an open countryside location, but is considered potentially capable 

of being acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms. Given the 

proximity to Ollerton and Wellow, it is also considered reasonably located in respect 

of access to services and facilities. However highways advice has been received, 

detailing that adequate access visibility cannot be achieved to allow development of 

the site. Categorised as not currently suitable. For site plan see Figure 11. 

 Site 18 ς Land adjacent Shannon Caravan Park, Ollerton (Ref: 19_0011) 

  (Not Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.17.14 The site occupies an open countryside location, but is adjacent to the Urban 

Boundary and an established Gypsy and Traveller site. Is considered potentially 

Question 10 ς   Site Identification ς West of the District 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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capable of being acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms. Given 

the proximity to Ollerton, it is also considered reasonably located in respect of access 

to services and facilities. However use of the site is not considered necessary to allow 

pitch requirements in the West of the District to be met. Categorised as not currently 

suitable. For site plan see Figure 11.  

 Site 19 ς Cottage Farm, Blidworth/Rainworth (Ref: 19_0014) 

  (Not Currently Considered Suitable) 

3.17.15 The site is located within the Green Belt and highways advice indicates that the 

access arrangements are inadequate. For these reasons the site has been 

categorised as not currently suitable. 

              

Figure 12: Cottage Farm, Blidworth (Ref: 19_0014) 

3.18 Rest of the District 

3.18.1 No established Gypsy and Traveller sites were identified elsewhere in the District, 

through the baseline of the GTAA. The preferred locational approach to future Gypsy 

and Traveller provision is to seek to implement the direction provided by Core Policy 

4, and to reflect the pattern of existing Gypsy and Traveller settlement in the District. 

This would result in an approach that meets need in the broad geographic location it 

arises. Leading to the need being generated by sites in the Newark Urban Area and 

Western Areas of the District being met in those respective locations, ahead of the 

consideration of land elsewhere.  

3.18.2 Through the analysis above and the preferred approaches to site identification for 

the Newark Urban and Western Areas, it appears likely that the minimum 

requirements of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites can be met through sites 
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currently considered suitable in the Newark Urban Area, and in the case of the West 

its overall need. Should this remain the case then it would be unnecessary to draw 

on sites submitted for consideration in other parts of the District.  

3.18.3 Notwithstanding this, the following section outlines sites which have been submitted 

beyond the Newark Urban and Western Areas. 

 Site 20 ς Station Road, Collingham (Ref: 19_0010) 

3.18.4 The site occupies an open countryside location, but is considered potentially capable, 

in some form, of being acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms. 

Given the proximity to Collingham it is also considered reasonably located in respect 

of access to services and facilities. Potential impact on the setting of the listed 

Collingham, Station House and surface water flooding issues in the northern portion 

of the site would need to be resolved. Were these issues capable of being addressed 

then the site has the potential to be considered suitable in some form, on an 

individual basis. However there is the likelihood of meeting the need generated in 

the Newark Urban and Western Areas on sites in those locations which are currently 

considered suitable. The site has therefore been categorised as not currently 

suitable. 

                                      

Figure 13: Station Road, Collingham (Ref: 19_0010) 

 Site 21 ς The Mulberries, Collingham 

3.18.5 The site occupies an open countryside location, but is considered potentially capable 

of being acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms. Given the 

proximity to Collingham it is also considered reasonably located in respect of access 

to services and facilities. Surface water flooding issues on the eastern and southern 

perimeters, which also affects the likely access off Potterhill Road, would however 

need to be addressed. Were these issues capable of being resolved then the site has 



37 
 

the potential to be considered suitable, on an individual basis. However there is the 

likelihood of meeting the need generated in the Newark Urban and Western Areas 

on sites in those locations which are currently considered suitable. The site has 

therefore been categorised as not currently suitable. 

                 

Figure 14: The Mulberries, Collingham (Ref@ 19_0025) 

 Site 22 ς Gravelley Lane, Fiskerton (Ref: 19_0016) 

3.18.6 The site occupies an open countryside location, albeit adjacent to the village 

envelope defined through the Fiskerton-cum-Morton Neighbourhood Plan. 

Considered potentially capable, in some form, of being acceptable in landscape 

character and visual impact terms. Given the proximity to Fiskerton and short 

distance to Bleasby it is viewed as reasonably located in respect of access to services 

and facilities. Possible highway mitigation works would be required, in line with the 

highways advice received. Site is located within Flood Zone 2 and so would need to 

pass the Sequential and Exception Tests. Were these issues capable of being 

addressed then the site has the potential to be considered suitable in some form. 

However there is the likelihood of meeting the need generated in the Newark Urban 
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and Western Areas on sites in those locations which are currently considered 

suitable. The site has therefore been categorised as not currently suitable.  

 

Figure 15: Gravelly Lane, Fiskerton (Ref: 19_0016) 

3.18.7 Preferred Approach: The preferred approach is to meet the needs generated by 

existing sites in the broad geographic locations they arise. At the present time it 

appears likely that this can be achieved through land which is currently considered 

suitable in the Newark Urban and Western Areas. This has led to land submitted 

elsewhere in the District being categorised as not currently considered suitable.  

3.18.8 Alternative Approach: Should circumstances change, and the preferred approach 

become unachievable then it may become necessary to consider land submitted 

elsewhere. The approach towards this would be in line with the Spatial Strategy set 

through the Amended Core Strategy ς with locations in, or well related to, 

settlements central to the delivery of the Spatial Strategy being prioritised ahead of 

those elsewhere.   

3.19 Meeting the Needs of Undetermined and Non-Planning Definition Households. 

3.19.1 Should further information for undetermined households be made available, which 

then allows for the planning definition to be applied, they could prove to form a 

confirmed component of need in addition to the 118 pitch requirement. The 

maximum need within this category is for 21 pitches up to 2033. In terms of the 

needs of those households who did not meet the planning definition, the GTAA has 

identified a need for 30 pitches. This need however forms a subset of the wider 

housing need, from households residing in caravans. 

Question 11 ς   Site Identification ς Rest of the District 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 



39 
 

3.19.2 Preferred Approach: For the Newark Area the preferred approach is one that seeks 

to develop a detailed strategy, which as a minimum satisfies the requirements of the 

Planning Policy for Traveller Sites but where possible exceeds this to also address the 

potential need from undetermined households. With respect to the need from 

households who did not meet the planning definition, and who may be able to claim 

the right to culturally appropriate accommodation ς this would be a matter left to 

the Development Management process, with the criteria within Core Policy 5 

providing an appropriate means of considering applications on their merits. In the 

case of the need generated by sites in the West of the District it currently appears 

possible to meet the full range of need on existing sites ς inclusive of undetermined 

households, and those who did not meet the planning definition.  

3.19.3 Alternative Approach: Should it not prove possible to exceed the minimum 

requirements of national policy in Newark, or issues become apparent in the West 

of the District - then the potential need arising from undetermined households could 

also be addressed through application of Core Policy 5 to determine applications on 

a case by case basis. Were the Plan to take this form of approach then it would be in 

line with the decision of the Planning Inspector who examined the Maldon Local Plan 

wƘŜǊŜōȅ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ΨǳƴƪƴƻǿƴǎΩ ǿŀǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ōŜǎǘ ƭŜŦǘ 

to the Development Management process. There is the possibility that additional 

pitches may be required beyond the 118 identified for households who meet the 

ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ aŀƭŘƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ΨƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƴŜŜŘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ 

matter of undetermined households would then be kept under review as part of 

future assessments of Gypsy and Traveller accommodation need. 

3.20 Gypsy and Traveller Call for Sites 

3.20.1 ¢ƘŜ ΨŎŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ǎƛǘŜǎΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ǎǳōƳƛǘ ƭŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŦŜŜƭ is suitable for 

gypsy and traveller use remains open. Any sites which are submitted will be assessed 

for their suitability and inform the production of the Draft Development Plan 

Document. Details of how to make a site submission can be viewed here 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/gtcallforsites/.  

 

 

 

 

 

Question 12 ς   Meeting the Needs of Undetermined and Non-Planning Definition Households 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/gtcallforsites/
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4.0 Development Management Policies  
4.1     Following the publication of the new NPPF (2019) and the adoption of the Amended 

Core Strategy in March 2019, the Development Management Policies in the Adopted 

DPD need to be amended to bring them in line with subsequent changes to national 

and local policy.  

4.2 Consultation Responses were supportive of the CouncilΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 

various policies within the DPD. Consultees pointed out the various changes to 

national policy and importantly to the CouncilΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ Amended Core 

Strategy.  

4.3      Policy DM1 - Development within Settlements Central to Delivering the Spatial 

Strategy  

4.3.1      This policy sets out the support for development in the settlements identified for 

growth in Spatial Policies 2 and 3 of the Amended Core Strategy. The policy makes 

reference to the former Core Strategy, therefore it is proposed to amend the policy 

to refer to the Amended Core Strategy. The Policy will read:  

Extract from Policy DM1 ς Development within Settlements Central to Delivering the Spatial 

Strategy 

Within the Urban Boundaries of the Sub-Regional Centre and Service Centres and the Village 

Envelopes of the Principal Villages, as defined on the Policies Map, proposals will be supported for 

housing, employment, community, retail, cultural, leisure and tourism development appropriate to 

the size and location of the settlement, its status in the settlement hierarchy and in accordance with 

the Amended Core Strategy and other relevant Development Plan Documents. 

4.4      Policy DM2 - Development on Allocated Sites  

4.4.1  This policy sets the requirements for development on allocated sites and as such 

remains a valid policy in line with national policy. The Amended Core Strategy has 

introduced an additional strategic site at Edwinstowe (ShAP 4: Land at Thoresby 

Colliery) and it is proposed to reflect this in an amendment to the policy. The 

eventual name of the SPD related to developer contributions is different from 

envisaged at the time and it is proposed to insert Developer Contributions & Planning 

Obligations SPD into the policy. Those are set out in the all of the proposed options 

below.  

Comprehensive Planning and Delivery of Allocations 

4.4.2  Since the plan was adopted, a significant proportion of the allocations have either 

gained planning permission or are being developed. One issue that has emerged for 

some allocations is the consequences that arise out of proposals to part develop sites 

in multiple ownership.  

4.4.3 The Council understands that many sites subsequent to the granting of planning 

permission are sold on to different developers, however this is normally once a 

comprehensive framework for development has been agreed. Whilst the Council 
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understands that it will not always be possible for allocated site proposals to be 

developed by a single consortium, the Council wants as much as possible to ensure 

that comprehensive planning can occur resulting in aligned delivery. This is 

particularly the case where piecemeal development proposals can result in an under 

delivery of developer contributions and affordable housing than would ordinarily be 

expected when the allocation was made. It can also result in suboptimal proposals 

because design is not tailored to reflect what is best for the whole site.  It is therefore 

proposed to amend the policy to make clear the CouncilΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊƛƴƎ 

comprehensive planning and aligned delivery of allocated sites.   

4.4.4   The NPPF sets out that Local Planning Authorities should refuse planning permission 

which does not make efficient use of land (Paragraph 123c) and where poor design 

fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an 

area and the way it functions (Paragraph 130). 

Preferred Approach 

4.4.5     This option includes the factual amendments to policy and sets out a clear policy 

approach of comprehensive planning first, followed by a requirement regarding 

refusing proposals which prejudice overall delivery of an allocation.  

Policy DM2 ς Development on Allocated Sites 

Within sites allocated in the Allocations & Development Management Development Plan Document 

(A&DM DPD), proposals will be supported for the intended use that comply with the relevant Core 

and Development Management Policies, the site specific issues set out in the A&DM DPD and make 

appropriate contributions to infrastructure provision in accordance with the Developer Contributions 

& Planning Obligations SPD.  

It is anticipated that allocated sites will be developed comprehensively with an accompanying site 

masterplan to reflect phasing and infrastructure provision. Where comprehensive development 

proposals cannot be prepared proposals should be developed to ensure that the sites do not prejudice 

the proper overall delivery of the whole allocation. Development proposals which prejudice proper 

overall delivery should be refused.  

In addition to national and local submission requirements, proposals on allocated sites should be 

accompanied by transport, flood risk and other appropriate assessments sufficient to address the site 

specific issues identified in the A&DM DPD.  

Development proposals within the Newark Strategic Sites at Newark and Edwinstowe will be assessed 

against Area Policies NAP 2A, 2B & 2C, ShAP 4 and the other considerations set out above. 

Alternative Options 

4.4.6    This option includes the factual amendments to policy and a requirement regarding 

refusing proposals which prejudice overall delivery of an allocation:  
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Policy DM2 ς Development on Allocated Sites 

Within sites allocated in the Allocations & Development Management Development Plan Document 

(A&DM DPD), proposals will be supported for the intended use that comply with the relevant Core 

and Development Management Policies, the site specific issues set out in the A&DM DPD and make 

appropriate contributions to infrastructure provision in accordance with the Developer Contributions 

& Planning Obligations SPD.  

In addition to national and local submission requirements, proposals on allocated sites should be 

accompanied by transport, flood risk and other appropriate assessments sufficient to address the site 

specific issues identified in the A&DM DPD.  

Development proposals within the Newark Strategic Sites at Newark and Edwinstowe will be assessed 

against Area Policies NAP 2A, 2B & 2C, ShAP 4 and the other considerations set out above. 

Development proposals which seek to develop part of an allocated site will be refused planning 

permission where it will prejudice the proper overall delivery of the whole allocation. 

4.5        Policy DM3 - Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations   

4.5.1   This policy sets outs the CouncilΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

support new development. The preferred approach is to replace the current policy 

wording with that provided below.   

4.5.2 Preferred Approach:  

Policy DM3 ς Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations 

Identified infrastructure needs will be met through a combination of Community Infrastructure Levy, 

planning obligations, developer contributions and, where appropriate, funding assistance from the 

Council.  

Delivery of the planned growth set out in the Amended Core Strategy requires provision of appropriate 

infrastructure to ensure the development of sustainable communities. Development that does not 

address its impact through provision of appropriate contributions will not be regarded as sustainable 

development.  

Planning applications will be expected to demonstrate consideration of identified site-based 

ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳŜǘΣ ƎǳƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 

Obligations and Developer Contributions SPD. The SPD provides the methodology for the delivery of 

appropriate infrastructure and the calculation of financial contributions. 

4.5.3    Alongside the review of the policy wording, a review of viability will be conducted to 

ensure that the current Whole Plan Viability Assessment remains up-to-date and 

appropriate. This will reflect any updated developer contributions to reflect current 

infrastructure costings and affordable housing requirements. The supporting 

justification will also be updated to outline the process that will be followed to secure 

Question 13 ς   Policy DM2 ς Development on Allocated Sites 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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developer contributions, and to make clear that the Council work positively with 

developers and infrastructure providers to support the delivery of new development.  

4.5.3 Alternative approach: It is not considered that any reasonable alternative approach 

exists. 

4.6          Policy DM4 - Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation 

4.6.1   Changes to the NPPF in 2019 (footnote 49) introduced new restrictions on the 

development of onshore wind turbines of sufficient size to require planning 

permission. It is proposed to amend Policy DM4 to reflect this, and to amend the 

justification text to provide more detail on the District CouncilΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎΦ 

4.6.2       Preferred approach - It is proposed to insert the following into the justification text: 

άNo areas in Newark and Sherwood have been identified as suitable for wind 

energy developments involving turbines of sufficient size to require planning 

permission. The District Council does not intend to identify such areas, but 

local communities are free to do so as part of the production of a 

neighbourhood plan. The Newark & Sherwood Landscape Capacity Study for 

Wind Energy Development can inform the identification of areas suitable for 

wind energy developments involving turbines of sufficient size to require 

planning permission. This can be seen at: 

https://www.newark-

sherwooddc.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localdevelopmentframeworkldf/windene

rgy/έ 

4.6.3    The policy will read: 

Policy DM4 ς Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation 

In order to achieve the commitment to carbon reduction set out in Core Policy 10, planning permission 

will be granted for renewable and low carbon energy generation development, as both standalone 

projects and part of other development, its associated infrastructure and the retro-fitting of existing 

development, where its benefits are not outweighed by detrimental impact from the operation and 

maintenance of the development and through the installation process upon: 

1. The landscape character or urban form of the District or the purposes of including land within the 

Green Belt arising from the individual or cumulative impact of proposals; 

2. Southwell Views as defined in Policy So/PV or the setting of the Thurgarton Hundred Workhouse, 

as defined in Policy So/Wh; 

3. Heritage Assets and or their settings; 

4. Amenity, including noise pollution, shadow flicker and electro-magnetic interference; 

Question 14 ς   Policy DM3 ς Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localdevelopmentframeworkldf/windenergy/
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localdevelopmentframeworkldf/windenergy/
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localdevelopmentframeworkldf/windenergy/
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5. Highway safety; 

6. The ecology of the local or wider area; or 

7. Aviation interests of local or national importance. 

Applications to develop new wind energy schemes involving turbines of sufficient size to require 

planning permission will only be considered acceptable: 

ωƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǿƛƴŘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴΤ  

ωǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜΤ ŀƴŘ 

ωǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƘŀǾŜ been fully addressed. 

4.6.4   Alternative Option 1 - No changes could be made to the policy or justification text. 

This would mean that District Policy would not be up-to-date and reflect national 

policy. It may lead to uncertainty about the issues that will be considered when 

proposals to develop wind energy schemes are brought forward. 

 

4.6.5   Alternative Option 2 - Identify areas suitable for the development of new wind 

energy schemes involving turbines of sufficient size to require planning permission. 

In 2014, the Newark & Sherwood Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Energy 

Development was published. This document assesses the capacity of different 

landscapes within the District to accommodate further wind energy development, 

including consideration of landscape sensitivity and type, heritage assets, and 

existing and consented (at the time) wind energy schemes. It has never been the 

intention of the District Council to go further than this and decide that wind turbines 

should be constructed in certain areas within the District and not in others. Where 

there is a community that wants wind energy development in their area, the District 

Council will facilitate this through assisting in the development of a Neighbourhood 

Plan which could include a detailed assessment of the landscape. 

4.7 Policy DM5 - Design 

4.7.1 Since the Allocations and Development Management DPD was adopted in 2013, 

there has been a change in focus by the Government towards raising the standards 

of design and quality of new development. Therefore the Council wishes to update 

its policy on Design to reflect this. 

 

4.7.2 Preferred Approach ς It is proposed to split Policy DM5 into two policies; one 

covering the design process and one covering design principles. It is proposed the 

policies and supporting justification text will read as follows: 

 

Question 15 ς   Policy DM4 ς Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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Policy DM5a: The Design Process 

The District Council will expect the following design process to be adopted for all proposed 

development (with the exception of householder development). Such development proposals shall be 

informed by, and respond to, a robust site and contextual appraisal that will involve identifying 

constraints and opportunities.  

New residential development will also need to perform positively against Building for a Healthy Life 

(or any successor version of the tool). 

The Design Process 

Design Stage 1: Understanding the site and its context; identifying and responding to opportunities 

and constraints.  

Design Stage 2: Creating a vision for the development. 

Design Stage 3: Exploring ideas and options. 

Design Stage 4: Developing detailed designs.  

Development will be supported where the application material demonstrates that the site and its 

context has been understood and respected; with opportunities and constraints identified, considered 

and responded to appropriately. Applications should provide evidence of each stage from the outset 

(where appropriate) and should not be retrofitted. 

For all developments (with the exception of householder developments and those otherwise 

identified by the Council), opportunities and constraints will be encouraged to be validated through 

robust and meaningful engagement with the local planning authority (pre-application discussion).  

Developers are strongly encouraged to engage with local communities and other stakeholders at an 

early stage of the process, enabling communities and stakeholders the opportunity to shape 

development proposals.   

¢ƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

Local Validation Checklist. 

4.7.3 It is proposed that the justification text will read as follows: 

άThe Government is placing an increased emphasis on the importance of 

design quality within the planning system. The National Design Guide 

reinforces this increasing emphasis highlighting that the design quality of 

places is as much about how streets and spaces (the public realm) are designed 

and function than the design and appearance of individual buildings. 

Creating well designed places is an integral part of the planning and 

development process ensuring that growth improves and enhances the 

physical, social, cultural and economic qualities of our District, whilst also 

protecting our distinctive heritage and landscape assets.  

Well-designed places contribute towards the quality of our built and natural 

environments. Poorly designed places represent missed opportunities to 
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create better places for people and nature; whilst also frustrating our ability to 

engage communities and other stakeholders in the process of growth and 

change. Development that only satisfies short term goals, such as those 

associated with a return on private investment will fail to deliver wider social, 

cultural and environmental benefits that help to build and reinforce 

communities.   

Building for a Healthy Life is a design quality indicator for new residential 

development that is endorsed by Homes England, Home Builders Federation 

and NHS England. It is designed to be used at the start of the design process 

and as a way to structure pre-application discussions and as a community 

engagement tool. The Council expects all residential developments to perform 

well against Building for a Healthy Life i.e. 

¶ !ǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ΨƎǊŜŜƴǎΩ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŀǊŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΦ 

¶ ΨǊŜŘǎΩ ŀǊŜ ŀǾƻƛŘŜŘΦ 

Applicants at the pre-ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀƎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ŀƴȅ ΨǊŜŘǎΩ ōŜŦƻǊŜ 

ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ǎŎƻǊŜ ΨǊŜŘǎΩ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ 

application stage, the Council will provide advice on amending the proposal. If 

an applicant cannot demonstrate that they have done enough to address 

improvements in line with review findings, then the scheme will not be 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘΦ {ŎƘŜƳŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ΨǊŜŘΩ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ will be 

refused planning permission unless there are significant overriding reasons. 

The applicant must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Council that they 

have explored all options to mitigate for this. Where there are no viable 

opportunities to address the matter then the scheme may be supported 

providing it performs well in all other regards. 

New development must respond positively to wider social challenges relating 

to our depleting natural resources, climate change, declining native species 

and habitats, traffic congestion, air quality and public health.  

Creating well designed places is reliant on design skills, robust design processes 

and the District Council clearly expressing its aspirations for design quality. Our 

policy approach to design is three-fold: 

i. Design skills. 

ii. Design thinking and processes.  

iii. Design principles.  

The District Council expects applicants to ensure that their design teams are 

well skilled, creative and passionate about creating great places whilst also 

being well informed in best practice and innovation.  

The Local Plan contains a series of design policies. Proposed householder 

development is covered by Policy DM6.  
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The Design Process 

Creating well-designed buildings and places is reliant on a robust design 

process being followed. Applicants will be required to demonstrate a clear 

progression through each of these design stages, providing clear evidence and 

justification to support design decision making and design proposals. For 

instance, the District Council will expect to see evidence that applicants have 

understood and responded sensitively and appropriately to the site and its 

wider context. 

For all developments (with the exception of householder developments and 

those otherwise identified by the Council), applicants can expect the District 

Council to use these four stages to structure pre-application discussions. The 

extent of the District CouncilΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƻǳǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 

proportional to the scale, form, type and sensitivity of development proposed, 

and take account of factors such as the proximity of any Listed Buildings, 

Undesignated Heritage Assets and/or Conservation Areas or landscape 

context.  

Applicants are strongly encouraged to engage local communities and other 

stakeholders at each stage of the design process for major or otherwise 

sensitive proposed developments. For instance, for major developments it is 

recommended that applicants undertake community and stakeholder 

engagement at Design Stage 1 and 2, testing and validating their findings prior 

to progressing to Design Stage 3. At Design Stage 3 further engagement work 

prior to progressing to Design Stage 4 is recommended. This level of 

community and stakeholder engagement is in addition to the usual Planning 

Application notification and consultation process. Early and proactive 

engagement with local communities and stakeholder ensures that meaningful 

discussions take place at the appropriate stages in the design process when 

there is more scope for communities and stakeholders to shape development 

ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΦέ 

4.7.4 Policy DM5b is to be based on the existing DM5 policy and is proposed to be read as 

follows: 

Policy DM5b: Design 

In accordance with the Requirements of Core Policy 9, all proposals for new development shall be 

assessed against the following criteria: 

1. Access 

Provision should be made for safe and inclusive access to new development. Integration of sustainable 

and active modes of travel is encouraged and, where practicable, developments should include 

dedicated walking and cycling corridors, connecting to existing defined routes in the surrounding area, 

making use of multifunctional Green Infrastructure. 
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2. Parking 

Parking provision for vehicle and cycles should be based on the scale and specific location of the 

development.  

Parking for vehicle and cycles in new residential development should be appropriate in terms of 

amount, design and layout, in accordance with the adopted Residential Cycle and Car Parking Design 

Guide SPD. Development resulting in the loss of parking provision will require justification.  

Proposals should give careful consideration to the location of vehicle and cycle parking in relation to 

public transport provision in order to maximise opportunities for multi-modal travel. 

3. Amenity 

The layout of development within sites and separation distances from neighbouring development 

should be sufficient to ensure that neither suffers from an unacceptable reduction in amenity 

including overbearing impacts, loss of light and privacy.  

All proposals for new housing developments should demonstrate that they provide adequate internal 

and external space in order to ensure an appropriate living environment for future occupiers. 

Development proposals should have regard to their impact on the amenity or operation of 

surrounding land uses and where necessary mitigate for any detrimental impact. 

Proposals resulting in the loss of amenity space will require justification.  

The presence of existing development which has the potential for a detrimental impact on new 

development should also be taken into account and mitigated for in proposals. New development that 

cannot be afforded an adequate standard of amenity or creates an unacceptable standard of amenity 

will be resisted. 

4. Local Distinctiveness and Character 

The rich local distinctiveness of the DistrictΩǎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ōǳƛƭǘ ŦƻǊƳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ 

in the scale, form, mass, layout, design, materials and detailing of proposals for new development. 

In accordance with Core Policy 13, all development proposals will be considered against the 

assessments contained in the Landscape Character Assessment Supplementary Planning Document. 

Proposals creating backland development will only be approved where they would be in-keeping with 

the general character and density of existing development in the area, and would not set a precedent 

for similar forms of development, the cumulative effect of which would be to harm the established 

character and appearance of the area.  

Inappropriate backland and other uncharacteristic forms of development will be resisted.  

Where local distinctiveness derives from the presence of heritage assets, proposals will also need to 

satisfy Policy DM9. 

5. Public Realm 

New development should create new or strengthen existing street and public space networks; where 

ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀǎǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ hǇŜƴ {ǇŀŎŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΦ  

New development shall contribute positively towards creating a well-defined, well-used, safe and 

attractive public realm. The interface between buildings and the public realm is of critical importance 
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and should have strong boundary treatments or well resolved threshold spaces with opportunities for 

natural surveillance required.  

The quality of the public realm will be negatively affected where threshold design (and in particular, 

the storage of recycling and waste containers) has been poorly considered. The District Council will 

seek to ensure that the quality of the public realm is safeguarded through carefully considered 

solutions relating to: boundary demarcations, changes in level, utility boxes and flues, recycling and 

waste storage and car parking. 

Development proposals which affect, or add to, the public realm should create a well-defined, easily 

navigable and accessible network of streets and spaces and ensure that convenient access is provided 

for all users whilst prioritising the needs of pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users, and people 

with a range of disabilities, and emergency and service vehicles. 

6. Trees, Woodland, Biodiversity and Green and Blue Infrastructure 

In accordance with Core Policy 12, all natural features within or adjacent to development sites should 

not be unnecessarily adversely impacted and development should first seek to respect existing 

features before the Council will consider removal of such features. The starting point should be 

through integration and connectivity of Green Infrastructure to deliver multi-functional benefits and 

should be incorporated into a landscaping scheme that mitigates any loss and / or the effects of the 

development on the local landscape.  

A holistic approach shall be adopted with respect to the design and integration of green and blue 

infrastructure into new development, creating opportunities for habitat creation, water management 

and attractive and memorable places.  

7. Ecology 

Where it is apparent that a site may provide a habitat for protected species, development proposals 

should be supported by an up-to-date ecological assessment, including a Habitat Survey and a survey 

for species listed in the Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Plan. Significantly harmful ecological 

impacts should be avoided through the design, layout and detailing of the development with 

mitigation, and as a last resort, compensation (including off-site measures), provided where significant 

impacts cannot be avoided. New development should deliver an evidenced net gain in biodiversity. 

8. Crime & Disorder 

The potential for creation or exacerbation of crime, disorder or antisocial behaviour should be taken 

into account in formulating development proposals. Appropriate mitigation through the layout and 

design of the proposal and / or off-site measures should be included as part of development proposals. 

9. Unstable Land 

Development proposals within the current and historic coal mining areas of the District should take 

account of ground conditions, land stability and mine gas, and where necessary include mitigation 

measures to ensure they can be safely implemented.  

10. Flood Risk and Water Management 

The Council will aim to steer new development away from areas at highest risk of flooding. 

Development proposals within Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and areas with critical 

drainage problems will only be considered where it constitutes appropriate development and it can 
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be demonstrated, by application of the Sequential Test, that there are no reasonably available sites in 

lower risk Flood Zones. 

Where development is necessary within areas at risk of flooding it will also need to satisfy the 

Exception Test by demonstrating it would be safe for the intended users without increasing flood risk 

elsewhere.  

In accordance with the aims of Core Policy 9, development proposals should wherever possible include 

measures to pro-actively manage surface water including the use of appropriate surface treatments 

in highway design and Sustainable Drainage Systems.  

11. Advertisements 

Proposals requiring advertisement consent will be assessed in relation to their impact on public safety, 

the appearance of the building on which they are sited or the visual amenity of the surrounding area. 

12. Design SPD 

Further guidance will be set out within a SPD to be prepared by the Council. 

4.7.5 It is proposed that the justification text will read as follows: 

Access 

For proposals that are supported in principle by Core, Spatial or other 

Development Management policies there is also a need to make site specific 

and detailed assessment. As many issues will be common to many different 

types of development proposals, and to avoid undue repetition within 

individual policies, it is intended that the relevant criteria of this policy are used 

in conjunction with other policies to provide for a full method of assessment. 

It is also intended that this policy be used as a basis for the assessment of 

proposals that do not comfortably fall to be assessed against any other 

policies.  

The Council will seek to secure safe means of access to all new development 

by applying current highway and cycle design standards. On new build 

development in particular, inclusive access should be a consideration at design 

stage and wherever possible within schemes of conversion and adaptation. In 

the interests of reducing reliance on the private car and promoting a modal 

shift, all new development should be accessible by foot and bicycle, making 

connections to existing infrastructure. Larger scale development should also 

demonstrate consideration for opportunities to create new links to the public 

transport network and integration of other means of sustainable and active 

travel.  

Parking  

The Council will seek to be flexible and pragmatic towards parking provision in 

connection with new development. Residential parking standards and design 

principles are set out in the CouncilΩǎ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ /ȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ /ŀǊ Parking and 

Design Guide SPD (2021) and, for non-residential developments, they are set 
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ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ DǳƛŘŜ όнлнлύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ 

provision required varies across the District to reflect the more rural nature of 

some settlements, and assists in maintaining vitality and viability in smaller 

settlements where alternative modes of transport may not be so readily 

available 

The promotion of cycling as a travel opportunity is part of the drive to promote 

alternatives to the private car and encourage more sustainable means of 

travel. Therefore the needs of cyclists should be fully taken into account in the 

development process through improvements to the provision, safety, 

convenience and general environment for cycling. To help promote cycle use 

the amount of good quality cycle parking needs to be increased. It is important 

therefore that secure cycle parking is provided as an integral part of new 

development. 

In sustainable locations where development is not likely to exacerbate existing 

problems, the Council will not insist on on-site parking, particularly at the 

expense of good urban design. Where development is proposed in areas of 

known parking problems and it is likely to exacerbate these at the expense of 

highway safety, the Council will seek to secure sufficient off-street parking to 

provide for the needs of the development. Where proposals involve the loss 

of off-street parking they should be accompanied by an assessment and 

justification of the impact. Where the loss is not at the expense of highway 

safety elsewhere and does not undermine the commercial viability of the area 

it serves, it will not be resisted.  

Amenity  

Given the range of sites and development proposals within them that this 

policy will be used to assess, it is not intended to adopt prescriptive standards 

of amenity but rather establish a framework to form the basis of assessment. 

However, insufficient space in residential properties can have adverse impacts 

on the health and wellbeing of occupants. In order to ensure that all new 

housing serves the practical and social needs of occupiers, all new 

development should provide adequate internal and external space. During the 

plan period, a Supplementary Planning Document may be adopted in respect 

of residential development.  

Most types of residential development will require some form of private 

amenity space and this should be proportionate and appropriate to the 

development it is intended to serve. For example, houses capable of family 

occupation should have private garden areas whereas for apartment 

developments it may be acceptable to have communal amenity areas. For 

schemes of conversion, particularly in town centres, where public amenity 

space is readily accessible, there may be no requirement for private amenity 

space. Where proposals involve the sub-division of existing dwellings within 
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established residential areas to form multiple residential units, particular care 

should be taken to ensure that adequate private amenity space is provided for 

each unit. This should be designed so as to avoid adverse impacts on the 

amenities of neighbouring residents and the character of the surrounding area.  

Where proposals involve multiple residential units they should be designed so 

as to avoid direct overlooking and overbearing impacts on each other. Where 

new residential development is proposed adjacent to existing dwellings, it 

should be designed so as to avoid either the existing or proposed development 

being subjected to the same impacts. In both these instances, the separation 

distances required to achieve an adequate standard of amenity will be 

determined by the individual site characteristics including levels and 

intervening boundary treatments.  

Where development with the potential for adverse environmental impacts 

such as noise, odour and vibration are proposed close to more sensitive 

development or uses, they should be accompanied by an assessment of the 

impact and any proposals for any necessary mitigation. Conversely, where a 

more sensitive development is proposed near to an established use with the 

potential for adverse environmental impacts, the proposed development 

should be designed to minimise the impact on eventual occupiers to an 

acceptable level.  

Local Distinctiveness 

The diversity of landscape and built form within the District displays much local 

distinctiveness which the Council is keen to see reflected in new development. 

Development proposals should take reference from the Landscape Character 

Assessment SPD, locally distinctive layouts, design, detailing and methods of 

construction as a means of integrating itself into the surrounding area. 

Where sites contain buildings of architectural or historical merit, the Council 

will favour their conversion over re-development. When such buildings lie 

within settlements where new development would be in accordance with the 

Spatial Strategy, there will not normally be a requirement for the same 

structural justification and investigation of alternative uses as required for 

buildings in the countryside, but the detailed scheme of conversion will be 

subject to the same assessment, as set out in the Supplementary Planning 

Document. 

Public Realm 

The public realm includes space that is within and between buildings which is 

publicly accessible for use by everyone. Public Realm is important because it 

can help to deliver far reaching social, economic and environmental benefits 

including: 

¶ Enhancing identity and civic pride; 
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¶ Attracting more visitors; 

¶ Increasing expenditure; 

¶ Helping retailers (in village and town centres); 

¶ Creating safe places; 

¶ Facilitating a sense of community and / or social cohesion; 

¶ Aiding legibility; 

¶ Providing interesting vistas; and 

¶ Breaking up the built form.  

The most successful places exhibit functional and attractive hard and soft 

landscape elements, with well-orientates and detailed routes and include 

facilities such as seats and play equipment. Well-designed spaces will be 

inclusive, catering to the needs of all groups in society, including children, or 

those with limited mobility. Public art and sculpture can play an important role 

in making interesting and exciting places that people enjoy using. 

Well-designed public realm can also be multifunctional, with the integration of 

elements such as sustainable drainage systems (SuDs) to manage flood risk, 

and planting schemes that support biodiversity while also helping to control 

air pollution and moderate temperatures. 

   Trees, Woodlands, Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure 

Features of natural importance such as trees and hedges significantly 

contribute to the landscape character of the District and can also be used to 

help integrate new development into it. Where a site contains or is adjacent 

to such features, proposals should take account of their presence and 

wherever possible incorporate or enhance them as part of the scheme of 

development in order to improve the connectivity of the Green Infrastructure. 

Where it is proposed to remove features, justification will be required and re-

planting should form part of development proposals.  

Ecology  

Both National and European legislation require the potential impact on 

protected species and their habitats to be taken into account in the planning 

process. Where it is apparent that a site may contain or provide a habitat for 

protected species, this should form the starting point for the design process 

which should be informed by accurate and up to date survey information. 

Wherever possible, the development should be designed to enhance the 

Green Infrastructure by providing continuity of habitat, or as a last resort, 

should include on or off site mitigation measures. The Habitats Regulations 

Assessment has identified areas where the development of allocated sites may 

affect sites of European importance for nature conservation.  

Crime and Disorder  
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The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires planning policies to 

promote safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder and the 

fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion. For 

proposals that have the potential to create or exacerbate crime or anti-social 

behaviour, in particular those generating public assembly and relating to the 

night time economy, an assessment of the potential impacts will be required. 

Where this identifies the potential for any adverse impacts, these should be 

addressed as part of the proposal. This may include design measures forming 

part of the proposal such as boundary treatments or off site measures such as 

contributions towards CCTV.  

Unstable Land  

The District has a long history of coal mining which has resulted in areas of 

unstable land and the potential for mine gas ingress. The consequence of 

development on this land needs to be taken into account in the decision 

making process. Development proposals within areas of instability should be 

accompanied by proposals for remediation or mitigation upon which the 

District Council will consult with The Coal Authority.  

Flood Risk and Water Management  

Allocated sites within the Core Strategy were assessed against the Strategic 

Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 (SFRA L1) and sites within the A&DM DPD have 

been assessed against both this and the SFRA L2. Development proposals on 

unallocated sites will also need to pass the Sequential Test and development 

proposals on both allocated and unallocated sites within areas at risk of 

flooding will need to pass the Exception Test.  

For definitions, and the application of the tests, reference will be made to the 

Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework.  

In the interests of minimising both new and existing developments 

vulnerability to flood risk arising from climate change, proposals for new 

development where the scale and form of development is appropriate, should 

wherever possible utilise Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs) to manage 

surface water run-off.  

Advertisements  

Only issues of public safety and visual amenity, taking account of cumulative 

impact, will be relevant in assessing proposals for advertisement consent. 

Public safety will normally relate to the impact on highway safety and visual 

amenity will be assessed by reference to criterion 3: Amenity and criterion 4: 

Local Distinctiveness & Character. 

Design Supplementary Planning Document 
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The Council will prepare a Supplementary Planning Document which will 

include more detail on all aspects of design including each of the principles 

ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜΦέ  

4.7.4   Alternative Options ς Rather requiring development proposals to demonstrate that 

they provide adequate internal space, the national space standards could be formally 

integrated into the Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD. Beyond 

this the only other alternative option would be to continue with the content in Policy 

DM5, in combination with national policy. 

4.8 Policy DM5(c) - Sequential Test 

4.8.1   The need for a proactive approach to mitigate and adapt to climate change, and to 

take account of the long-term implications for flood risk are clearly outlined in 

national policy. At the local-level, this is reflected in the District CouncilΩǎ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

ƻŦ ŀ ΨŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ мсth July 2019.   

4.8.2   Core Policy 10 in the Amended Core Strategy and the currently adopted Policy DM5 

in the Allocations & Development Management DPDs provide the local approach 

towards the Sequential Test. They mirror national policy and do not provide 

additional detail on how the Test will be applied locally. Given the significance of the 

issue it is proposed that provision of additional local guidance would assist the 

consistency of how the Test is applied. This is particularly the case with respect to 

residential development, where the Council has witnessed an increase in the number 

of applications advanced on the basis that the presence of a settlement-level housing 

needs assessment justifies restricting application of the Test to that particular 

location.  

4.8.3   Defining suitable geographic parameters for the application of the Test is crucial to 

its ability to be properly implemented. The convention, as reflected in Development 

Plan policies elsewhere, is that the Test should be applied over the whole of the Local 

Planning Authority Area. That is unless there are relevant objectives in the Local Plan 

or functional requirements specific to the proposed development which would 

ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ŀ ƭŜǎǎŜǊ ŀǊŜŀΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ΨǿƛŘŜǊ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 

ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΩ ƛǎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘhis respect it is the 

Development Plan ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ǿƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎ ΨǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

District. Accordingly its aims and objectives should form an important consideration, 

alongside recognition of any genuine functional requirements of the proposed use. 

It is considered that this ought to be made explicit through amendments to the Plan.  

4.8.4 With specific regard to housing development, the objective of the Development Plan 

is foremost to ensure that the DistrictΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ Ƙƻusing need can be 

met. In order to do so it focusses development, through Spatial Policy 1 and 2 of the 

Question 16 ς   Policy DM5a & b ς Design 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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Amended Core Strategy, in locations within the defined boundaries of the 

ΨǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩ όƛΦŜΦ ǘƘƻǎŜ Řƻǿƴ to the 

ΨtǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜΩ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ IƛŜǊŀǊŎƘȅ ƛƴ {Ǉŀǘƛŀƭ tƻƭƛŎȅ мύΦ .ŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ, 

the Plan allows for additional windfall development within those same settlement 

boundaries through Policy DM1 in the Allocations & Development Management 

DPD, appropriate small-scale housing development in rural areas through Spatial 

Policy 3 and specific provision of rural affordable housing through exceptions sites, 

in line with Core Policy 2. Whilst the benefits from windfall development are 

recognised its acceptability in planning-terms is a prerequisite, which must be 

considered against the Development Plan as a whole. Flood risk represents a 

significant potential barrier in this respect.  

4.8.5    Establishing a market housing preference or affordable need through a settlement-

level housing needs assessment, and the issue of how this ought to be met are two 

ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎΦ Lǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻǊ ƴŜŜŘ 

arising in any given location should be met there (or indeed even in the vicinity), 

unless to do so is acceptable in planning policy terms and secondly there is a suitable 

site available. It is therefore proposed that it be made clear through the introduction 

of new policy content that restricting application of the Sequential Test to the 

settlement-level, on the basis of the findings of a housing needs assessment, will not 

normally be considered appropriate.  

4.8.6    Preferred Approach ς it is proposed the policy will read:     

Policy DM5(c) - Sequential Test 

In-line with Core Policy 5 the Council will follow a sequential approach to development and flood risk, 

seeking to steer new development away from those areas at highest risk. Development will not be 

permitted if there are reasonably available sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas 

at lower risk of flooding.  

The area of search within which to undertake the Test will normally be District-wide, unless it is 

appropriate for this to be further refined having had regard to relevant policy objectives within the 

Development Plan and/or any valid functional requirements of the proposed use. With specific regard 

to housing development, the presence of a settlement-level housing needs assessment will not 

normally justify restricting application of the test to that location. To depart from this approach will 

require robust justification on the part of the applicant. 

Where the undertaking of the Test is necessary then applicants are encouraged to positively engage 

with the District Council at an early stage in order to agree appropriate parameters. 

4.8.7   Alternative Options - The only alternative option would be to continue with the 

sequential test content in Core Policy 5 and Policy DM5, in combination with national 

policy to guide its application ς no specific local guidance would be provided in this 

scenario. 
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4.9      Policy DM5d ς  Water Efficiency Standard 

4.9.1 The revised NPPF published in February 2019 requires plans to take a proactive 

approach to mitigation and adapting to climate change including taking account the 

long term implications for water supply (para 149 of the NPPF). However no explicit 

reference is made within the Allocations & Development Management DPD to water 

efficiency/re-use measures, which can be complementary to managing surface water 

run-off. 

4.9.2 Through its response to the Issues Paper (2019), Anglian Water identified that the area 

of the District it serves is considered by the Environment Agency to be at serious water 

stress. The two bodies have now published advice in support of new dwellings meeting 

the Building Regulations optional higher water efficiency standard of 110 litres per 

person per day. The viability implications of this change are minimal, and modelled by 

the body to be as low as £6-9 per dwelling. Given the emphasis on greater water 

efficiency as part of new development, as part of responding to the challenge of 

climate change this would be a measure that is equally applicable to the remainder of 

the District, beyond those areas served by Anglian Water.  

4.9.3 Preferred Approach - Creation of a new Policy ς tƻƭƛŎȅ 5aрŘ Ψ²ŀǘŜǊ 9ŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ 

aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ bŜǿ 5ǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎΩ.  

Policy DM5(d) ς Water Efficiency Measures in New Dwellings 

Proposals for new dwellings should meet the Building Regulation optional higher water efficiency 

standard of 110 litres per person per day, or relevant successor standard, as set out through the 

Building Regulations. 

4.9.4 Alternative Approach - Apply the standard purely within the part of the District served 

by Anglian Water. However given the importance of improved water efficiency, and 

the extremely modest viability implications this option is not favoured. 

4.10 Policy DM6 ς Householder Development 

4.10.1    The policy remains up-to-date save for a reference to a forthcoming Supplementary 

Planning Document which has since been developed. It is proposed to amend the 

final paragraph to read: 

 

 

Question 17 ς   Policy DM5c ς Sequential Test 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

Question 18ς   Policy DM5(d) ς Water Efficiency Measures in New Dwellings 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/siteassets/household/about-us/aw-ea-natural-england-water-efficiency-advice-note-final.pdf
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Extract from Policy DM6 ς Householder Development 

The methods by which these criteria will be assessed will be Further details are set out in the 

Householder Development Supplementary Planning Document. 

4.11        Policy DM7 - Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure 

4.11.1 It is proposed to include a reference to enhancing biodiversity in the policy. The 

Environment Bill is, at the time of writing, at committee stage in the House of Lords. 

This Bill includes the requirement that planning applications should include a means 

to deliver a biodiversity net gain of the relevant percentage, which at the time of 

writing is 10%. While it is not certain that the Environment Bill will be enacted, it is 

reasonable to act on the basis that it will.  

4.11.2    Ancient and veteran trees and ancient woodland make an important contribution to 

the DistrictΩǎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ tƻƭƛŎȅ 5aт ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǎƻ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ 

reference to the protection of trees and woodland is inserted, which would also 

reflect the strengthened language in the 2019 NPPF.  

4.11.3    Preferred Approach ς it is proposed the policy will read:     

Policy DM7 ς Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure 

New development, in line with the requirements of Core Policy 12, should protect, promote and 

enhance green infrastructure to deliver multi-functional benefits and contribute to the ecological 

network; both as part of on site development proposals and through off site provision. As set out in 

Core Policy 12, public open space provided in connection with allocations in settlements within a 5km 

radius of Birklands & Billhaugh Special Area of Conservation, (provided in accordance with the 

Developer Contributions SPD) shall be designed to reflect the need to provide SANGS in perpetuity to 

relieve pressure on the SAC. Where SANGS are proposed, their quantity and quality shall be developed 

and agreed in conjunction with the District Council and Natural England.  

Planning permission will not be granted for development proposals on, or affecting, Special Areas of 

Conservation or Special Protection Areas (European Sites) unless it is directly related to the 

management of the site for nature conservation and public access and does not significantly harm the 

integrity of the site.  

For development proposals on, or affecting, Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), planning 

permission will not be granted unless the justification for the development clearly outweighs the 

nature conservation value of the site.  

Loss or harm to ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees will not normally be acceptable. 

Proposals resulting in such loss or harm should only be permitted where these impacts are clearly 

outweighed by the public benefit of the development. 

Development proposals in all areas of the District should seek to enhance biodiversity. The 

enhancement should be a netgain of at least 10%, or if different the relevant percentage set out in the 

Environment Act, as measured by the applicable DEFRA metric or any successor document. These 

gains must be guaranteed for a period of at least 30 years. On sites of regional or local importance, 

including previously developed land of biodiversity value, sites supporting priority habitats or 

contributing to ecological networks, or sites supporting priority species, planning permission will only 
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be granted where it can be demonstrated that the need for the development outweighs the need to 

safeguard the nature conservation value of the site.  

All development proposals affecting the above sites should be supported by an up-to date ecological 

assessment, involving a habitat survey and a survey for protected species and priority species listed in 

ǘƘŜ ¦Y.!tΦ hƴ {{{LΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ 

should be avoided through the design, layout and detailing of the development, with mitigation, and 

as a last resort, compensation (including off-site measures), provided where they cannot be avoided. 

4.11.4    Alternative Options - No changes could be made to Policy DM7. This would leave the 

policy silent on ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees, and would miss the 

opportunity to incorporate biodiversity enhancement into District policy. 

4.12       Policy DM8 - Development in the Open Countryside 

4.12.1    It is considered necessary to amend Policy DM8 in order to reflect the new approach 

towards development in villages covered by Spatial Policy 3 and tourism 

development in Core Policy 7 of the Amended Core Strategy. Although the policy is 

largely consistent with national policy, this could be further boosted through the 

making of a limited number of changes so that the policy fully reflects the approach 

towards isolated dwellings in the countryside, as set out at paragraph 79 of the NPPF. 

The need to address these issues was raised as part of the response from Anthony 

Northcote Planning (on behalf of various clients) to the previous Issues Paper 

consultation. The comments and the District Council response is available at 

(https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/). 

4.12.2   The preferred approach to the amendment of the policy is set out below, those 

elements of the policy not detailed will remain the same as that contained in the 

currently adopted Policy DM8 in the Allocations & Development Management DPD.  

4.12.3      Preferred Approach ς it is proposed the policy will be amended as follows, please 

note criterion 7, 9 and 10 within the existing policy will remain unchanged.:   

Extract from Policy DM8 - Development in the Open Countryside 

In accordance with the requirements of Spatial Policy 3, development away from the main built up 

areas of villages or settlements , in the open countryside, will be strictly controlled and limited to the 

following types of development; 

2. New and Replacement Rural Workers Dwellings, the Extension of Existing Rural Workers 

Dwellings, and the Removal of Occupancy Conditions Attached to Existing Dwellings. 

Proposals for new dwellings will be required to demonstrate an essential functional and financial need 

for a rural worker to live permanently at, or near, in relation to the relevant rural operation being 

served. The scale of new and replacement dwellings and extensions to those existing should be 

commensurate with the needs, and the ability of the operation they serve to fund them. Where a new 

Question 19 ς   Policy DM7 ς Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/
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or replacement dwelling is justified, its siting will be influenced by its functional role and the visual 

impact on the surrounding countryside should also be taken into account. Other than for the most 

minor of proposals, applications to extend dwellings subject to occupancy conditions will be assessed 

in the same way. 

Extensions to existing rural workers dwellings will only be permitted where the extension does not 

undermine the retention of any occupancy condition.  

Where existing dwellings are subject to conditions restricting occupancy, applications to remove such 

conditions will not be permitted unless it can be clearly demonstrated that: 

a) The essential need which originally required the dwelling to be permitted no longer applies in 

relation to the land holding of the original source of employment; and 

ōύ ¢ƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǘȅ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎΩǎ ǊŜǎŜǊvation for that purpose 

with reasonable attempts having been made to dispose of the dwelling for occupation as a rural 

ǿƻǊƪŜǊΩǎ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎΦ 

Occupancy conditions will only be removed were it can be demonstrated that they no longer serve a 

useful purpose. 

3. New and Replacement Dwellings 

Planning permission will not be granted for isolated new dwellings unless only be granted for new 

dwellings where they are of exceptional outstanding quality or innovative nature of design, reflecting 

the highest standards of architecture. Proposals will also need to significantly enhance their 

immediate setting and be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area. 

Notwithstanding the above planning permission will be granted for replacement dwellings where it 

can be demonstrated that the existing dwelling is in lawful residential use and is not of architectural 

or historical merit. In the interests of minimising visual impact on the countryside and maintaining a 

balanced rural housing stock, replacement dwellings should enhance their immediate setting and 

normally be of a similar size, scale and siting to that being replaced. The appropriate subdivision of 

existing residential dwellings in lawful use, to create additional new dwellings, will also be supported. 

Proposals for residential development which is demonstrated to represent the optimal viable use of a 

heritage asset, or which would constitute appropriate enabling development in order to secure the 

future of a heritage asset, will be positively viewed. 

5. Conversion of existing buildings 

In the interests of sustainability, consideration should be given to the conversion of existing redundant 

or disused buildings before proposing replacement development. Proposals should investigate and 

assess alternative uses for buildings in accordance with the aims of the Spatial Strategy and present a 

case for the most beneficial use. Redevelopment proposals, which significantly expand the existing 

form of the building, will not be considered under this element of the policy but will instead be 

assessed as new development in the countryside under other relevant provisions of this policy.    

Planning permission will be supported only be granted for the conversion to residential use where it 

can be is demonstrated that the of buildings of architectural or historical merit of the buildings where 

it warrants their preservation, and they can be converted without significant re-building, alteration or 

extension. Further guidance over how proposals for the conversion of traditional rural buildings will 
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be considered is provided in the Conversion of Traditional Rural Buildings Supplementary Planning 

Document. 

Proposals for residential development will also need to demonstrate that the enhancement of their 

immediate setting has been provided for. 

6. Rural Diversification 

Proposals to diversify the economic activity of agricultural and other rural businesses will be supported 

where it can be shown that they can contribute to the local economy. Proposals should be 

complimentary and proportionate to the existing business in their nature and scale and be 

accommodated in existing buildings wherever possible.  

Proposals for development which helps sustain existing agricultural and other rural enterprises such 

as small scale farm shops selling local produce will be supported. To represent appropriate rural 

diversification, Farm Shops will be expected to source a reasonable proportion of their produce from 

the farm and / or local area. This would be secured by way of condition.  

Planning Applications should be supported by a statement that demonstrates the proposed 

development forms part of an appropriate rural diversification scheme which will contribute to 

making the existing business viable. 

8. Employment uses  

Small scale eEmployment development should be small in scale unless a larger scale can be justified 

and will only be supported where it can demonstrate the need for a particular rural location and a 

contribution to providing or sustaining rural employment to meet local needs in accordance with the 

aims of Core Policy 6. Proposals for the proportionate expansion of existing businesses will be 

supported where they can demonstrate an ongoing contribution to local employment. Such proposals 

will not require justification through a sequential test. 

Proposals to expand existing businesses or construct buildings for new businesses in the open 

countryside are more likely to be appropriate in areas such as industrial estates where the principle 

of such development is established. Where it is demonstrated that it is necessary, expansion into 

adjacent areas could be considered appropriate if the impacts are judged to be acceptable. The 

proportionality of such developments should be assessed individually and cumulatively, and impacts 

on both the immediate vicinity and the wider setting should be considered. It should be demonstrated 

that location on existing employment allocations or on employment land within urban boundaries or 

village envelopes is not more appropriate. 

11. Visitor Based Tourism Development and Tourist Accommodation 

In accordance with the aims of Core Policy 7, the benefits of sustainable tourism and visitor based 

development (including tourist accommodation) are recognised and proposals which help to realise 

the tourism potential of the District, support the meeting of identified tourism needs, complement 

and enhance existing attractions or that address shortfalls in existing provision will be positively 

viewed. Core Policy 7 details the approach which will be taken towards the determination of proposals 

for tourism development in the open countryside. attractions and facilities that can demonstrate the 

need for a rural location in order to meet identified need, constitute appropriate rural diversification 

or can support local employment, community services and infrastructure will be supported. Proposals 

for new tourist attractions and the expansion of existing attractions that are based upon site specific 

heritage or natural environment characteristics will also be supported. 
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12th section of currently adopted policy to be deleted. 

   Justification Text 

4.12.4  It is also proposed that the justification text will be amended as follows: 

άNew and Replacement Rural Workers Dwellings, the Extension of Existing 

Rural Workers Dwellings, and the Removal of Occupancy Conditions 

Attached to Existing Dwellings 

7.38 The District contains a significant rural housing stock, some of which is 

restricted to occupation by rural workers through planning conditions. The 

reduction in market value of dwellings subjected to such conditions makes 

them more accessible to traditional lower paid rural workers.  

7.39 Where dwellings are essential for the functioning of a new rural business 

or the expansion of an existing business, the availability of existing 

accommodation should firstly be explored. Where it can be shown that existing 

accommodation is not available or suitable it will be necessary for the 

applicant to demonstrate that there is an essential functional and financial 

need for the permanent dwelling a permanent dwelling is necessary for the 

proper functioning of the operation it is intended to serve and that the 

business alone is able to support its financial cost.  

7.40 For dwellings to serve new businesses, or new activities within established 

businesses, proposals will need to demonstrate:  

i. Clear evidence of a firm intention and ability to develop the 

enterprise concerned. This could include significant investment in new 

buildings or permanently sited equipment;  

ii. A functional need is demonstrated by showing a dwelling is essential 

for the proper functioning of the enterprise for one or more workers to 

be readily available at most times. This may arise from the need to be 

on site day and night in case animals or agricultural processes require 

essential care at short notice or to deal quickly with emergencies that 

could otherwise cause serious loss of crops or products;  

iii. Clear evidence that the proposed enterprise has been planned on a 

sound financial basis; and  

iv. The functional need described at ii) could not be fulfilled by another 

existing dwelling on the unit, or any other existing accommodation in 

the area which is suitable and available for occupation by the workers 

concerned.  

7.41 The Council will expect applications to be accompanied by a business plan 

that addresses the above tests. Where the tests are satisfied, the Council will 
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normally firstly grant a temporary, three year consent to allow the viability of 

the enterprise to be tested.  

7.42 For dwellings to serve existing businesses on well-established units, 

proposals will need to demonstrate:  

i. There is a clearly established existing functional need as described at 

7.35ii;  

ii. The need relates to a full-time worker and does not relate to a part-

time requirement; 

iii. The unit and activity concerned have been established for at least 

three years, have been profitable for at least one of them, are currently 

financially sound, and have a clear prospect of remaining so; and  

iv. The functional need could not be fulfilled by another existing 

dwelling on the unit, or any other existing accommodation in the area 

which is suitable and available for occupation by the workers 

concerned.   

7.43 The Council will expect applications to be accompanied by the preceding 

3 years audited accounts and sufficient information to address the other tests.  

7.44 Where the exercise of permitted development rights on agricultural 

dwellings could lead to visual harm, the Council will consider removing these 

by condition.  

7.45 Where an extension would result in the creation of a larger unit which 

would increase the value beyond the means of those employed in agriculture, 

it would undermine the objectives of ensuring its retention for the intended 

ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǊǳǊŀƭ ǿƻǊƪŜǊΩǎ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎ. This would, in turn, make it difficult for 

the Council to resist any future application for the removal of the agricultural 

occupancy condition and would see the creation of an isolated dwelling in the 

open countryside and / or Green Belt, which would ordinarily have been 

considered inappropriate development. Therefore, to minimise pressure for 

the removal of occupancy conditions, permission for extensions to dwellings 

subject to such conditions will be only granted where the size of the new 

dwelling would not exceed that which can be justified by the functional 

requirements of the related enterprise. 

7.46 In order to sustain the rural economy, it is important that there is 

sufficient housing to meet the needs of key workers and dwellings with 

occupancy conditions play an important part in ensuring this due to their lower 

market value. Even when the initial need for a dwelling has passed, it may still 

fulfil a need in relation to other operations in the surrounding area and this 

must be fully explored before the Council will consider removing occupancy 

conditions. Applications should be accompanied by evidence of marketing the 
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dwelling at an appropriate price for a period appropriate to market conditions 

at the time. Rural workers dwellings are often situated in unsustainable 

locations where market housing would be contrary to planning policy and so 

their unrestricted occupation will only be allowed when the Council is satisfied 

that the restriction no longer serves a useful purpose. 

Rural Diversification  

7.51 Changes in the economy and agricultural practices have demanded rural 

businesses be more responsive in order to survive. Diversifying into 

complementary areas of business can help rural business remain viable, keep 

buildings in beneficial use and contribute to the overall rural economy. 

Development proposals that contribute to these aims will be supported. To 

minimise the visual impact on the countryside, existing buildings should be re-

used wherever possible. New buildings should be sited and designed to reflect 

their location. In assessing applications, the Council will be firm in 

distinguishing between proposals for genuine diversification and those for 

independent businesses that may be more sustainably located elsewhere. As 

such, applicants will be required to submit a statement which demonstrates 

that the proposed development forms part of an appropriate rural 

diversification scheme. It should include: 

I. Details of existing activities on the rural business, site area, type of rural 

business, existing buildings on the site, number of employees. 

II. Details of why there is a need for the diversification including what 

present problems are being encountered. Is there a genuine 

ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ 

buildings on or in the vicinity of the site? 

III. Proposal details: what the proposal is for, landscape plans, traffic data, 

structural survey of existing buildings, parking, employment 

information.  

IV. Impact: what are the implications of the proposal for the environment 

and rural economy?έ 

4.12.5  Alternative Options - It is not considered that an alternative option exists in this 

instance, given that the amendments are limited in nature and necessary to bring the 

policy into line with content in the Amended Core Strategy and national planning 

policy. 

4.13        Policy DM9 - Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environment 

Question 20 ς   Policy DM8 ς Development in the Open Countryside 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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4.13.1   The District contains a valuable legacy of heritage assets and it is considered 

necessary to amend Policy DM9 in order to reflect the changes in the 2019 NPPF and 

seek to strengthen the existing policy position in relation to the historic environment. 

Whilst no consultation comments were submitted to the previous Issues Paper 

consultation in summer 2019 specifically in relation to Policy CS9, and the Policy is 

largely consistent with national policy, it is considered that this could be further 

refined through some minor changes to the terminology and language used in the 

policy text. 

4.13.2    Preferred Approach ς it is proposed the policy will read:    

Policy DM9 ς Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environment 

In accordance with the requirements of Core Policy 14, all development proposals concerning heritage 

assets will be expected to conserve them in a manner appropriate to their significance secure their 

continued protection or enhancement, contribute to the wider vitality, viability and regeneration of 

the areas in which they are located (including its contribution to economic vitality), reinforce a strong 

sense of place and be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of existing and future 

generations. 

1. Listed Buildings 

Proposals for the change of use of listed buildings and development affecting, or within, the curtilage 

of listed buildings requiring planning permission will be required to demonstrate that the proposal is 

compatible with the fabric and setting of the building. Impact on the special architectural or historical 

interest of the building Any harm to, or loss of, the special architectural or historical significance of 

the building will require clear and convincing justification set out in full in the heritage impact 

assessment Will require justification in accordance with the aims of Core Policy 14.  

2. Conservation Areas 

Development proposals should take account of the distinctive character and setting of individual 

conservation areas including open spaces and natural features and reflect this in their layout, design, 

form, scale, mass, use of materials and detailing. Impact on the character and appearance Any harm 

to, or loss of, the significance of Conservation Areas (including character and appearance) will require 

clear and convincing justification set out in full in the heritage impact assessment in accordance with 

the aims of Core Policy 14.  

3. Historic Landscapes 

Development proposals should respect the varied historic landscapes of the District (including 

registered parks and gardens and Stoke Field registered battlefield) through their setting and design. 

Appropriate development that accords with the Core Strategy, other Development Plan Documents 

and facilitates a sustainable future for Laxton will be supported. Any harm to, or loss of, the 

significance of historic landscapes will require clear and convincing justification set out in full in the 

heritage impact assessment in accordance with the aims of Core Policy 14. 

4. Archaeology 

Development proposals should take account of their effect on sites and their settings with the 

potential for archaeological interest. Where development proposals include, or has the potential to 

include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, an appropriate archaeological impact/ desk-
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based assessment will be required and where necessary, accompanied by a field evaluation which may 

include both non-intrusive and intrusive archaeological investigation. are likely to affect known 

important sites, sites of significant archaeological potential, or those that become known through the 

development process, will be required to submit an appropriate desk based assessment and, where 

necessary, a field evaluation. This will then be used to inform the need for further evaluation or a 

range of archaeological mitigation measures, if required, for preservation by record and more 

occasionally preservation in situ. Planning permission will not normally be granted for development 

proposals which would destroy or detrimentally affect lead to the substantial harm (or total loss of 

significance of) Scheduled Ancient Monuments or other sites of demonstrable national significance 

such as Farndon Fields. 

²ƛǘƘƛƴ bŜǿŀǊƪΩǎ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ /ƻǊŜΣ ŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ aŀǇΣ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ usually 

be required prior to the determination of planning applications. 

5. All Heritage Assets 

This criterion concerns all heritage assets, including non-ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 

criteria. All development proposals affecting heritage assets and their settings, including new 

operational development and alterations to existing buildings, where they form or affect heritage 

assets should utilise appropriate siting, design, detailing, materials and methods of construction. 

Particular attention should be paid to reflecting locally distinctive styles of development and these 

should respect traditional methods and natural materials wherever possible. Where development 

proposals requiring planning permission involve demolition, the resulting impact on heritage assets 

will be assessed under this policy. All planning applications for development proposals which affect 

heritage assets should include a description of the significance of any heritage assets affected, 

including any contribution made by their setting. Where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or 

damage to, a heritage asset, the deteriorated state will not be taken into account in any planning 

decision. 

6. Shopfronts 

Shopfronts of high architectural or historical value should be retained and preserved wherever 

possible. Proposals for new shopfronts should respect the character, scale, proportion and detailing 

of the host building. Detailed assessment of proposals will be made in accordance with a Shopfronts 

and Advertisements Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document. 

4.13.3  Alternative Options - It is not considered that an alternative option exists in this 

instance. 

4.14        Policy DM10 - Pollution and Hazardous Materials 

4.14.1   The Air Quality Strategy for Nottingham and Nottinghamshire 2020 -2030 has 

recently been produced, and it is proposed that reference to this document should 

be added to Policy DM10. The 2019 NPPF states that opportunities to improve air 

quality should be considered at the plan-making stage, and it is also proposed that 

the policy should reflect this. The District Council intends to produce an Air Quality 

Question 21 ς   Policy DM9 ς Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environment 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) to address issues around air quality in 

detail, so a commitment to writing this document is included in the policy in the 

preferred approach. 

4.14.2     Preferred Approach ς it is proposed the policy will read:  

Policy DM10 ς Pollution and Hazardous Materials 

Development proposals involving hazardous materials or the potential for pollution should take 

account of and address their potential impacts in terms of health, the natural environment and general 

amenity on:  

1. Neighbouring land uses;  

2. The wider population;  

3. Ground and surface water;  

4. Air quality; and  

5. Biodiversity  

Proposals for potential point source polluters and other activities that have potential to lead to 

increased deposition of nitrogen should, as part of any planning application, consider the potential for 

effects on European sites and the scope for avoiding or mitigating these. 

A conceptual site model should be prepared with an investigation report for the potential 

development site. A site investigation to confirm the conceptual site model should then be undertaken 

and dependent upon findings of such a remediation/mitigation plan with subsequent validation 

should then be agreed with the planning authority.  

Any impact should be balanced against the economic and wider social need for the development. 

Proposals should include necessary mitigation as part of the development or through off site measures 

where necessary. Harmful development which cannot be made acceptable will be resisted.  

Development proposals near hazardous substance installations, as defined on the Policies Map, or 

near development with the potential for significant pollution should take account of and address the 

potential risk arising from them. Any risk should be balanced against the economic and wider social 

need for the development. Development that would be put at an unacceptable risk from its proximity 

to such installations will be resisted.  

Development proposals should identify opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts, such 

as through traffic and travel management, green infrastructure provision and enhancement. Account 

should be taken of the Air Quality Strategy for Nottingham and Nottinghamshire 2020 -2030. Issues 

around air quality will be discussed in greater detail in Newark & Sherwood District /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 

forthcoming Air Quality SPD. Once this document is adopted, relevant development proposals will be 

assessed against it or any successor document. 

Where a site is known, or highly likely to have been contaminated by a previous use, investigation of 

this and proposals for any necessary mitigation should form part of the proposal for re-development. 

Where contamination comes to light as part of the development process, the proposal will be 

determined in light of this. 
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Development proposals within and with the potential to impact on the Groundwater Source 

Protection Zone, as defined on the Policies Map, should address the potential risk through mitigation 

as part of the development or through off site measures where necessary. Proposals that present an 

unacceptable risk to the Groundwater Source Protection Zone will be resisted.  

All proposals will be required to address the Landscape Character of the District, in accordance with 

Core Policy 13 and satisfy the criteria of other relevant Development Plan Documents. 

4.14.3     Alternative Options - No changes could be made. This would fail to take account of 

policy on air quality at a county and national level and ignore the District CouncilΩǎ 

intention to produce the Air Quality SPD. 

4.15        Policy DM11 - Retail and Town Centre Uses 

4.15.1 The DistrictΩǎ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘȅ ƻŦ /ŜƴǘǊŜǎ ŦŀŎŜǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ŀƴŘ 

viable, including the impact of the Coronavirus pandemic, continued growth of 

online retailing, ongoing retailer rationalisation of underperforming stores and 

property portfolios and the promotion of edge and out-of-centre proposals. In the 

case of Newark the competition provided by higher order Centres and substantial 

out-of-town schemes beyond the District boundary present additional threats. To 

respond to these challenges the Development Plan needs to support the creation of 

resilient and flexible Centres which are able to adapt to meet modern demands. 

4.15.2 It is important that the opportunities to secure and deliver additional investment in 

our centres are taken, and that the Development Plan provides a suitable framework 

for this to occur. In this respect Newark has been successful in receiving £25 million 

ǿƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘΣ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ψ¢ƻǿƴǎ 5ŜŀƭΩ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƭŀƴǎΣ 

reflected in the Newark-on-¢ǊŜƴǘ ¢ƻǿƴ LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴΣ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴΩǎ 

economic growth prospects with a focus on improved transport, heritage, skills and 

culture ς with a range of site specific interventions identified. To build on this 

platform it is anticipated that a Town Centre Strategy for Newark will be produced, 

with additional strategies for Ollerton and Southwell Town Centres also being 

explored. 

4.15.3 Part of the review process has been completed through the updating of Core Policy 

8 in the Amended Core Strategy, which now leaves the content in the Allocations & 

Development Management DPD (A&DM DPD) to be addressed. Through the 

Preferred Approach Town Centre and Retail Paper a range of proposed amendments 

to Policy DM11 were subject to public consultation in January 2017. This was then 

followed by the recent Issues Paper which identified a range of town centre issues 

that the review of the Allocations & Development Management DPD needs to 

address. The suggested amendments can be categorised as those necessary to bring 

the Plan into line with national policy, consequential changes following adoption of 

Question 22 ς   Policy DM10 ς Pollution and Hazardous Materials 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

https://newark-sherwooddc.inconsult.uk/consult.ti/PA_Town_Centre_Retail/consultationHome
https://newark-sherwooddc.inconsult.uk/consult.ti?
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the Amended Core Strategy, those to improve implementation/provide clarification 

and more fundamental changes intended to support resilient and flexible Centres 

moving forwards.  

4.15.4 Recent changes to the Use Classes Order will have a considerable effect on the future 

ƻŦ ¢ƻǿƴ /ŜƴǘǊŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƴƻǿ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ΨƳŀƛƴ ǘƻǿƴ 

ŎŜƴǘǊŜΩ ǳǎŜǎΦ ²ƛǘƘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǎŜǇŀǊŀte uses A1/2/3, B1, D1(a-ōύ ŀƴŘ ΨƛƴŘƻƻǊ ǎǇƻǊǘΩ 

from D2(e) having been condensed into a new single class, E. Movement between 

the uses within this class will not represent development, and so in many cases not 

require planning consent.  

4.15.5 Currently PolƛŎȅ 5aмм ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƴƻƴ-retail main town centre uses in a 

comprehensive way, leaving it short of full conformity with national policy. This also 

ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƛǘǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŦŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ¢ƻǿƴ /ŜƴǘǊŜΩǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƴƻƴ-

retail uses are likely to become an increasingly important component.  

4.15.6 Section 4 of the policy only explicitly refers to out-of-centre locations, and so to be 

consistent with national policy edge-of-centre should also be addressed. The Town 

Centre and Retail Study shows that the capacity to support additional convenience 

and comparison retail floorspace is forecast to be driven by increases in residual 

expenditure, as a result of population growth. Such capacity is not anticipated to 

arise until towards the end of the plan period, and the delivery of planned housing 

growth will be a key factor. This is not currently reflected in how the section deals 

with the Impact Test. In addition there is no content in the current Section around 

non-retail main town centre uses, and how the sequential and impact tests will be 

applied locally in edge-of-centre and out-of-centre locations.  

4.15.7 Section 5 of the policy deals with rural and open countryside locations, and presently 

the scale of development supported in such locations does not make reference to 

the local impact thresholds introduced through Core Policy 8 in the Amended Core 

Strategy. 

4.15.8 In addition to the above it is also proposed that the policy is amended to ensure that 

it reflects the need to promote positive change, including supporting to deliver the 

Newark-on-Trent Town Investment Plan, and accommodate the subsequent 

production of detailed Town Centre strategies. It is crucial that DM11 and related 

designations do not present obstacles to securing that change. The Primary and 

Secondary Shopping Frontages in Newark, and the Primary Shopping Frontage in 

Ollerton and Southwell Town Centres have been previously highlighted as areas for 

review. The outcome of this review has been largely driven by the introduction of 

the new E use-class, which significantly limits the ability to actively manage the type 

and mix of uses within their extents. On this basis they are no longer considered an 

effective policy tool, and so are proposed for deletion. Notwithstanding this, where 

the planning system remains able to shape change within defined centres then it is 

considered important that uses which, will contribute towards vitality and viability 

are prioritised. New policy content is therefore proposed to address this.  
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4.15.9 bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ΨŘƛǎŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƻƴΩ όƛΦŜΦ ǘƘŜ 

potential for different elements of a scheme to be located beyond the application 

site on sequentially preferable land) as part of the Sequential Test. However there 

are a number of notable appeal decisions whereby this approach has been deemed 

appropriate, particularly where there is no commercial or functional necessity for 

different elements of a scheme to be located alongside one another and there could 

be the potential for them to be delivered separately or in a different form. Therefore 

in order to allow for the proper application of the Test the preferred approach 

included amendments setting out when the Council considers disaggregation should 

form part of how the Test is applied. 

4.15.10 Preferred Approach ς it is proposed the policy will read: 

Policy DM11 ς Retail and Main Town Centre Uses 

Within defined Centres proposals for new development, or changes of use which require planning 

consent, should prioritise uses which will contribute towards the vitality and viability of the Centre ς 

ahead of the consideration of other uses. For the purposes of implementation this will involve the 

ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǳǎŜǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀǎ Ψaŀƛƴ ¢ƻǿƴ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ¦ǎŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ 

within the E use-class, and following this other uses which would contribute towards this objective.  

In addition to the above, the design and layout of in-Centre schemes should, wherever possible, seek 

to: 

¶ Secure active frontages;  

¶ Realise opportunities to improve pedestrian permeability, for all users, within the Centre; and   

¶ Where a mix of uses is proposed give careful consideration to their distribution in order to ensure 

that vitality and viability is optimised. 

In accordance with the retail hierarchy set out in Core Policy 8, retail development and other Main 

Town Centre uses of a scale concurrent with the population growth of the District will also be assessed 

as follows: 

1. Newark 

New and enhanced retail development and other Main Town Centre uses that consolidate or enhance 

the composition of the Town Centre will be supported within the Town Centre boundary, as defined 

on the Policies Map 

Proposals for non-retail uses at street-level within the Primary Shopping Frontages, as defined on the 

Policies Map, will not be supported unless they can demonstrate a positive contribution to the vitality 

and viability of the Town Centre.  

The Council will support a greater diversity of Town Centre uses that contribute to the overall vitality 

and viability of the town of the Town Centre within the Secondary Shopping Frontages, as defined on 

the Policies Map, providing that there is no overall dominant use other than retail (A1). Within the 

lower part of Stodman Street and along Castle Gate, the Council will not resist a dominance of 

restaurant and café (A3) uses. 
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To promote the continued vitality and viability of the Town Centre, support will be provided for 

schemes which will assist with the implementation of the Newark-on-Trent Town Investment Plan and 

subsequent Town Centre Strategy. 

2. District Centres 

New and enhanced retail development and other Main Town Centre uses consistent with the size and 

role of the centre, and maintain and enhance its role will be supported within the District Centres of 

Edwinstowe, Rainworth, Ollerton and Southwell, as defined on the Policies Map. Proposals for non-

retail uses within the Primary Shopping Frontages, where defined on the Policies Map, will be resisted 

unless they can demonstrate a positive contribution to the vitality and viability of the centre. 

3. Local Centres 

Within the Local Centres of Balderton (North and South), Bilsthorpe (North and South), Blidworth, 

Boughton, Clipstone, Collingham, Farnsfield, and Lowdham and Rainworth as defined on the Policies 

Map, and the new Local Centres at Land South of Newark (NAP 2A), Land East of Newark (NAP 2B), 

Land at Fernwood (NAP 2C) and Sutton-on-Trent (ST/LC/1) ς new and enhanced retail development 

and other non-retail main Town Centre uses, consistent with the size and role of the centre, will be 

supported.  

4. Edge and Out-of-Centre locations   

Retail  

Lƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ /ƻǊŜ tƻƭƛŎȅ у ΨwŜǘŀƛƭ ϧ ¢ƻǿƴ /ŜƴǘǊŜǎΩ ǊŜǘŀƛƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘ-of-centre 

locations will be controlled through application of the sequential test, with proposals requiring 

justification through a proportionate application of the test - which has prioritised centre and then 

edge of centre locations ahead of considering out-of-centre sites. Where there is no commercial or 

functional necessity for different elements of a scheme to be located alongside one another and there 

could be the potential for them to be delivered separately or in a different form, then the scope for 

disaggregation should be considered. 

Edge and out-of-centre retail proposals should be acceptable in terms of their impact on the vitality 

and viability of centres, existing, committed and planned investment and on in-centre trade as well 

as, where applicable, trade in the wider area. Therefore proposals exceeding the thresholds in Core 

Policy 8 should be accompanied by a robust assessment of impact which addresses, but is not limited 

to, the following considerations:  

¶ Current and forecast expenditure capacity. With the capacity to support additional convenience 

and comparison retail floorspace being forecast to be driven by increases in residual expenditure 

as a result of population growth. This capacity is anticipated to arise towards the end of the plan 

period, with the delivery of housing growth being a particularly important influence; 

¶ The impact on the range and quality of the comparison and convenience retail offer; and 

¶ The impact of the proposal on allocated sites outside of Town Centres being developed in 

accordance with the Development Plan. 

Assessments should take account of current and future expenditure capacity and the appropriateness 

of their scale. 
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In addition, for proposals that may impact on Newark Town Centre, the following should also be taken 

into account: 

¶ The function of the Town Centre as a market town and the viability of the market; 

¶ The effect of development on independent retailers having regards to their role within the Town 

Centre; and 

¶ The impact of development on the Town Centre in catering for tourism. 

Small scale retail proposals below the thresholds in Core Policy 8 which are located within the Main 

Built-up Area, but beyond the centre boundary of the Sub-wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘǊŜΣ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ /ŜƴǘǊŜΩǎ ŀƴŘ 

tǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŦǳƭŦƛƭ ŀ ΨƭƻŎŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ όōȅ ǾƛǊǘǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

scale and type of retail floorspace proposed). Such proposals will not be required to demonstrate 

satisfaction of the sequential test, and where below the local thresholds in Core Policy 8 the impact 

test. 

Non-retail Main Town Centre Uses 

Proposals for non-retail main Town Centre uses in edge and out-of-centre locations will be subject to 

the sequential approach outlined in Core Policy 8. Justification will be required through the 

undertaking of a proportionate sequential test, which has prioritised centre and then edge-of-centre 

locations ahead of considering out-of-centre sites. Where there is no commercial or functional 

necessity for different elements of a scheme to be located alongside one another, and there could be 

the potential for them to be delivered separately or in a different form then the scope for 

disaggregation should be considered. 

Leisure and office development outside of centres exceeding 2500sqm and not in accordance with the 

Development Plan, must be acceptable in terms of impact on the vitality and viability of centres, on 

existing, committed and planned investment and where appropriate on in-centre trade and trade in 

the wider area. Such proposals should therefore be accompanied by a robust assessment of impact.   

5. Rural Areas and the Open Countryside  

Within villages beyond the principal village level of the Settlement Hierarchy, small scale retail 

ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ŦǳƭŦƛƭ ŀ ΨƭƻŎŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ όōȅ ǾƛǊǘǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǘŀƛƭ 

floorspace proposed), and enhance the sustainability of the settlement will be supported, in line with 

{Ǉŀǘƛŀƭ tƻƭƛŎȅ о ΨwǳǊŀƭ !ǊŜŀǎΩ ŀƴŘ /ƻǊŜ tƻƭƛŎȅ мм ΨwǳǊŀƭ !ŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΩΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ 

provision in the settlement then such proposals will not be required to demonstrate satisfaction of 

the sequential test, and where below the local thresholds in Core Policy 8 the Impact Test. 

Small-scale rural diversification schemes which include appropriate forms of retail provision, small-

scale rural offices and/or other small-scale rural development will not be required to demonstrate 

satisfaction of the sequential test. Retail floorspace within such schemes falling below the local 

thresholds in Core Policy 8 will also be exempt from the Impact Test. Rural diversification schemes 

should be consistent with the approach set out in tƻƭƛŎȅ 5aу ΨhǇŜƴ /ƻǳƴǘǊȅǎƛŘŜΩΦ 

4.15.11 Alternative Options- The proposed amendments to bring DM11 into line with national 

policy, to make consequential changes following adoption of the Amended Core 

Strategy ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ bŜǿŀǊƪΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ōƛŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ψ¢ƻǿƴǎ 5ŜŀƭΩ 

initiative are all considered to be necessary as is the deletion of the retail frontages, 

given the implications of changes to the Use Classes Order.  
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4.15.12 Beyond this however, alternative options over how specific issues ought to be 

addressed (if at all) may exist. This includes the inclusion of residual expenditure as a 

local requirement within the Impact test and the reference to disaggregation as part 

of the Sequential Test.  

4.15.13 Alternative Option 1- This would involve no reference being made to residual 

expenditure as an Impact Test requirement. This is however not considered the 

preferred approach, given that it would result in the policy being silent on a specific 

local condition. The absence of residual expenditure to support significant additional 

retail provision has the potential to be a key determinant over the impact of future 

proposals. 

4.15.14 Alternative Option 2- Alternative Option 2 would result in the reference to 

disaggregation being removed as an explicit local consideration as part of the 

Sequential Test. This does not form the preferred approach as under certain 

circumstances the format of edge and out-of-centre schemes may be such that there 

is no overriding commercial or functional necessity for their component parts to be 

accommodated within the same site.  

4.15.15 Given the threats to the continued vitality and viability of the DistrictΩǎ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘȅ ƻŦ 

/ŜƴǘǊŜǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ Ǌƻōǳǎǘ Ψ¢ƻǿƴ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ŦƛǊǎǘΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ƛƴ 

how the Sequential Test is applied locally, providing opportunities for sequentially 

preferable land to be brought into appropriate use. Accordingly inclusion of 

disaggregation forms part of the preferred approach. This would however not 

represent a blanket requirement, and would depend on the specific circumstances of 

individual applications. 

4.16     Policy DM12 - Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development ς No change 

Question 23 ς   Policy DM11 ς Retail and Main Town Centre Uses 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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5.0 Housing and Employment Allocations 
 

5.1       Overview 

5.1.1   The Issues Paper 2019 set out the current situation with the existing housing and 

employment allocations as at the end on the monitoring period for 2018/19. This 

document updates that position to the end of the 2020/21 monitoring period (31st 

March 2021).  When assessed against the housing and employment requirements 

set out in the Amended Adopted Core Strategy DPD (March 2019) sufficient capacity 

remains within the allocations which are being carried forward. 

 Consultation Responses 

5.1.2 Whilst it was set out that no further sites were being sought for housing or 

employment as part of the review of the Allocations & Development Management 

DPD, 10 sites were put forward as part of the consultation responses (at Bilsthorpe, 

Blidworth, Bulcote, Clipstone, Collingham, Newark Urban Area, Ollerton & Boughton, 

Southwell and Sutton-on-Trent). These sites have been assessed along with other 

sites which have come forward since the last the Strategic Housing and Employment 

Land Availability Assessment was produced and other sites which have been 

requested to carry forward (available here https://www.newark-

sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/). Detailed alterations to the Sutton-on-Trent village 

envelope were also proposed but are not considered appropriate as this is a Review 

rather than a new DPD.  

5.1.3 Requests for a further Green Belt Review to release additional sites within Blidworth 

and Lowdham were also put forward, including the identification of sites as noted 

above. This included proposals to re-introduce Bl/Ho/4 at Blidworth as a housing site 

with the allotments being provided on land within the Green Belt to facilitate this. 

However, site Bl/Ho/4 was deallocated at the request of the Parish Council (as site 

owners) and the site is therefore no longer deliverable. The Green Belt review was 

undertaken as part of the production of the Allocations & Development 

Management DPD process and it was intended to be a one off and not a continual 

approach which would be revisited at every review of the Development Plan as set 

out in Paragraph 136 of the NPPF. 

5.1.4    Appendix 1 sets out the full list of allocations which made housing or employment 

provision within the Allocations & Development Management DPD and details their 

status.  Where sites have been completed they will not be carried forward in the 

Amended DPD.  A number of sites currently have the benefit of planning permission 

or are under construction.  These sites will continue to be allocated until they are 

completed.  Should they be completed prior to Publication/Submission of the DPD 

they will be at removed at that stage. 

5.1.5 Preferred Approach: In addition to the employment allocations, there are five sites 

ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ƭŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/
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contribute to the overall employment land supply. The preferred approach is that 

ƭŀƴŘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ƭŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀΩ ƛƴ 

the most recent Newark & Sherwood District Employment Land Availability Study 

(https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/monitoring/) will, subject to assessment 

of the ongoing value of the designation, be defined on the Policies Map as part of 

the Plan Review Process. No alternative approach is currently considered 

appropriate. 

5.1.6 Those sites housing and employment allocations which are proposed for de-

allocation or amendment, along with other consequential changes to Urban 

Boundaries and Village Envelopes are set out below. 

Newark Area 

Newark Urban Area 

5.2       NUA /Ho/1 ς Land at Alexander Avenue and Stephen Road 

5.2.1    Preferred Approach - Site NUA/Ho/1 Alexander Avenue/Steven Road, Newark will 

be deallocated.  There has been no contact from the owners and the site is therefore 

no longer considered deliverable. The site lies within the Newark Urban Area and its 

deallocation would not prevent it being developed at a later date should a suitable 

application be submitted. 

5.2.2     Alternative Options - The site could remain allocated but as there is uncertainty over 

its delivery within the Plan Period this is not considered appropriate. 

5.3 NUA/Ho/2 ς [ŀƴŘ {ƻǳǘƘ ƻŦ vǳƛōŜƭƭΩǎ [ŀƴŜ 

5.3.1   [ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǘƘ ƻŦ vǳƛōŜƭƭΩǎ [ŀƴŜ ǿŀǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 

around 86 dwellings.  The site includes the District CouncilΩǎ {ŜǾŜƴ Iƛƭƭǎ IƻƳŜƭŜǎǎ 

Hostel and redevelopment of the site was dependent on suitable alternative 

provision for the Hostel having been made.   The District Council have now 

determined that the Hostel provision will be replaced on site and in addition the 

western part of the allocation is no longer available.    

5.3.2   Preferred Approach ς The allocation will be amended to remove the area to the west 

and the operational area of the homeless hostel from the allocation.  The remaining 

site area will be allocated for around 25 dwellings.  The final paragraph of Policy 

NUA/Ho/2 is no longer relevant and should be deleted. The footpath crossing over 

the East Coast Main Line has also been removed.  Given the reduction in site capacity, 

Question 24 ς Designated Employment Area 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

Question 25ς NUA/HO/1 - Land at Alexander Avenue and Stephen Road 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/monitoring/
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any development proposals should take access via Hatchets Lane which is already an 

adopted highway.  Amend policy as follows: 

Policy NUA/Ho/2 ς Newark Urban Area ς Housing Site 2 

Land south of Quibells Lane has been allocated on the Policies Map for residential development 

providing around 86 25 dwellings.  

In addition to the general policy requirements in the Core Strategy and the Development Management 

Policies in Chapter 7, with particular reference to Policy DM2 Allocated Sites, and Policy DM3 

Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations, development on this site will be subject to the 

following:  

¶ The preparation of an appropriate Transport Assessment by the applicant, including 

improvements to Quibells Lane to adoptable standard, forming part of any planning application 

Appropriate access to the site via Hatchets Lane;  

¶ The preparation of a Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment by the applicant forming part of any 

planning application;  

¶ Provision of an appropriate landscaping scheme submitted as part of any planning application to 

screen the site from the East Coast Main Line;  

¶ Developer contributions towards the elimination of the foot crossing across the East Coast Main 

Line at Hatchets Lane secured through the planning application process; and  

¶ The investigation of potential archaeology on the site and any necessary post-determination 

mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent reflecting the high 

archaeological potential of the site.  

The site currently includes the District Council's Seven Hills Homeless Hostel. Redevelopment of this 

site should only occur once the District Council has made suitable alternative provision for the Hostel 

in line with the requirements of Spatial Policy 8. 

5.3.3     Alternative Option 1 ς The allocation could remain unchanged but as the part of 

the site is no longer available and it is likely that the Hostel provision will now be 

replaced on instead of off-site this is not considered appropriate. 

5.3.4   Alternative Option 2 ς The allocation could be deallocated but as part of the site 

remains deliverable this is not considered appropriate. 

5.4 NUA/Ho/3 ς Lincoln Road   

5.4.1 Preferred Approach - Site NUA/Ho/3 Lincoln Road, Newark will be deallocated.  The 

site owners do not wish to continue with the allocation so the site is no longer 

considered deliverable. The site lies within the Newark Urban Area and its 

deallocation would not prevent it being developed at a later date should a suitable 

application be submitted. 

Question 26 ς NUA/HO/2 - Land South of QuƛōŜƭƭΩǎ [ŀƴŜ 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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5.4.2     Alternative Options - The site could remain allocated but as there is uncertainty over 

its delivery within the Plan Period this is not considered appropriate. 

5.5  NUA/Ho/5 ς North of Beacon Hill Road 

5.5.1    Preferred Approach ς Site NUA/Ho/5 North of Beacon Hill Road, Newark is proposed 
for re-allocation as an Opportunity Site.  There has been no recent contact with the 
owners and delivery of the site within the Plan period is no longer certain. The 
identification of the opportunity sites will provide extra flexibility, in line with SP5, if 
development on the allocated sites does not progress as anticipated. 

 
5.5.2    Alternative Option 1 - The site could be de-allocated.  It lies within the Newark Urban 

Area and its deallocation would not prevent it being developed at a later date should 

a suitable application be submitted. However, if development on the anticipated 

sites does not progress as anticipated the identification of the opportunity sites 

provides flexibility through a plan led approach which is clearly set out and can be 

considered through the Plan making process. 

5.5.3    Alternative Option 2 ς The site could remain as an allocation. This approach is not 

considered appropriate as delivery timescales within the Plan period are no longer 

certain and the local authority may need to actively resolve delivery issues in line 

with Policy SP5. 

  5.6 NUA/Ho/7 ς Bowbridge Road Policy Area 

5.6.1    Preferred Approach ς Amend the text of policy NUA/Ho/7 to include reference to 

opportunity site OS1 ς Tarmac Site as follows: 

Policy NUA/Ho/7 ς Newark Urban Area ς Bowbridge Road Policy Area 

Land between Bowbridge Road and Hawton Lane has been identified as the Bowbridge Road Policy 

Area on the Policies Map. 

Within the Policy Area proposals to redevelop vacant brownfield sites will be encouraged. Such 

redevelopment should seek to ensure that the impact of neighbouring uses is fully taken into account. 

In particular residential development is allocated on the following sites: 

¶ NUA/Ho/8 

¶ NUA/Ho/9 

Question 27 ς NUA/HO/3 ς Lincoln Road  

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

Question 28 ς NUA/HO/5 ς North of Beacon Hill Road 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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The Council will work with stakeholders to seek appropriate regeneration within the area and seek to 

resolve existing environmental problems which exist in the Policy Area including by the 

redevelopment of Opportunity Site 1 the Tarmac site. Further investigation, in the form of a study will 

be undertaken to examine the environmental issues. 

5.6.2  Alternative Options - No alternative options are considered appropriate. 

5.7 NUA/Ho/8 ς Land at Bowbridge Road 

5.7.1     Preferred Approach ς Site NUA/Ho/8, Land at Bowbridge Road Newark was allocated 

for 66 dwellings as the front portion of the site had an extant permission for a 64 bed 

care home.  This permission has now expired.  This site is subject to an application 

for 67 dwellings. As the area available for development is now significantly increased, 

it is proposed to increase the allocation figure to around 86 dwellings and amend the 

first paragraph of the policy as follows: 

Extract of Policy NUA/Ho/8 ς Newark Urban Area ς Housing Site 8 

Land on Bowbridge Road has been allocated on the Policies Map for residential development 

providing around 66 86 dwellings, taking into account an existing planning permission for a nursing 

home.έ 

5.7.2  Alternative Options - The site could continue to be allocated for 66 dwellings. The 

reference to the nursing home is now out of date and would need to be amended in 

any event. As the area available for development is now increased it is likely that any 

development proposals would be more likely to be in the region of 86 dwellings.  

5.8 NUA/Ho/10 ς Land North of Lowfield Lane 

5.8.1 Preferred Approach - Site NUA/Ho/10, Land North of Lowfield Lane Balderton has 

been allocated for 120 dwellings. Initial indications in 2017 were that part of the site 

was no longer available and consideration was given to reducing the site accordingly.  

However, since then the whole of the allocated site plus an additional area to the 

west has now been purchased by the CouncilΩǎ ǿƘƻƭƭȅ ƻǿƴŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 

company, Arkwood Developments Limited. This additional land lies within the Urban 

Boundary and it is proposed to amend both the site area and the number of dwellings 

to around 170.  The development criteria are all still relevant but an amendment is 

required to the first criterion as shown below: 

Policy NUA/Ho/10 ς Newark Urban Area ς Housing Site 10 

Question 29 ς NUA/HO/7 ς Bowbridge Road Policy Area 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

Question 30 ς NUA/HO/8 ς Land at Bowbridge Road 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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Land north of Lowfield Lane has been allocated on the Policies Map for residential development 

providing around 120 170 dwellings.  

In addition to the general policy requirements in the Amended Core Strategy and the Development 

Management Policies in Chapter 7, with particular reference to Policy DM2 Allocated Sites, and Policy 

DM3 Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations, development on this site will be subject to 

the following:  

¶ The preparation of an appropriate transport assessment by the applicant, including improvements 
to Manners Road/London Road Junction forming part of any planning application;  

¶ An appropriate landscaping scheme, submitted as part of any planning application, providing 
buffering to the south and west of the site in relation to the adjacent SINCs and retention of existing 
hedgerows on site where possible; and  

¶ Pre-determination archaeological evaluation submitted as part of any planning application and 
post-determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely 
to be required. New development here should respect the plot shapes of the medieval field system. 

 
5.8.2 Alternative Options ς The allocation could be retained at its existing size for around 

120 dwellings.  This is not considered the most appropriate response as the 

additional land lies with the urban boundary and would be most appropriately 

accessed through the existing allocation. Not including the land could leave it 

landlocked and would represent an inefficient use of land contrary to the NPPF.   

 

5.9 NUA/MU/ 1 (Land North of A17) and NUA/SPA/1 (Newark Showground Policy Area) 

5.9.1 A consultation response has been received on behalf of the Newark and 

Nottinghamshire Agricultural Society and the landowner seeking amendments to the 

wording of policies NUA/SPA/1 Newark Showground Policy and NUA/MU/1 Mixed 

Use 1 and/or the supporting text to them in the Plan. They are seeking an extension 

to the NUA/MU/1 Policy area and for additional supporting text to acknowledge the 

regional significance of the Showground, by virtue of its overall size, strategic 

ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΣ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ΨƛƴǿŀǊŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘΩ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǎƛǘŜΦ  
 

5.9.2 The additional area of land submitted for inclusion under NUA/MU/1 runs alongside 

the A46 and the additional emphasis on employment land is proposed in part as 

enabling development to help fund the operational requirements of the N&NASs 

ambitions set out in their draft Strategic Objectives.  The area of land already sits 

with the NUA/SPA/1 area but would represent a large increase in the area of land 

available for employment development at a time when additional land is not 

required.  
 

5.9.3 It is considered that it would be more appropriate for the masterplan for the 

Showground Policy Area to be further developed, on a partnership basis, with the 

Question 31 ς NUA/HO/10 ς Land North of Lowfield Lane 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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existing NUA/MU/1 area remaining as existing.  A significant area of the NUA/MU/1 

land remains available for development and many of the complementary uses being 

proposed for the showground area can already be positively considered under the 

existing policy.  

5.9.4 The land off Great North Road, Newark accommodating Newark Lorry Park and the 

former Newark Livestock Market forms part of the Newark Towns Deal, with the site 

ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ΨbŜǿŀǊƪ DŀǘŜǿŀȅΩ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ōŜŜƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 

Newark Town Investment Plan (TIP). The Newark Livestock Market has now vacated, 

Newark Lorry Park will need relocating if the full Newark Gateway site is to be 

redeveloped. Support for a new Newark Livestock Market and relocated Newark 

Lorry Park is provided for this to occur on an appropriate location within the 

Showground Policy Area.  

5.9.5 The proposed amendments to the wording of policy NUA/SPA/1 are as follows: 

Policy NUA/SPA/1 - Newark Urban Area - Newark Showground Policy Area 

Within the area defined on the Policies Map as Newark Showground Policy Area new development 

which supports and complements the East Midlands Events Centre (Newark & Nottinghamshire 

Agricultural Society Showground) and other leisure and visitor economy uses on site will be supported. 

In addition, development proposals which result in provision of an appropriately located Livestock 

Market facility, proportionate complementary uses and an enhanced replacement Lorry Park within 

the Policy Area will be positively viewed. provided that it Subject to the meets the wider requirements 

of the Core Strategy and the Development Management Policies in Chapter 7 being met.  

The District Council will work with the County Council, the Highways Agency, Parish Councils and the 

various landowners to prepare a Master Plan for the whole policy area to secure appropriate 

enhancement and development of the site.  

Within the Policy Area a new mixed use allocation has been made in the following location:  

¶ NUA/MU/1 Land North of the A17 

Within the Policy Area proposals must specifically address the following:   

¶ The need to address access constraints relating to the A1/A46/A17 junctions, including the A46 
Newark Northern Bypass dualling identified in the Road Investment Strategy 2;  

¶ The need to adequately screen new development The need to achieve high quality sustainable 
building design and comprehensive integrated landscaping;  

¶ The investigation of potential archaeology on the site and any necessary post-determination 
mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent reflecting the high 
archaeological potential of the site;  

¶ Address any issues arising from the proposals which may adversely affect nearby residents. 

 
5.10 NUA/MU/2 ς Land at Brownhills Motor Homes 

5.10.1 Preferred Approach - De-allocate: The site is within the Newark Urban Area and 

diversification of this site could happen without an allocation. 
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5.10.2  Alternative Option - The site could remain allocated but as there is uncertainty over 

its delivery within the Plan Period this is not considered appropriate. Permission to 

construct a hotel on this site has now lapsed. 

5.11 NUA/MU/3 ς Land at NSK 

5.11.1  Preferred Approach - Site NUA/MU/3 Land at NSK, Northern Road, Newark is 
proposed for re-allocation as an Opportunity Site.  As there is currently no fixed 
timeframe for the transfer of the existing NSK engineering plant to a new site within 
Newark Urban Area the delivery of the site within the Plan period is no longer certain.   
The identification of the opportunity site will provide extra flexibility, in line with SP5, 
if development on the allocated sites does not progress as anticipated. 

 
5.11.2  Alternative Options - The site could be de-allocated.  It lies within the main urban 

area and its deallocation would not prevent it being re-developed at a later date 

should a suitable application be submitted.  However, if development on the 

anticipated sites does not progress as anticipated the identification of the 

opportunity sites provides flexibility through a plan led approach which is clearly set 

out and can be considered through the Plan making process. 

5.12 NUA/E/3 ς Land off Telford Drive 

5.12.1  Preferred Approach ς This allocation is in three parcels of land at the end of Telford 

Drive. One parcel has been developed and parts of the other two parcels are now 

protected by Tree Preservation Order.  This reduces the site area, however at the 

time of allocation an additional parcel of land adjacent to NUA/E/3 had planning 

permission which has since lapsed, therefore it is proposed to include this within the 

allocation. This leaves a residual allocation of 0.99 hectares.  

5.12.2 Alternative Options ς The entire site could continue to be allocated but this is not 

considered appropriate as one discrete element has been fully developed another is 

subject to a Tree Preservation Order and other employment land has become 

available for allocation immediately adjacent to the site.  

5.13     Collingham ς No changes proposed 

Question 32 ς NUA/MU/2 ς Land at Brownhills Motor Homes 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

Question 33 ς NUA/MU/3 ς Land at NSK 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

Question 34 ς NUA/E/3 ς Land off Telford Drive 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 



82 
 

5.14     Sutton-on-Trent ς No changes proposed 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



84 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



85 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Southwell Area 

Southwell 

5.15 So/Ho/4 and So/Ho/5 

5.15.1  Preferred Approach - Once the Amended Allocations & Development Management 

DPD is adopted it will become more up-to-date in Development Plan terms than the 

Southwell Neighbourhood Plan (Adopted October 2016). To ensure that the 

additional requirements in the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan allocations policies 

are addressed, the second paragraph of So/Ho/4 and So/Ho/5 will be amended as 

follows: 

Extract from So/Ho/4 & So/Ho/5 

In addition to the general policy requirements in the Amended Core Strategy and the 

Development Management Policies in Chapter 7, with particular reference to Policy DM2 

Allocated Sites, and Policy DM3 Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations, 

development on this site will be subject to the Allocations Policies of the Southwell 

Neighbourhood Plan and: 

5.16  So/MU/1 ς Land at Former Minster School 

5.16.1  Preferred Approach ς Site So/MU/1, former Minster School Site was allocated for 

mixed use development of around 13 dwellings and enhanced open space. This site 

is no longer available as the site has been gifted to the Chapter of Southwell Minster 

for the benefit of the town and now forms the Higgons Mead open space.   

5.16.2   Alternative Options - No alternative options are considered appropriate. 

5.17 Sites impacted by the deletion of the Southwell Bypass - So/Ho/7, So/E/1, So/E/2 

and So/E/3 

5.17.1 A number of sites that were allocated in Southwell as part of the Allocations & 

Development Management DPD had to take into account the protected route of the 

proposed Southwell Bypass. This protected route has now been deleted from the 

County CouncilΩǎ ǊƻŀŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ƭƛƳƛǘ ŀƴŘ ŀ 

declassification of the former A612 road between the A617 and Lowdham. This 

change affects So/Ho/7, So/E/2 and So/E3.  

5.17.2  The District Council has proposed that due to the bypass being removed, So/Ho/7 

should be increased in size; the boundary of So/E/2 and So/E/3 should be moved to 

the existing urban edge. Three consultees (Councillor Peter Harris; Tetlow King on 

behalf of David Sparks; and Southwell Town Council) wish to consider the long term 

Question 35 ς So/MU/1 ς Land at Former Minster School 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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future of the whole area around Crew Lane. They wish to see So/Ho/7 and So/E/3 

and the land around it developed for housing with access following the line of the 

former bypass route. The land in and around Fiskerton Road would be developed 

during the current plan period and the site south of Crew Lane would be proposed 

for development in a future plan period.  

 Southwell Town Council Proposals: 

 

5.17.3  Tetlow King argue that land beyond the current Urban Boundary in the ownership of 

their client should be identified as available for future housing in the plan. They 

contend that because the plan runs to 2033 that no more housing will be built in 

Southwell after the current allocated sites are developed. Whilst the plan period runs 

until 2033 under the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework the 

Council is required to review the plan every 5 years. Therefore in the next round of 

Plan making after this review the Council will be required to look further forward and 

prepare a new plan beyond 2033 which will require the provision of housing and 

employment sites across the District. It will be as part of this process that decisions 

about the location of future new development will be considered, alongside the 

review of the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan.      

5.17.4  The District Council is supportive of an approach which does not hinder the future 

long term planning of Southwell; therefore it is sympathetic to protecting So/E/3 

from development which would undermine this. With regard to So/Ho/7 it has been 

suggested that a much wider site including properties to the south of this allocation 

should be included and that an access road to facilitate future development would 
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broadly follow the line of the former bypass. The Council has examined this approach 

and considers that there are a number of issues with this: 

¶ The position of the Council is that no new land will be allocated for development, 

apart from that to meet gypsy and traveller needs, as part of this current Review. 

¶ The sites to the south of So/Ho/7 have not been demonstrated to be available for 

development. 

¶ Such a road is not required for the development of So/Ho/7 or the land to the 

south and therefore could not be insisted upon as part of any new development.  

¶ Without knowing how many dwellings may be delivered, if land around Crew Lane 

is developed as part of the future housing scheme it would not be possible to 

determine the level of highway works required to facilitate this. Therefore it 

maybe that any development of the land south of So/Ho/7 would result in an 

access which would not facilitate future development around Crew Lane. 

5.17.5  The following options have been considered: 

5.18 So/Ho/7 ς Southwell Depot 

5.18.1  Preferred Approach ς Site So/Ho/7, Southwell Depot is allocated for 15 dwellings.  

The land to the rear of the allocation was covered by the protected route of the 

Bypass.  There is no longer a requirement to provide a bypass for Southwell and 

therefore no need to protect a route.  It is therefore proposed to amend the site area 

to include the whole of the depot site and increase the allocation to 18 dwellings.  

This will also require an amendment to the exiting Urban Boundary to better reflect 

the site boundary on the ground.   

5.18.2  Alternative Options - The allocation could be retained at its existing size for around 

15 dwellings.  This is not considered the most appropriate response as the small 

additional land area lies with the Depot boundary and would be most appropriately 

accessed through the existing allocation.  Not including the land could leave it 

landlocked and would represent an inefficient use of land contrary to the NPPF. 

5.18.3  Alternative Options ς Enlarge the site to include all the land to the south of the 

existing So/Ho/7 and the residual element of the depot site. This option is not 

deliverable as the sites are not currently available for development.  

5.19 So/E/2 ς Land east of Crew Lane 

5.19.1  Preferred Approach ς The current Site So/E/2 extends from Crew Lane to the 

Racecourse Road to the north east. However the northern part of the site is subject 

to flood risk and it is proposed to remove this area from the allocation. It is proposed 

Question 36 ς So/Ho/7 ς Southwell Depot 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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to include the area formerly protected as the line of the Southwell Bypass within the 

allocation. The site will now be 2.25 hectares in size.    

5.19.2 Alternative Options ς No alternative options are considered appropriate. 

5.20 So/E/3 ς Land South of Crew Lane 

5.20.1 Preferred Approach ς De-allocate the site and designate it as reserved land, to 

ensure it remains available for future housing development. It is already within the 

Urban Boundary and this would allow for its comprehensive consideration in a future 

plan making process. It is proposed to include the area formerly protected as the line 

of the Southwell Bypass within the reserved land. The site will now be 3.47 ha in size. 

5.20.2  Alternative Options ς Continue to allocate the site. The land could then be 

developed for employment land which could prejudice the comprehensive future 

planning of Southwell. 

5.21 Consequential Changes to So/E/1 

5.21.1  If the Preferred approach as set out for sites So/Ho/7, So/E/2 and So/E/3 are taken 

forward, this will result in a requirement to amend So/E/1 Southwell - Crew Lane 

Industrial Estate Policy Area and include a new reference to the Reserved Land. Set 

out below are the proposed amendments to the policy: 

Policy So/E/1 - Southwell - Crew Lane Industrial Estate Policy Area   

Within the area defined on the Policies Map as So/EA/1 Crew Lane Industrial Estate Policy Area, new 

employment development will be encouraged and in order to provide for the expansion of the 

Industrial Estate new an employment allocations haves been made in the following locations:   

¶ So/E/2 - Land to the east of Crew Lane - 2.71 2.25ha  

¶ So/E/3 - Land to the south of Crew Lane - 2.18ha   

Development proposals within the Policy Area will be required to address the following:   

1 Southwell Bypass   

The provision of a Southwell Bypass is identified within the Nottinghamshire Local Transport Plan and 

in accordance with Spatial Policy 7 Sustainable Transport the District Council has safeguarded the 

intended line of the Bypass. As a result of this safeguarding:   

¶ Development proposals within the Policy Area which would prevent the implementation of the 

Bypass will not be supported; and   

Question 37 ς So/E/2 ς Land East of Crew Lane 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 

Question 38 ς So/E/3 ς Land South of Crew Lane 

Do you agree with the preferred approach? 
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¶ To facilitate the delivery of the employment allocations So/E/2 and So/E/3 the preparation of a 

suitable scheme which makes provision for the future delivery of the Bypass will be required. This 

scheme should be informed by the undertaking of an appropriate transport assessment which in 

addition should also consider the impacts on the Industrial Estates internal road network, the 

surrounding highway network, access to the Southwell Racecourse and the provision of 

appropriate mitigating measures.   

However should the current line no longer be maintained then the District Council will take the 

opportunity to review the Policy Area in order to allow for its coherent future planning.  

1. Thurgarton Hundred Workhouse  

(existing text remains)  

3. 2. General Development Requirements   

(existing text remains)  

 3. Reserved Land ς So/RL/1  

Land south of Crew Lane within the Policy Area has been identified as potential land for future 

development in the next round of plan making under the designation So/RL/1 on the Policies Map. 

This will ensure that future decisions regarding potential development in this general area are not 

prejudiced. 

5.21.2 Amendments to the Urban Boundary of Southwell and So/E/1 will also be required.   

5.22     Farnsfield ς Fa/Ho/1 and Fa/Mu/1 complete ς amend village envelope to include 

new development at Southwell Road. 
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