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Introduction

This document represents the next steptime review of the Development Plan for

Newark & Sherwoodvith the mainfocus being the updating and amendment of the

adopted Allocations & Development Management DRABweverjn addition to this
the review of a small amount of content from the Amended Core Strategy is also

proposed.

In this consultation document,he Council presents a series of optionfor
consideration as part of th stage of the Plan Review.

Chapter 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 introdudée specific policieand allocationsvhich require

O2YyaARSNIGA2Yyd Ly it AyaldlyoOoSaszs G§KSNXB

approach. This includes tf@ounciRd LINEFSNNBR 2 LI A2y A
of alternative options.

Commentscan be made on the OptierReport up tdpm on 215t September 2021

I YRX

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

https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreviewResponses shoulie sent to

the following address:

Planning Policy & Infrastructure
Newark & Sherwood District Council
Castle House

Great North Road

Newark

Nottinghamshire

NG24 1BY

Or by email toplanningpolicy@nsdc.info

Timetable for Review

The timetable for the reviewof the Amended Allocations and Development

Management DPI3 as follows:

Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD
Options Report (July/August/September 2021)
Detailed Approach to Gypsy & Traveller policy and allocations

Publication of Draft DP[and final Integrated Impact Assessment) for period
Public Representatio(December 2021/January2022)

Consideration of representations and any potential amendments

Submission of DPE Secretary of StatédMarch 2022

Examinationby Inspector June 2022)

Consultation orMain Modifications (September/October 2022)

Receipt ofinspector's Repor{December 2022)

Adoption and Publicatior{February 2023)



https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/
mailto:planningpolicy@nsdc.info

1.5.2 Previous onsultation on the Issues Paper took pldweenJuly and August 2019
A total of 58 consultation responses were receivethe results of the consultation
have helped inform the development of this options repdntgeneralpeople were
broadly supportive of the approach that tHéouncilwas proposing, a number of
respondents objected to particular elements, on individugdolicies and site
allocations. Additionallyvhilst 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 DPD10 sites have been put forward as part of the consultation
responses.

15.3 The comments received along with tf@ouncia NBalLl2yasS G2 GKSY |
view within the Statement of Consultation, athttps://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
CN}YS62N] OWbttCQUd ¢KA& o6& ONRBIRfé& ¢Sf
consultation. A numer of consultees welcomed proposals to address efdvel
exception sites in a new policy, however Midland Rural Housing where keen to
emphasis the difference between enthgvel exception sites and rural exception
sites, including that entdevel sitesare 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 betweenhe 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 triggecombined gross floor space of more
than 1000sgm 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 ¢ KFi -WSFHNE SE OSdntiultl de suppcrtadity & 6xal Planning
Authorities.

2.2.2 ltistherefore 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 tuptions a) to ¢) (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 Inrelation 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
overdl 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.
Therefoe, 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/

G X G 109% of 3hé@ homes to be available for affordable home ownership,

unless this would exceed the level of affordable housing required in the ar

ea, or

significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs
of specific groups. Exempis 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 purposbkuilt accommodation for the eldly or students);

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

own homes; or

d) is exclusively for affordable housing, an erayel exception site or a rural

S E O S LJG AISPPF 2019{iPardgraph 64)

2.3.2 Preferred Approaclt it is proposed the policy will read:

Core Policy % Affordable Housing Provision

For all qualifying new housing development proposaid-allecated-housing-sitethe DistrictCouncil
will require the provision of Affordable Housing, as defined in national planning policy, wh

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

The qualifying thresholds for Affordable Housing provision will be:

All howsing proposals dEL 10 units or more or those that hava site areaombined-gross-floorspac
of 0.5 hectaresr morethan-1000sgm

The District Council will seek to secure 30% of new housing development on qualifying si
Affordable Housing but inadng so will consider

wThenature of the housing need in the local housing market;
wThecost of developing the sitend
wTheimpact of this on the viability of any proposed scherzed

wTherequirement to provide 10% of new dwellings to be afforidalvome ownership product.

ich is

les as

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

demonstrate, to the satisfaction of thBistrict Council, that this is the case. Viability will be asses
in accordance wittPolicy DM3; Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations.

TheDistrictCouncil will seek to secure a tenure mix of Affordable Housing to reflect local housing

and viability on individual sites. Overall the tenure mix inEhgtrictshould reflect the following mix;

w cmkr az20AFf NBYOGSRklIFF2NRIFIOES NBYGSRT
w nmE: FFF2NRFEOES K2YS 246y SNBKALI LINRB RdzO

As part of this 30% affordable housing provision, the national 10% target for Affordable
Ownership product should be provided wherasitidentified that it would not significantly prejudic
the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific groups. This shou

sed

y need

Home
e
Id be

established using local housing need research. Such housing will not be required if:




W ¢ KS 3 0 KeSiyrSolehJREIdAG Rent homes;

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

w ¢tKS 30KSYS A3a LINRPLBRaSR (2 06S RS@St 2 LISORNn
homes; or

w ¢KS & O0KS Y Sor dférdaiechOusidaiah Enf lével exception site or a rural exception

site.

National policy does not allow an exemption on grounds of viability for the provision of the 1
affordable home ownership product.

TheDistrict CounciR greferredapproach-isto-seekould normally expecsuch provisioro occuron

D% of

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 becanag telp to
deliver affordable housing provision more efficiently elsewhere in the localityDigtgct Council will
require a financial contribution of equivalent value to that which would have beearsd by on sitg
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.

Question 1¢ Affordable Housing Provision

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

2.4 Core Policy 2AEntry Level Exception Housing

2.4.1 National planning policy sets out that local planning authorities should support the
development of entrjlevel exception sites which are suitable for first time buyers

(or those looking to rent theifirst home), unless the need for such homes is alre
0SAYy3 YSUG SAGKAY GKS | dzik2NARGeQa |
already allocated for housing and should:

ady
NE I

a) comprise of entrylevel 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,
compromise the protection given to areas or assets of particular importanc
defined in the NPPF), and comply with any local design policies amdasts.

Considerations for Addressing Such an Approach in Newark & Sherwood

not
e (as

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

arise:

1 Needc¢ National policy states that entdgvel 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 entrylevel product being promoted in the proposal.

8
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1 Location¢ 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 deliveghogvth 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, SutmmTrent, Farnsfield, Lowdham,
Blidworth, and Bsthorpe). Beyond that, small scale development is facilitated
by Spatial Policy 3. The Council already has a Rural Affordable Housing
SEOSLIiA2y Q& LRfAOE HKAOK | fft26a I FF2NF
entry-level products. The extent to whicmty level exceptions sites would
undermine rural affordable housing needs to be considered especially as the
Council has a strong record of delivery.

1 Scale- National policy states sites should not be larger than one hectare in size
or exceed 5% of thsize of the existing settlement. Dependent on any local
locational considerations this will place a restriction on the scale of any
development.

1 Tenureg National policy sets out that entdgvel exceptions sites must provide
suitable properties for firstime 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 houngy targets from Core Policy 1 into the
exceptions site policy.

1 Restrictionsg 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 hage assets. Given that the Council has
f20Fftfe LINRPGSOUGUSR WhLISy . NBIFI1aQ FyR Wa
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 24 Entry-Level Exception Housing

Entrylevel 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 Rrincipal
Villages where it gabe demonstrated that they are addressing a shortfall of the type of datrgl
product being promoted in the proposal.

Such proposals will secure housing that reflects identified local need set out in an appropriately
constituted local housing needsrsey. 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 Gpas,/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 policyon 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 eH#yel exception sites, and any other
relevant policies in the Amended @d8trategy (e.g. Core PolicyRBousing Mix, Type
and Density and Policy DMBbesign).

Alternative Option 2

246 ¢KAA 2LIXiA2y R2Sa y20 aSid Fye t20Ftfe &lLJs
out the policies which define edge of settlement in the Amended Core Strategy:

Policy 2Ac Entry-Level Exception Sites

Entrylevel exception sites as set out in natdplanning 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 detrgl product being promoted irhe

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 settient and be in line with DM5 Design and the Sustainable Design

SPD.

Entrylevel 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.

Question 2¢ Entry-level Exception Sites

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

2.5 Core Policy 3 Housing Mix and Type

2.5.1 The updated Housing Kds 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 Approachlt is proposed that Core Policy 3 is updated toeefthese new
priorities with the following amendments made to the third and fourth paragraphs
of the Policy This includemtroduction ofthe M4(2) and M4(3) standards from the
Building Regulation$itps://www.gov.uk/government/publications/acces®-and
useof-buildingsapproveddocumentm):

10


https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/access-to-and-use-of-buildings-approved-document-m
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Extract fromCore Policy § Housing Mix, Type anBensity

The District Council will seek to secure new housing development which adequately address
housing need of th®istrict, namely:

w Emphasis on 2 and 3 bedrodamily housingfthree-beds-ormeorp
Swmaller-houses-oftwo-beds-orless;

Greater provision of bungalows on appropriate large sites

Support for specialist housing such as extra care and retirement housing

€ € €

Particular emphasis will be placed se

health when addressing housing needs. Alongside the need for a significant increase in the p
of bungalows the Housing Needs Study evidences the need to deliver A8 afwellings to M4(3

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

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

expected on all sites. Sites for 50 dwelirgg more should make provision ftire M4(3) wheelchair

accessible standard.

es the

e for

heu&ng—ﬁer—eldeﬂyand—d@abled—pepu#&ﬂamon&denng the |mpact of phyS|caI dlsablllty and mel

ntal
Fovision

nle and
be

2.5.3 The rest of Core Policy 3 will remain unchanged.

Alternative Options

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

felt that no alternatives exist.

Question3 ¢ Housing Mix, Type and Density

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

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 currendgntain 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 prodoctd the
Neighbourhood Plan.

2.6.2 The Housing Needs Assessment 2020 no longer supports these requirements and
there is no loger a justification fotheir 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 rquirements for each sub area as set out in the Housing N
Assessment 2020 alongside any more detailed local housing need evidence
this has been produced.

Question4 ¢ So/HN/1 and Lo/HN/1 and Policy HE/1 of the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

11
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3.0
31

3.2

3.3

3.4
34.1

Gypsy & TravelleAccommodation

Gypsy and Traveller communities form a longstanding part of Ehstrici®
population, contributhgtowards the character of Newark & SherwoddeCouncil
recognises the importance aheeting the housing needs of all sectis of the
DistrictQ &  LJ2 LJ8zkdrdindgly2itylill seekto positively plan through the Plan
Review procesgp allow this to occur and in doing sduild on the foundations
providedby the Amended Core Strategy

Following the ishouse Gypsy and Traveller Accommodat{@rming part of the
Amended Core Strateggvidence basgbeing found unsound, a newéypsy and
Traveller Accommodation Assessmd@TAA)has been produced. This provides
pitch requirements to cover the plan period (2033), andsatidies the various
requirements of national planning policycluding those within the Planning Policy
for Traveller Sites2015. Taking account of the findings from this work is
necessaryor new pitch requirements to be included within the Amended Allocations
& Development Management DPD. In order to endina these requirements will
be satisfied, and that thBistrictQa 3J&LJaeé | yR (NI @St f SNJ O2YY
their accommodation needs, a range of sites Wikn alsoneedto be identified
through theAmended Allocations & Development ManagemeR{D

Central to the preparation of the ne@TAAwere the interviews conductedwith
residents on occupied pitches and plots acrossDistrict Where it was not possible

to undertake an interview, the researchethen sought to capture as much
information as possible about each pitch through a proxy interview from sources
including neighbouring residents and site management (where presend
possiblg. The fieldwork was completed over an extendeoh@nth period between
December 2018 and August019, and the researchers were able to collect
informationfor the majority of residents

Pitch Requirements

The National Planning Policy for Traveller Sit@BPTS), requires Local Planning
Authorities (LPAs) to make tineown assessment of need for the purposes of
planning.Flowing from this there is threthe need for LPAs to set pitch targets for
gypsies and travellers who meet the planning definition, provided through Annex 1
to the PPTS, and travellirspow peopleasalso defined through that same Annex.
These targetsieed to address the likely permanent and transit site accommodation
needs of travellers in the area.

Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (2015) Annex 1:
C2NJ 0KS LJzN1J2 aSa 2% SEKA S RLIGINY ISy 3 SINA ¢

Persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin, including such person
2y dINRBdzyRa 2yfteée 2F GKSANI 246y 2NJ GKSAN
or old age have ceased to travel temporarilyt &xcluding members of an organised gro
of travelling showpeople or circus people travelling together as such.

13


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

3.5
35.1

3.6
36.1

36.2

3.7
3.7.1

3.7.2

3.7.3

Applying the Planning Definition

The site interviewsonductedas part of the GTAA allowed the collection of the
information necessaryto assess each househddgainst the planning definition in
the PPTS (2015). ThiasresuledA y (G KNXS OF G S3I2NRASa 27

1 Households that meet the planning definition;
1 Households that have ceased to travahd
1 Undetermineal households who may meet the definition.

Planning Definition Need

The GTAA provides the followinQistrictwide 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.

WL

Years 0-5 6-10 11-14 15 Total
(201924) (2024-29) (202933) (2033 34)
Pitches 77 20 18 3 118

This needor 118 pitchesis made up of 11 unauthorised pitches, 25 concealed (or
doubledup householdd single adults), 1 movement from bricks and mortar, 15
pitches with temporary planning permission, 4 pitches to meeinigration/the
needs of those living on the roadside, 21 teenagers in need of a pitch within the next
5 years and 41 from new householfbrmation (derived from household
demographics).

Undetermined Households

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 interviewedor 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 figeiover and above the need identified for households
that met the planning definition.

Should further information be made available, which then allows for the planning
definition to be applied to these householdkey could prove to form a confirnge
component of need in addition to the 118 pitchébough eszidenceat the national
level ndicates that only a proportion (25%) of the potential need identified from
undetermined householdsare likely torequire conditioned Gypsy and Traveller
pitches.

The GTAA forecast a maximum needtfpitchesfor undetermined households.
This is made up of 2 temporary, and new household formation oApPlying the

14



3.8
381

38.2

3.9
391

3.10
3.10.1

3.11

3.11.1

3.12
3.12.1

national average (25%) for households within this category who prove to require a
conditioned gpsy and traveller pitch, would reduce this to 5 pitches.

Non Planning Definition Households

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 realt of their protected characteristics. In addition, provisions set out in the
Housing and Planning Act (20l8%oinclude a duty (under Section 8 of the 1985
Housing Act) fotocal Authorities to considethe needs of people residing on sites
which caraans can be stationed

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 areaforming a subset of the wider need arising fronouseholds
residing in caravan@s per the revised NPPF (2019)). Through the GTAA a need for
30 pitchesto meet this needhas been identified.

Migration

Inward-migration (households requiring accommodation who move intolsrict
from outside) and outwardnigration (households moving away from tBestricf)
were both addressed as part of the GTAAthwno firm evidence of households
wishing to move into Newark & Sherwoddistrict being found. Therefore, net
migration to the sum ofzero has been assumedq meaning that the pitch
requirements are driven by locally identifiable need.

Transit Pitch Needs

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 theDistrict

TravellingShow peopleNeeds

There are ndravelling Showmen yards in Newark & Sherwood so there is no current
or future need for plots.

Summary of Needor Gypsy and Traveller Households in Newark & Sherwood

The table below summarises the need identified for Gypsy and Travellseholds
in the District

Household Status Pitches (20133)
Meet Planning Definition 118
Undetermined 21
Non-Planning Definition 30

169
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3.12.2 Preferred ApproachThe preferred approach is to incorporate the requirements set
out above into the Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD. With
the 118 pitch planning definition need providg the local pitch targets for
households meeting the planning definitigas set out in Annex 1 to the Planning
Policy for Traveller Sites), aatsothe basidor the calculation of & year land supply.

3.12.3 Alternative Approach An alternative approach would be tesea lower figure for
undetermined households (25%r 5 pitche$ ¢ in line with national evidence.
However this is not preferred, dkis is not a locally specific figure andhy lead to
an underestimationof need

Question5¢ Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

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 othe development of a strategy to allow these
requirementsto be met with the identification of suitable sites for future provision
being fundamentato this.

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

1 Identify, and update annually, a supply of specific deliverable sites
sufficieii G2 LINPZDARS p @SIFENEQ ¢62NIK 2F &A
and

1 Identify a supply of specific, developable sites, or broad locations for
growth, for years 6 to 10 and, where possible for yeard 81

3.13.3 Therefore, the minimum threshold théAmended Allocations & Development
Management Devepment Plan would need to meet is as folloWke identification
of specific deliverable sites (site allocations and planning permissions which will
come online within that 5 year period) with sufficientpeity to accommodate 5
& S NA Of the ooally Ket target (118 pitch&strictwide). 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 Thefirst step to developing a strategy to meet the abaséo define an appropriate
locational approachtowards that future provisionto be identified through the
Development PlanCore Policy 4 in the Amended Core Strategy sets outthinat
futureproh aA 2y gAff 0S LINPDARSR Ay ,Withth& oA (K
F20dza 2F (GKS /2dzyOAfQa STF2NIa (G2 asSsS|
Newark Urban Area. Thikerefore provides a strondocationaldirection, andalso
reflects the main locations thagxistinggypsy and traveller communities reside
within the District, which isbroadly split between the Newark and the Ollerton /

16



Wellow areas. With the requirements identified through the GTAA being locally
driven, t is fromtheseexisting sites that the need for additional pitches across the
plan period is generated.

3.14.2 Preferred ApproachThe preferred locational approatcbwards site identifications
to reflect the direction provided both by Core Policy Addhe pattern of existing
gypsy and traveller settlement within thBistrict This approach is one which will
therefore seekto meet need in the broadjeographic location it arisesitiv need
being generated in the Newatdrban Areaand Western areas of thBistrictbeing
met in thoserespectivelocations. Shouldufficient suitable sites not be available in
these locatiors then it would become necessary to consider provision in other
locationsg in line with the Spatial Strategy.

3.14.3 Alternative Approach An alternative would be to take a broaddocational
approach from the outset. This would however be inconsistent with the approach
provided by Core Policy 4.

Question6 ¢ Locational Approach

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

3.15 Site ldentification

3.15.1 Preferred ApproachThepreferred approach towards site identificationthin that
broader locational approacis to:

1 Identify existing permanent sites which are suitable in planning and technical
terms to meet their future additional needs;

1 Establishwhether sites with a extanttemporary permission, owhich are
unauthaised can besuitable in planning and technical ternamsorderto allow
their identification to meet their identified needs; and

1 Identify additional landelsewherewhich is suitablen planning and technical
termsto meet the residual need unable teekaccommodated ithe 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 ApproachNo alternative approach has been identified.

Question7 ¢ Site Identification

Do you agree with the preferred approach?
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3.16
3.16.1

3.16.2

3.16.3

NewarkUrbanArea

It is within theNewarkUrbanArea that the largest portion of thBistrictQa De LJa e
Traveller population currently resides, with Tolney L@dewark being a particular
focusg 317 pitches across 14 sites were recordethis location through the GTAA.

Tolney Lane

Following the preferrechpproach to site identification, the majority of the work
around assessing the suitability of existing panant, 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 fumtal floodplain. In additionthe
situation is further complicated by the fact that available modelling of flood patterns
suggess that part of thisaccess will flood during the early stages of a flood eyent
with severe implications from an emergency planning perspective.

Consequentlyflood risk concerns have weighed heavily as a consideration in how
existing sites have been assessed. Indiedposition 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.

18
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3.16.4

3.16.5

3.16.6

3.16.7

In addition, it has also been agreed th@éntification ofadditional provision on sites
outsideof the functional floodplairn this locatiorwill be dependent upon provision

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

been assessed, antdcan be achieved without increasing risk elsewhere. It also has

the potentially beneficial effect of removing ldibetween the Riverside Car Park and

the point at which Tolney Lane forks out of flood rigkefirst of the two figures

aboveda K264 (KS SEGSYGH 2F GKS TFdzyOlazylt ¥t
2F ASIFNODKQ SAGKAY ¢ Kded® iddndiF dadIsuitabl& fordS 06 S
additional pitches.

Within this area of search,edktop based investigations have been undertaken
identify where there isdditional capacity within existing sites on Tolney Latieat

are either outside of the functional floodplain, or which would be removed from
flood risk via provision of the improved access. This hasprogressedo the stage
where engagement with landowners being undertaken. Whilst this work is yet to
be completedhe potential capacity of sites which are currently considered suitable
on Tolney Lane was identified 45 pitches through that desktop exercise. It is
however important to note that this figure may reduce as the outcome from
engagement with landowneingsecomes clear.

Beyond the identification of sites for future provision at Tolney Laieés proposed

G2 RS@OSt2L) I wez2fySe [lyS t2fA0e ! NBlI Qo
define those locations where additional provision would bepanted 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 d#&yday planning matterdor

existing lawful permanent sitesvithin the area¢ e.g. ancillary deelopment,

provision of dayrooms and design and layett. Theproposedgeographic extent

of this area reflet the bounday of the functional floodplainthe effect that

provision of aflood resilient acceswould have and the location of existing lawful

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

Preferred ApproachTo identify land at Tolney Lane which is suitable in planning and
technicalterms to meet future accommodation neednd develop a Tolney Lane
Policy Area; reflecting the geographic extent abovevhich integrategrovision of
flood resilient access to the Great North Road and additional Development
Management content.

Question8¢ Tolney Lane

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

1 https://newark-sherwooddc.inconsult.uk/ADMIssuesPaper2019/consultationHome
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3.16.8 The level of pitch provision which is currently considered suitable in planning and

3.16.9

Other locationsin the Newark Urban Area

technical termsat Tolney Lane falls short tife pitch requirementdor the Newark

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

completes.lt 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.

Submission of land to be considered for gypsy and travele has been sought

through severaW Ol £ t FT2NJ aA0SaQx yR (GKAA

KI a

(9) in and around the Newark Urban Area. The suitability of this lasdbegn

assessed, applying the considerations within Core Policy 5 and other matters
relevant to planning and technical suitability. This has resulted in the land being

NE :

categorised agitherc WOdzZNNBy it @8 O2yAARSNBR adzAaldl 6f St
suil I 6 th&falldwing sectioroutlinesthe site submissions for the Newark Urban

Area.

Site 1- Chestnut Lodge, BarnkRef: 19 0018)
(Currently Considered Suitaljle

3.16.10 The site occupies an open countryside location, but is consideotshtiallycapable

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 capacityafmund20 pitches.

i
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House |2
—
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Figurel: Chestnut Lodge, Barnby (19_0018)
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Site 2¢ Belvoir Ironworks North, NewarkRef: 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 developmdnis also
considered reasonably located in respect of access to services and facilities. Whilst
host to a former contamin@e use, the land has been remediated. Although parts
of Bowbridge Lane are subject to flood rigkne 2 and 3)the depths were accepted
at a planning appeatoncerning theresidential development of the land to be
sufficiently shallow to allow safe emaation.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 siteerdtifies a potential capacity for arour80D pitches.
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Figure2: Belvoir Ironworks North (19 _0004)

Site 3¢ Maltkiln Lane, NewarkRef: 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 planningermission 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 concemit
parts of the site wihin 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 Foml Zone 1 and At is considered potentially sequentially
acceptable from a flood risk perspectivewould remain necessary for the Exception
Test to also be passeBart of the access to the site consists of unadopted highway,
and so there may be theeed for improvements to make the land acceptable from
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an access perspective. However notwithstanding, this land has been categorised
as currently considered suitable. Assessment of the site identifies a potential
capacity ofaround19 pitches.
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Figure3: Maltkiln Lane, Newark (19_0017)

Site 4¢ Bower Abattoir, Tolney LaneNewark (Ref: 19 0008)
(Currently Considered Suitable)

3.16.13 This land is located at Tolney Lane, @&durrently covered by an extant temporary
planning consentWhilst currently within the functional floodplain, provision of flood
resilient access to Great North Road could have the effect of removing thi hisk.
site is within the Conservation Ardayt 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 partloé pitch delivery work.
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Figure4: Bowers Abbatoir, Tolney Lane

Site 5¢ Green Park, NewarkRef: 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 Rioael e
is inconsistent with the approach to site identification andhss beencategorised
as not arrently considered suitable.

Figure5: Green Park, Newark (Ref: 19_0007)
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Site 6¢ Denton Close, BaldertofRef: 19 _0003)
(Not Currently Considered Suitable)

3.16.15 Site is considered inaccessible and is subject toesensive number of Tree
Preservation Orders. Categorised as not currently considered suitable.
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Figure6: Denton Close, Balderton (Ref: 19_0003)

Site 7¢ Fen Lane, Balderto(Ref: 19_0002)
(Not CurrentlyConsidered 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 soatonsidered
reasonably located in respect of access to services and faciitegever it is heavily
constrained by oil jpielines and the extents of thassociated 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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Figure7: Fen Lane, Balderton (Ref: 19_0002)

Site 8- Land to the North West of Winthorpe Road, NewgRef: 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 fheeed,
either by written representations or via a new hearing. The land occupiesagion
beyond the Urban Boundarput given the proximity tahe Newark Urban Area it is
considered reasonably located in respect of access to services and faéilitvesver
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 sufficienenoughto warrant the site being considered unsuitable omth
basis alone. Further work mow being undertaken over the future of the Winthorpe
Open Break designationas a result of the emerging A46 Newark Northern Bypass
proposals. Any changes propakt® 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 |gmutentially more suitable from that
perspective it is still the case that theoriginal 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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Figure8: Winthorpe Road, Newark (Ref: 19 _0009)

Site 9¢ Land at Barnby Road / Clay Landewark(Ref: 19 _0001)
(Not Currently Considered Suitable)

3.16.18 The land is located within the Urban Boundary for the Newark Urban Arebso 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 bridtgrnative
arrangements via Clay Lane have been proposed, but are again considered
unacceptable in highways term3he site is therefore not currently considered
suitable on the basisfahe proposed access arrangements.
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Figure9: Barnby Road / Clay Lane, Newark (Ref: 19_0001)
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3.16.19

Newark Urban Area; Site Identification Summary

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,
againstthe various requirements for the Newark Urban Area.

Pitches
Newark Area Pitch Requirements
Planning Definition + Undetermined Households +ddefinition 138
Households
Planning Definition 92
Planning Definition + Undetermined Households 110
Planning Definition (& 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

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

3.16.21

3.16.22

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 maneet the definition.

Preferred Approach The preferred approach is to develop a detailsite
identification strategy, whichas a minimumsatisfies therequirementsfor the
Newark Urban Area as defined in the Planning Policy forelleat Sitesput where
possible exceeds this to also address the potential need from undetermined
householdsThis will entail identification of suitable land from the options outlined
above.

Alternative Approach Given the likelihood of being able to meet the minimum
requirements in the NewarklrbanArea, having regard to theequirements of the
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, it is not considered necessargnsider an
alternative approach at this stage.

Question9 ¢ Site Identification¢ Newark Urban Area

Do you agree withthe preferred approach?
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3.17
3.17.1

3.17.2

3.17.3

Western Area

There is a smaller number of existing Gypsy and Traveller sites in the West of the
District, mainly focussed around the Ollerton and Wellow atedongside a further

one at Edingley. As elsewhere in tBestrictthe future requirements are driven by
locally identified needs, with the existing sites in iWest generating them. The need
within this part of theDistrictis much lower than that ahe Newark Urban rea, see

the table below.

Pitches

Western Area Pitch Requirements

Planning Definition + Undetermined Households +{definition | 31
Households

Planning Definition 26

PlanningDefinition + Undetermined Households 27

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 futureverall need (Planning Definition +
UndeterminedHouseholds + Nedefinition Households As with the Newarklrban

Area this work has started with a degkp based exerciseand now moved onto
direct engagement of landowners. The initial findings are that the sites appear likely
to be able to meet theifuture needs within the existing extentsAs a resultthey

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- Sexen Oaks, EdinglefRef: 19 0019)
(Currently Considered Suitable)

The de isin an establishedgypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an
additional need forl pitch, whichis currently considered able to be accommodated
within the existing site. Site categorised as currently considered suitable.
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3.17.4

3.17.5

3.17.6

Collects

FigurelQ: Seven Oaks, Edingley (Ref: 19_0019)

Site 11¢ Shannon Caravan Site, OllertgRef:19_0020)
(Currently Considered Suitable)

The die is inan established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an
additional need for9 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¢ The Paddock, Ollerto(i9_0021)
(Currently Considered Suitable)

The gte 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 1Dof site plan.

Site 13¢ The Stables, Ollerto(Ref: 19 0022)
(Currently Considered Suitable)

The #e is inan established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an
additional need for4 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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3.17.7

3.17.8

Site 14¢ Dunromin, Ollerton(Ref: 19 _0023)

(Currently Considered Suitable)

The #e is inan established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an
additional need for8 pitches, which are currently considered able to be
accommodated within the existing site. Site categorised as currently considered
suitable.See Figre 11 for site plan.

Site 15¢ Greenwood, Ollertor{Ref: 19 _0024)

(Currently Considered Suitable)

The #e is inan established gypsy and traveller use. The GTAA has identified an
additional need forl pitch, whichis currently considered able to be accommodated
within the existing site. Site categorised as currently considered suit8bke Figure

11 for site plan.
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Figurell: Site Plan for Ollerto8ites

3.17.9 Preferred Approach:The preferred approach is to develop a detailed site
identification strategy, whiclseeks to meet the overall need of established sites in
the West of theDistrictwithin their existing extentsThis will entail identificabn of
the suitable sites outlined above.

3.17.10 Alternative Approach:Given the likelihood of being able to meet tbgerall need
requirementsfrom the preferred approach, it is not considered necessary to identify
an altenative approach at this stage.

Question10¢ Site Identification¢ West of the District

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

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 thi¥strictwill need to be drawn upon.
Notwithstanding this the following section outlines those site submissioAsin
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/Wello@Ref 19_0012)
(Not Qurrently 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 toOllerton and Wellowit is also considegkreasonably located in respect
of access to serviseand 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 suitaliter siteplan seerigure 11.

Site 17¢ Newark Road/ Wellow Road South, WellofRRef 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 landscamharacter and visual impact terms. Given the
proximity to Ollerton and Wellowit is also considered reasonably located in respect
of access to services and facilities. However highways advice has been received,
detailing that adequate access visibilityncat be achieved to allow development of
the site. Categorised as not currently suitalfter site plan se€igure 11

Site 18¢ Land adjacent Shannon Caravan Park, Oller{&ef: 19 0011)
(Not Currently Considered Suitable)

3.17.14 The site occupies aopen countryside location, buis adjacent to the Urban
Boundary and an established Gypsy and Traveller siteorisidered potentially



capable of being acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms. Given
the proximity to Ollertonit is alscconsidered reasonably located in respect of access
to services and facilities. Howewugse of the sites not considered necessary to allow
pitch requirements in the West of th@istrictto be met. Categorised as not currently
suitable.For site plan se€igure 11

Site 19¢ Cottage Farm, Blidworth/Rainworti{Ref: 19 0014)
(Not Currently Considered Suitable)

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

3.18
3.18.1

3.18.2

access arrangements are inadequate. For these reasonssitge has been
categorised as not currently suitable.

Norwaod / ‘,e.v’“’\.‘:\ . ¥
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Figurel2: Cottage Farm, Blidworth (Ref: 19_0014)
Rest of theDistrict

No establishedSypsy andTraveller sites wez identified elsewhere in theDistrict,
through thebaselineof the GTAAThepreferred locational approach to future Gypsy
and Traveller provision is to seek to implement the direction provided by Core Policy
4, and b reflect thepattern of existing Gypsy and Traveller settlemerthmDistrict

This would result in an approach thaeetsneed in the broad geographic location it
arises.Leadngto the need being generatelly sites in thdNewark Urban Area and
Western Areas of th®istrictbeing met in those respective locatiqraheal of the
consideration of land elsewhere.

Through the analysis above and the preferred approaches to site identification for
the Newark Urban and Western Areag appears likely that the minimum
requirements of the Planning Policy for TravellgesSican be met through sites
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currently considered suitable the Newark Urban Area, and in the case of the West
its overall needShould this remain the cagben it would be unnecessary to draw
on sites submitted for consideration in other parts of thistrict.

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

beyond the Newark Urban and Western Areas.

Site 20¢ Station Road, Collinghar(Ref: 19 _0010)

3.18.4 The site occupies an open countryside location,i®abnsidered potentially capable,

in some form,of being acceptable in landscape character and visual impact terms.
Given the proximity taCollinghamit is also considered reasonably located in respect

of access to services and faciliti¢¥tential impat 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 suitablesome form, on an
individual basis. However there is the likelihood of meeting the need generated in
the Newark Urban and Western Areassites inthose locations which are currently

considered suitable. The site has therefore been categorised as uroently
suitable.

3.18.5

Figurel3: Station Road, Collingham (Ref: 19 0010)

Site 21¢ The Mulberries, Collingham

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 sewices and facilitiesurface water flooding issuamn the eastern and southern
perimeters, which also affects the likely access off Potterhill Rewadld however

need to be addressedVere these issues capable of bemegolvedthen the site has
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3.18.6

the potential to be considered suitablen an individual basis. However there is the
likelihood of meeting the need generated in the Newark Urban and Western Areas
on sites inthose locations which are currently considered suitable. The site has
therefore been ctegorised as not currently suitable.
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Figurel4: The Mulberries, Collingham (Ref@ 19 _0025)

Site 22¢ Gravelley Lane, FiskertafRef: 19 _0016)

The site occupies an open countryside locatiatheit adjacent to the village
envelope defined through the FiskerteoumMorton Neighbourhood Plan.
Considered potentially capable, in some form, of being acceptable in landscape
character and visual impact term&iven the proximity toFiskerton and shaor
distance to Bleasby it isewed ageasonably located in respect of access to services
and facilitiesPossible lghway mitigation works would be required, in line with the
highways advice received. Site is located within Flood Zone 2 and so woultbneed
pass the Sequential and Exception TesteréVthese issues capable of being
addressed then the site has the potential to be considered suitatbkome form
However there is the likelihood of meeting the need generated in the Newark Urban
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3.18.7

3.18.8

and Western Peas on sites irthose locations which are currently considered
suitable. The site has therefore been categorised as not currently suitable.

[

Figurel5: Gravelly Lane, Fiskerton (Ref: 19_0016)

Preferred ApproachThe 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 dnwWestern Areas. This has led to land submitted
elsewhere in theDistrictbeing categorised as not currently considered suitable.

Alternative Approach Should circumstances change, and the preferred approach
become unachievable then it may becomecessary to consider land submitted

Questionl11¢ Site Identification¢ Rest of the District

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

3.19
3.19.1

elsewhere. The approach towards this would be in line with the Spatial Strategy set
through the Amended Core Strategy with locations in or well related tq
settlements central to the delivery of the Spatial Strateg@ynly prioritised ahead of
those elsewhere.

Meeting the Needs of Undetermined and NeRlanning Definition Households.

Should furtherinformation for undetermined householdse made available, which
then allows for the planning definition to be applied, they could prove to form a
confirmed component of ned in addition to the 118 pitch requiremeniThe
maximum need within this categorg 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
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3.19.2

3.19.3

Preferred ApproachFor 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 Siteg where possible exceeds thisatso addresthe
potential need from undetermined householdgVith 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 accommodatianthis 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 ménithe
case of the need generated by sites in the West of@igrictit currently appears
possible to meet the full range of need on existing sg@wclusive of undetermined
households, and those who did not meet the planning definition.

Alternative Approach Should it not prove possible to exceed the minimum
requirements of national policyn Newark or issues become apparent in the West

of the District- then the potential need arising from uetermined 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 wh@mired the Maldon Local Plan
WKSNBEo6e GKS ySSR INARaAAY3TA FTNRBY Wdzyly26yaQ
to the Development Management process. There is the possibility that additional
pitches may be required beyond the 118 identified for households mieet the
RSFTAYAGAR2Y S odzi Ay fAYS gAGK alfR2Yy GKAAZ
matter of undetermined households would then be kept under review as part of

future assessments of Gypsy and Traveller accommodation need.

Question12¢ Meeting the Needs of Undetermined and NeéPlanning Definition Households

Do yau agree with the preferred approach?

3.20
3.20.1

Gypsy and Travelle€all for Sites

¢CKS WOIlIff T2N) aArAdSaQ GKNRdAdAK igKifalidefort | y R2 |
gypsy and travellauseremains openAny sites which are submitted will be assessed

for their suitability andinform the prodiction 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/
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4.0 Development Managemet Policies

4.1 Following the publication of the new NPPF (2019) and the adoption dkithended
Core Strategyn 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 Responseasere supportive of theCounciQa LINRB L2 al f & (2
various policies within the DPD. Consultees pointed out the various changes to

national policy and importantly to th€ouncid LJ2 £ A OA Rdended CdPedza K
Strategy

43 Policy DM1- Development within Settlements Cdral to Delivering the Spatial
Strateqgy

4.31 Thispolicy sets out the support for development in the settlements identified for
growth in Spatial Policies 2 and 3 of themended Core Strategyhe policy makes
reference to the former Core Strategy, therefore it is proposed to amend the policy
to refer to theAmended Core Strateg¥he Policy will read:

Extract from Policy DM Development within Settlements Central to Delivering the Spatial
Strategy

Within the Urban Boundaries of the S&mgional 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, leiswand tourism development appropriate o
the size and location of the settlement, its status in the settlement hierarchy and in accordancge with
the Amended Core Strate@nd other releant Development Plan Documents.

4.4 Policy DM2- Development on Mocated Sites

4.41 This policy sets the requirements for development on allocated sites and as such
remains a valid policy in line with national policy. Bmaended Core Stratedyas
introduced an additional strategic site at Edwinstowe (ShARa#d 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 ContributionsnfiRta
Obligations SPD into the policy. Those are set out in the all of the proposed options
below.

Comprehensivéanning andDelivery of Allocations

4.42 Since the plan was adopted significant proportion of the allocations have either
gained plannig 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.

4.43 The Councilunderstands that many sites subsequent to the granting of planning
permission & sold on to different developershowever this is normally once a
comprehensive framework for development has been agreed. WhilstCibencil
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understands that it will not alays be possible for allocated site proposals to be
developed by a single consortiytme Councilwants as much as possible to ensure

that comprehensive planning can occur resulting in aligned delivery. This is
particularly the case here piecemeal developant 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 istifesthe whole site. It is therefore
proposed to amend the policy to make clear tBeunciRa O2 YYAGYSy G (2
comprehensive planning and aligned delivery of allocated sites.

44.4 The NPPF sets out that Local Planning Authorities should refuse planning permission
which does not make efficient use of land (Paragraph 123c) and vguenedesign
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 DM2c Developmenton 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 sitedific issues set out in the A&DM DPD and make
appropriate contributions to infrastructure provision in accordance with the Developer Contributions
& Planning ObligationSPD.

It is anticipated that allocated sites will be developed comprehensively withcgompanying 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 wholelatation. 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 assesssrsufficient to address the site
specific issues identified in the A&DM DPD.

Development proposals within tHdewarkStrategic Siteat Newark and Edwinstowsill be assessed
against Area Policies NAP 2A, 2B & 2C, ShAP 4 and the other considsgatiohsbove.

Alternative Options

4.46 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 DM2c 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 issuesisét the A&DM DPD and make
appropriate contributions to infrastructure provision in accordance with the Developer Contributions
& Planning ObligationSPD.

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 thdewarkStrategic Siteat Newark and Edwinstowill be assessed
against Area Policies NAP 2A, 2B & 2C, ShAP 4 and the other considerations set out above.

Development proposals which seek to develogrt of an allocated site will be refused planning
permission where it will prejudice the proper overall delivery of the whole allocation.

Question13¢ Policy DM2¢ Development on Allocated Sites

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

45 Policy DM3- Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations

45.1 This policy sets outs th@ouncid F LILINR | OK G2 FFOAEAGEFGAY3
support new development. Thereferred approach is to replace the current policy
wording with that provided below.

45.2 Preferred Approach

Policy DM3¢ Developer Contributions and Plannir@bligations

Identified infrastructure needs will baet through a combination of Community Infrastructure Leyy,
planning obligations, developer contributions and, where appropriate, funding assistance from the
Council.

Delivery of the planned growth setibin the Amended Core Strategy requires provision of appropriate
infrastructure to ensure the development of sustainable communitigsvelopment that does not
address its impact through provision of appropriate contributions will not be regarded asrald&

development.

Planning applications will be expected to demonstrate considerationdehtified site-based
AYVFINI 3G NHzOGdzNE ySSRE YR YI]S OtS8SFEN K2g (K
Obligations and Developer Contributions SPBe SPD provides the methodology for the delivery
appropriate infrastructure and the calculation of financial contributions.
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453 Alongside the review of the policy wordirgreview of viability will be conducted to
ensure that the current Wholel&n Viability Assessment remains-tqpdate and
appropriate. This will reflect any updated developer contributions to reflect current
infrastructure costings and affordable housing requiremenihie supporting
justification will also be updated to outlirtbe process that will be followed to secure
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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.

45.3 Alternative approach It is not considered that any reasonable alternative approach

exists.

Question14¢ Policy DM3¢ DeveloperContributions and Planning Obligations

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

4.6 PolicyDM4 - Renewable ad Low Carbon Energy Generation

46.1 Changes to the NPPF in 20X60ofnote 49) introduced new restrictions on th
development of onshore windurbines of sufficient size taequire planning

e

permission. It is proposed to amend Policy DM4 to reflect this, and to amend the
justificationtext to provide more detail on th®istrictCounciRa L2 aAGA2Y A Y

46.2 Preferred approach It is proposed tansert the followingnto the justificationtext:

oNo areas in Newark and Sherwood have been identified as suitable for
enerqy developments involving turbines of sufficient size to require plan
permission. TheDistrict Councildoes not intend to identify such areas, b
local communities are fredo do so as part of the production of

neighbourhood plan. The Newark & Sherwood Landscape Capacity Stu

wind
ning
ut

a

dy for

Wind Energy Development can inform the identification of areas suitable for

wind energy developments involving turbines of sufficient size touireq
planning permission. This can be seen at:

https://www.newark-

sherwooddc.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localdevelopmentframeworkldf/windene

rayle
4.6.3 The policy will read:

Policy DM4¢ 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 developnasnboth standalone
projects and part of other development, its associated infrastructure and the fitiag of existing
development, where its benefits are not outweighed by detrimental impact from the operation
maintenance of the development artdrough the installation process upon:

1. The landscape character or urban form of bistrictor the purposes of including land within th
Green Belt arising from the individual or cumulative impact of proposals;

2. Southwell Views as defined in Pol&y/PV or the setting of the Thurgarton Hundred Workhou
as defined in Policy So/Wh;

3. Heritage Assets and or their settings;

A

and

e

se,

4. Amenity, including noise pollution, shadow flicker and elentegnetic interference;

43


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/

5. Highway safety;
6. The ecology of thlocal 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:

WA Y

I NBF& ARSYGAFTASR & &dAilofS FT2NJ 6AYR|[SySNASR

WHKSNE Al A& RSY2YVAGNIGSR GKIFG GKS f20Ff 02 YYdzyA
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46.4

4.6.5

Alternative Option 1- No changes could be made to the policy or justificatiext.
This would mean thabistrict Policy would not be upo-date and reflect national
policy. It may lead to uncertainty about the issues tmall be considered when
proposals to develop wind energy schemes are brought forward.

Alternative Option 2- Identify areassuitable for the development of new wind
energy schemes involving turbines of sufficient size to require planning permission.
In 2014, theNewark & Sherwood Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Energy
Development was published. This document assesses thecitapat different
landscapes within th@®istrictto 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 theDistrictCounciko go further than this and decide that wind turbines
should be constructed in certain areas within thestrictand not in others. Where
there is a community that wants wind energy development in their areaDisérict
Councilwill facilitate this through assisting in the development of a Neighbourhood
Plan which could include a detailed assessment of the landscape.

Question15¢ Policy DM4¢ Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

4.7
471

4.7.2

Policy DM5- Design

Since the Allocations and Development Management BRB 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 @auncilwishes to update

its policy on Design to reflect this.

Preferred Approachg It is proposed to splitPolicy DM5 into two policies; one

covering the design process and one covering degigrtiples.It is proposedhe
policies and supporting justification text will read as follows:

44



Policy DM5a: The Design Process

The District Council will expect the following design process to be adopted for all prop
development (with the exception of householder development). Such development proposals s
informed by, and respond to, a robust site and contextual appraisal thatirwidllve identifying
constraints and opportunities.

New residential development will also need to perform positively against Building for a Healt
(or any successor version of the tool).

The Design Process

Design Stage 1Jnderstanding the site andlsi context; identifying and responding to opportuniti
and constraints.

Design Stage ZLreating a vision for the development.

Design Stage Exploring ideas and options.

Design Stage Peveloping detailed designs.

Development will be supported wherthie application material demonstrates that the site and
context has been understood and respected; with opportunities and constraints identified, consi
and responded to appropriately. Applications should provide evidence of each stage from sed
(where appropriate) and should not be retrofitted.

For all developments (with the exception of householder developments and those othe
identified by the Council), opportunities and constraints will be encouraged to be validated th
robust andmeaningful engagement with the local planning authority ¢ppplication discussion).

Developers are strongly encouraged to engage with local communities and other stakeholder
early stage of the process, enabling communities and stakeholders tpertomity to shape
development proposals.

CKS AVI2NNEIEGAZ2Y NBIjdZANBR AY &dzlJI2 NI 2F F LJ
Local Validation Checklist.
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4.7.3 ltis proposed that the justification text will read as follows:

GThe Governrant 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 gquality of
places is as much about how streets and spaces (ibégrealm) are designed

and function than the design and appearance of individual buildings.

Creating well designed places is an integral part of the planning
development process ensuring that growth improves and enhances
physical, social, cultural and economic _gqualities of Dustrict whilst also
protecting our distinctive heritage and landscape assets.

and
the

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 améture; 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 defiwider 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 p@pplication discussions and as a community
engagement tool. Th€ouncikexpects all residential developments to perform
well against Building for a Hehit Life i.e.

 1'a Ylye WwIaINBSyvaQ la LraaroftsS INB | OK.
T WNBRaAQ IINB | g2ARSRO®

Applicants at the pré LILJX A Ol GA2Yy &G1 3S &aK2dzZ R I R
LINPINBaAAYTI 2 F2NNIE LIEFYYAYIP 2 KSNB
application stage, th€ouncilwill 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
ddzlJLI2 NI SR {OKSYS&a $AGK 2yS 2Wlbe2 NBE WA
refused planning permission unless there are significant overriding reasons.

The applicant must demonstrate to the satisfaction of tBeuncilthat they

have explored all options to mitigate for this. Where there are no viable
opportunities to _addess 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 haitats, traffic congestion, air quality and public health.

Creating well designed places is reliant on design skills, robust design processes
and theDistrictCounciklearly expressing its aspirations for design quality. Our
policy approach to design isree-fold:

i Design skills.
ii. Design thinking and processes.

iii. Design principles.

TheDistrict Councilexpects applicants to ensure that their design teams are
well skilled, creative and passionate about creating great places whilst also
being well informedn 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 weHldesigned buildings and places is reliant on a robust design
process being ftdwed. 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, theDistrict Councilwill expect tosee 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 th€ounci), applicants camexpect theDistrict

Councilto use these four stages &iructure pre-application discussionsThe

extent of the District Counciad F2 0dza 2y S OK 2F (KS&:-
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 ofethdesign 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 findiogs pr

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 comstation 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 stakeholdershape develpment
LINRLJZ2al f ade¢

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 thellowing 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 cyclingreidors, 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 locatior
development.

Parking for vehicle and cycles in new residential development should be appropriate in te
amount, design and layout, in accordance with the adopted Residential Cycle and Car Parking
Guide SPD. Development resulting in the loss of parkinggioomivill require justification.

Proposals should give careful consideration to the location of vehicle and cycle parking in rels
public transport provision in order to maximise opportunities for modtdal travel.

3. Amenity

The layout of develament within sites and separation distances from neighbouring developn
should be sufficient to ensure that neither suffers from an unacceptable reduction in am
including overbearing impacts, loss of light and privacy.

All proposals for new housirdevelopments should demonstrate that they provide adequate inte
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 operatid
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
developmentshould also be taken into account and mitigated for in proposals. New developmen
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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 locatlistinctiveness of th®istrictQa  f I Y REAOF LIS | YR OKI NI O §
in the scale, form, mass, layout, design, materials and detailing of proposals for new developn]

In_accordance with Core Policy 13, all development proposdlsbei considered against th
assessments contained in the Landscape Character Assessment Supplementary Planning Do

Proposals creating backland development will only be approved where they woulekbeping with
the general character and density @fisting development in the area, and would not set a preced
for similar forms of development, the cumulative effect of which would be to harm the establi
character and appearance of the area.

Inappropriate backland and other uncharacteristic ferof development will be resisted.

Where local distinctiveness derives from the presence of heritage assets, proposals will also
satisfy Policy DM9.

5. Public Realm

New development should create new or strengthen existing street and public spaeerks; where
F LILINR LINRA F GS FaaAraidAy3d Ay GKS RStAGSNE 27

New development shall contribute positively towards creating a-defined, wellused, safe and
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attractive public realm. The interface between buildings and thielipuealm is of critical importance
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and should have strong boundary treatments or well resolved threshold spaces with opportunit
natural surveillance required.

The quality of the public realm will be negatively affected where threshold design (and in part
the storage of recycling and waste containers) has been poorly considere@igthet Council will
seek to ensure that the quality of the public realm safequarded through carefully consider
solutions relating to: boundary demarcations, changes in level, utility boxes and flues, recycli
waste storage and car parking.

Development proposals which affect, or add to, the public realm should ceeatelldefined, easily
navigable and accessible network of streets and spaces and ensure that convenient access is
for all users whilst prioritising the needs of pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users, and

with a range of disabilitee 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
not be unnecessarily adversely impacted and elepment should first seek to respect existi
features before the Council will consider removal of such features. The starting point sho
through integration and connectivity of Green Infrastructure to deliver rffultictional benefits and
should beincorporated into a landscaping scheme that mitigates any loss and / or the effects

development on the local landscape.

A holistic approach shall be adopted with respect to the design and integration of green an
infrastructure into new develoment, creating opportunities for habitat creation, water managem
and attractive and memorable places.

7. Ecology

Where it is apparent that a site may provide a habitat for protected species, development pro
should be supported by an tp-date ecological assessment, including a Habitat Survey and a s
for species listed in the Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Plan. Significantly harmful eco
impacts should be avoided through the design, layout and detailing of the development,
mitigation, and as a last resort, compensation (includinestéf measures), provided where significd
impacts cannot be avoided. New development should deliver an evidenced net gain in biodive

8. Crime & Disorder

The potential for creation or exadesition of crime, disorder or antisocial behaviour should be tal
into account in formulating development proposals. Appropriate mitigation through the layout
design of the proposal and / or e$fte measures should be included as part of developmerp@sals.

9. Unstable Land

Development proposals within the current and historic coal mining areas disteict should take
account of ground conditions, land stability and mine gas, and where necessary include mit
measures to ensure they can bafely implemented.

10. Flood Risk and Water Management

The Council will aim to steer new development away from areas at highest risk of flo
Development proposals within Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and areas with
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drainage problem will only be considered where it constitutes appropriate development and it
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be demonstrated, by application of the Sequential Test, that there are no reasonably available
lower risk Flood Zones.

Where development is necessary within areasriak of flooding it will also need to satisfy the

Exception Test by demonstrating it would be safe for the intended users without increasing flo
elsewhere.

In accordance with the aims of Core Policy 9, development proposals should whereveegashide

sites in

d risk

measures to preactively 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 relatioritartipact 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 Itis proposed that the jugication 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, ani 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 bamighe assessment of
proposals that do not comfortably fall to be assessed against any other

policies.

The Councilwill seek to secure safe means of access to all new develop
by applying current highway and cycle design standards. On new

ment
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 m

odal

shift, all new development shddi be accessible by foot and bicycle, making

connections to existing infrastructure. Larger scale development should
demonstrate consideration for opportunities to create new links to the pu

also
blic

transport network and integration of other means of saistable and active

travel.

Parking

TheCouncilwill seek to be flexible and pragmatic towards parking provision in
connection with new development. Residential parking standards and design
principles are set out in th€ounciRd wS & A RSy (i ARafking/aBdOf S
Design Guide SPD (2021) and, for-nesidential developments, they are set

50



2dzi AY GKS | AIKglLe ' dziK2NAGEQa | A3AKg!
provision required varies across tBastrictto reflect the more rural nature of

some settlenents, 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 priva 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 ptemycle 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 exacerbasérexi
problems, theCouncilwill not insist on orsite 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&€aincilwill seek to secure sufficient eftreet 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 teepense 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 mended 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 aesthat all nhew
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 developmnt.

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 mken 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 sdivision 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 shodlbe 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 overbearingpacts 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 semarat
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 & 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 néaran 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 fornithin the Districtdisplays much local
distinctiveness which th€ounciis keen to see reflected in new development.
Development proposals should take reference from the Landscape Character
Assessment SPD, locally distinctive layouts, design, detailcthgnathods of
construction as a means of integrating itself into the surrounding area.

Where sites contain buildings of architectural or historical merit, @wncil

will favour their conversion over rdevelopment. When such buildings lie
within settlemerts where new development would be in accordance with the
Spatial Strateqy, 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 detailedh®me 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 Ré&aimportant because it
can help to deliver far reaching social, economic and environmental benefits

including:

i Enhancing identity and civic pride;
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Attracting more visitors;

Increasing expenditure;

Helping retailers (in village and town centres);
Creatingsafe places;

Facilitating a sense of community and / or social cohesion;
Aiding legibility;

Providing interesting vistas; and

Breaking up the built form.

= =4 4 4 4 5 2 2

The most successful places exhibit functional and attractive hard and soft
landscape elements, withvell-orientates and detailed routes and include
facilities such as seats and play equipment. WeBigned spaces will be
inclusive, catering to the needs of all groups in society, including children, or
those with limited mobility. Public art and sculpéucan 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 danting 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 tothe landscape character of theistrictand 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 theas 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 Natioral 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 thsarting 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 Planng 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 exacerbate crime or angocial
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, thdssukl 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

TheDistrict has a long history of coal mining iwh 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
accomm@nied by proposals for remediation or_mitigation upon which the
District Councilwill consult with The Coal Authority.

Flood Risk and Water Management

Allocated sites within the Core Strategy were assessed against the Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment LEYg¢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 withheas 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 isttng 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 waterun-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 Councilwill prepare a Supplementary Planning Document which will
include more detail on all aspecof design including each of the principles
2dz0f AVSR | 6020S d¢

4.74  Alternative Optionsg Ratherrequiring development proposals ttemonstratethat
they provideadequate internal spagéhe national space standards could be formally
integrated into the Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD. Beyond
this theonly other alternative option would be to continue with the content in Policy
DMS5, in combinatiorwith national policy.

Question16¢ Policy DMha & bg Design

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

4.8 Policy DM5(g- Sequential Test

48.1 The need for a proactive approach to mitigate and adapt to climate change, and to
take account of the longerm implications for flood risk are clearly outlined in
national policy. At théocatlevel this is reflected in th®istrictCouncia RS Of I NI { A
2F | WOtAYIGS SBBRASY OeQ 2y (G(KS wmc

48.2 Core Policy 10 in themended Core Strate@nd the currently adopted Policy DM5
in the Allocations & Development Management DPDs provide the local approach
towards the Sequential Test. They mirror national policy audnot provide
additional detail on how the Test will be applied locally. Givendignificance of the
issue it isproposedthat 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 th@ouncihas witnessed an incase in the number
of applications advanced on the basis that the presence of a settletegal housing
needs assessment justifies restricting application of the Test to that particular
location.

48.3 Defining suitable geographic parameters for the ggdion of the Test is crucial to
its ability to be properly implemented. The convention, as reflectedemelopment
Planpolicies elsewhere, is that the Test should be applied over the whole of the Local
Planning Authority Area. That is unless thereratevant objectives in the Local Plan
or functional requirements specific to the proposed development which would
2dzadAFTe + £SaasSNI FNBF® ¢KS ySSR G2 Gl 1S
202SO00ABSaQ A& SYLKI &A &SR hisiréspeRt dzdskthey | G A 2
DevelopmentPlag KA OK RSTAYySa ¢KI G O2yaildAddziSa wa
District Accordingly its aims and objectives should form an important consideration,
alongside recognition of any genuine functional requirements efghoposed use.
It is considered that this ought to be made explicit through amendments to the Plan.

48.4  With specific regard to housing developmeitiite objective of theDevelopment Plan
is foremost to ensure that th®istricQad 2 6 2 S Ol A ASifigheed éad®a & SR
met. In order to do so it focusses development, through Spatial Policy 1 and 2 of the
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Amended Core Strategyin locations within the defined boundaries of the
WwasShdt SySyda OSyaNrt G2 GKS RSt xodifeNE

27
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the Plan allows for additional windfall development within those same settlement
boundaries through Policy DM1 in the Allocations & Development Management
DPD,appropriate smatscale 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 ameptability in planningerms is a prerequisite, which must be
considered against théevelopment Plaras a whole. Flood risk represents a

significant potential barrier in this respect.

485 Establishing a market housing preference or affordable rteeslugh a settlement

level housing needs assessment, and the issue of how this ought to be met are two
RAAGAYOG YIFIGGSNA® LG R2SayQi ySOSaal NAf

arising in any given location should be met there (or indeed even irvittieity),

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 Sequenfiakt to the

settlementlevel, on the basis of the findings of a housing needs assessment, will not

normally be considered appropriate.

4.86 Preferred Approaclt 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 fload risk,
seeking to steer new development away from those areas at highest risk. Development will hot be
permitted if there are reasonably available sites appiate for the proposed development in areas

at lower risk of flooding.

The area of search within which to undertake the Test will normallDisgrickwide, unless it is
appropriate for this to be further refined having had regard to relevant policy ¢l within the

Development Plan and/or any valid functional requirements of the proposed use. With specific fegard
to _housing development, the presence of a settlem#awvel housing needs assessment will mot
normally justify restricting application of ¢htest 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 pngage

with the DistrictCouncil at an early stage in order to agree appropriate parameters.

4.87 Alternative Options - The only alternativeoption would be to continue with the

sequential test content in Core Policy 5 and Policy DM5, in combination with national
policy to guide its applicatiog no specific local guidance would be provided in this

scenario.
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Question17¢ Policy DMbc ¢ Sequentid Test

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

49 Policy DMbd ¢ 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 ta&oogunt 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/reuse 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 hamew publishedadvicein support of new dwellings meeting
the Building Regulations optional higher water efficiency standard of 110 litres per
person per ay. The viability implications of this change are minimal, and modelled by
the body to be as low as £b per dwelling. Given the emphasis on greater water
efficiency as part of new development, as part of responding to the challenge of
climate change thigiould 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 Policgt 2f A O& 5apR W2 | (SNJ
aSladaNBa Ay .bSg 546StftAyIaQ

Policy DM%d) ¢ 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
BuildingRequlations.

4.9.4 Alternative Approach Apply the standard purely within the part of the District served
by Anglian Water. However giveéhe importance of improved water efficiency, and
the extremely modest viability implications this option is not favoured.

Question18¢ Policy DMb(d) ¢ Water Efficiency Measures in New Dwellings

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

410 Policy DMé&c Householder Development

4.10.1 The policy remains ufp-date save for a reference to a forthcomi8gpplementary
Planning Document which has since been developed. It is proposed to amend the
final paragraph to read:
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Extract from Policy DM@ Householder Development

Fhemethods—bywhich-thesecriteria—will be—assessed-wilFlgher details areset out inthe

Householder Developme@upplementary Planning Document.

411 PolicyDM7 - 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 thieme 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 dfie relevant percentage, which at the time of
writing is 104 While it isnot certain that the Environment Bill will benacted 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
theDistricta O0A2RAGSNEAGED® t2f A08 5at1 R2Sa y2i
reference to the protection of trees and woodland is inserted, which would also
reflect the strengthened language in the 2019 NPPF.

411.3 Preferred Approaclg it is proposedhe policy will read:

Policy DM7¢ Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure

New development, in line with the requirements of Core Policy 12, should protect, promote and
enhance green infrastructure to deliver mditinctional benefits and contribute tohe ecologica
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 Speclaka 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 bedievelope
and agreed in conjunction with thRistrict 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 dietathd 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 willnot 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 orrashould only be permitted where these impacts are clearly
outweighed by the public benefit of the development.

Development proposals in all areas of tliEstrict should seek to enhance biodiversityhe
enhancemenshould bea netgain oft least 10%, or if differerthe 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 ygarssites of regional or local importance,
including previously eveloped land of biodiversity value, sites supporting priority habitatg 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 developmetweighs the need tg
safeguard the nature conservation value of the site.

All development proposals affecting the above sites should be supported by-endate ecologica
assessment, involving a habitat survey and a survey for protected species aiity ppecies listed ir
GKS 'Y.1t®d hy {{{LQa YR aArAGSa 2F NBIAZ2YIl f| 2NJ f 2
should be avoided through the design, layout and detailing of the development, with mitigation, and

as a last resort, compensati (including offsite measures), providewhere they cannot be avoided.

4.11.4 Alternative Options- No changes could be made tolley DM7. This would leave the
policy silent on ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees, and would miss the
opportunity to incorporate biodiversity enhancement infostrictpolicy.

Question19¢ Policy DM ¢ Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

4.12 Policy DM8- Development in the Open Countryside

412.1 ltis 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 thenended Core Strategylthoudh the policy is
largely consigint 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 addrss these mues was raised as part of thesponse from Anthony
Northcote Planning(on behalf ofvarious clients)to the previous Issues Paper
consultation. The comments and theDistrict Council response is available at
(https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreviey/

412.2 The preferred approach tthe amendment of the policys set out below, those
elements of the policy not detailed will remain the saras thatcontainedin the
currently adopted Policy DM8 in the Allocations & Development Management DPD.

4123 Preferred Approaclt it is proposedhe policy will be amended as folloyyslease
note criterion7, 9 and 10 within the existing policylwemain unchanged.

Extract from Policy DM8 Development in the Open Countryside

In accordance with the requirements of Spatial Policy 3, development awaytremmain-builtup
areasef villagesor settlements, in the open countryside, will be sttiy controlled and limited to the
following types of development;

2. New and Replacement Rural Workers Dwellings, the Extension of Exi®iumgl Workers
Dwellings and the Removal of Occupancy Conditions Attached to Existing Dwellings.

Proposals for newwellings will be required to demonstrat@ &ssentiafunctional and financial need
for a rural worker to live permanently at, or neasrelationto the relevant ruraloperation beirg
served The scale of new and replacement dwellings and extensiortba®e existing should be
commensurate with the needs, and the ability of the operation they serve to fund them. Where a new

%)
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or replacement dwelling is justified, its siting will be influenced by its functional role and the Vvisual
impact on the surroundingountryside 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 péechitvhere the extension does not

undermine the retention of any occupancy condition.

Where existing dwellings are subject to conditions restricting occupancy, applications to remov
conditions will not be permitted unless it can be clearly demonstiahat;

a) The essential need which originally required the dwelling to be permitted no longer app
relation to the land holding of the original source of employment; and

00 ¢KS f2yv3 G4SN yvSSRa Ay (KS  nadionffokthad purpdke
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with reasonable attempts having been made to dispose of the dwelling for occupation as a rural

562N] SNDA ReStEAYID

3. New and Replacement Dwellings

Planning permission witlot be granted for isolated new dwellings unlessdy -be-granted-fornew

dwellings-wherdhey are ofexceptionalbutstandingquality or innovative nature of design, reflau
the highest standards of architecturd2roposals will also need teignificantly enhance thei

immediate setting and be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area.

Notwithstanding the above lpnning permission will be grantefdr replacenent dwellingswhere it
can be demonstrated that the existing dwelling is in lawful residential use and is not of archite

erve a

ctural

or historical merit. In the interests of minimising visual impact on the countryside and maintaining a

balanced rural housing stk, replacement dwellings shouighhance their immediate setting an
normally be of a similar size, scale and siting to that being repladezlappropriate subdivision ¢
existing residential dwellings in lawful use, to create additional new dwellintislsa be supported

d
f

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 secur
future of a heritage asset, will g@ositively viewed.

5. Conversion of existing buildings

In the interests of sustainability, consideration should be given to the converseastfigredundant

e the

or _disusedbuildings before proposing replacement development. Proposals should investigate an
assess alternative uses for buildings in accordance with the aims of the Spatial Strategy and present a
case for the most beneficial usBedevelopment proposals, which significantly expand the existing

form of the building, will not be considered undtis element of the policy but will instead b

assessed as new development in the countryside under other relevant provisions of this policy.

Planning permission will leupportedenly-be-grantedor the conversion to residential usehere-it
can-beisdemeonstrated-thattheof buildings ofarchitectural or historical meragfthe-buildingavhere
it warrants their preservation, and they can be converted without significatuiteling, alteration or
extension.Further guidance over how proposals for theneersion of traditional rural buildings w
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be considered is provided in the Conversion of Traditional Rural Buildings Supplementary P
Document.

Proposals for residential development will also need to demonstrate that the enhancement of
immediate setting has been provided for.

6. Rural Diversification

Proposals to diversify the economic activityagficultural andther rural businesses will be supported

where it can be shown that they can contribute to the local economy. Proposals shou
complimentary and proportionate to the existing business in their nature and scale an
accommodated in existing buildings wherever possible.

lanning

their

Id be
d be

Proposals for development which helps sustain existing agricultural and other rural enterprises such

as smallscale 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 ofitond

Planning Applications should be supported by a statement that demonstrates the proposed

development forms part of an appropriate rural diversification scheme which will contribut
making the existing business viable.

8. Employment uses

Small-sale eEmployment developmenshould be small in scale unless a larger scale can be jus

e to

tified

andwill only be supported where it can demonstrate the need for a particular rural location and a

contribution to providing or sustaining rural employment to méstal needs in accordance with th
aims of Core Policy 6. Proposals for the proportionate expansion of existing businesses

e
will be

supported where they can demonstrate an ongoing contribution to local employment. Such proposals

will not require justificatbon through a sequential test.

Proposals to expand existing businesses or construct buildings for new businesses in th
countryside are more likely to be appropriate in areas such as industrial estates where the pr
of such development is estadiied. Where it is demonstrated that it is necessary, expansion

e open
inciple
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, @aetsm

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 boundar
village envelopes is not more appropriate.

11. Vistor Based Tourism Developmemind Tourist Accommodation

In accordance withhe-aims-efCore Policy 7the benefits of sustainable tourism and visitor bas

es or

ed

development (including tourist accommodation) are recognised and proposals which help to realise
the tourism potential of theDistrict, support the meeting of identified tourism needs, complemeént

and enhance existing attractions or that address shortfalls in existing provision will be pos
viewed. Core Policy 7 details the approach which witbken towards the determination of proposal
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12" section of currently adopted policy to be deleted.

412.4

JustificationText

It is also proposed that the justification text will be amended as follows:

oNew and Replacement Rural Workers Dwellings, the Extension of Existing
Rural Workers Dwellings, and the Removal of Occupancy Conditions
Attached to Existing Dwellings

7.38 TheDistrict contains a significant rural housing stock, some of which is
restricted to occupation by rural workers through planning conditions. The
reduction inmarket 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 abditg 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 thathere is an essential functional and financial

need for he permanent dwellingi-permanent-dwellingis-hecessaryforthe
propertfunctioning—of-the operation—tis—intended-to-seramd that the

business alone is able to support its financial cost.

7.40 For dwellings to serve new businesses, or new activittgweistablished
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 functonal 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 agricaltprocesses require
essential care at short notice or to deal quickly with emergencies that
could otherwise cause serious loss of crops or products;

ii. Clear evidence that the proposed enterprise has been planned on a
sound financial basis; and

iv. Tre functional need described at ii) could not be fulfilled by another

existing dwelling on the unit, or any other existing accommaodation in

the area which is suitable and available for occupation by the workers
concerned.

7.41 TheCouncilwill expect apptiations to be accompanied by a business plan
that addresses the above tests. Where the tests are satisfiedCthencilwill
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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 dwellingsat serve existing businesses on westablished 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 fttiime 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 hde 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 TheCouncilwill 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, t®uncilwill consider removing these
by condition.

7.45 Whee 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
LJzNJJ2 &S | & | NHzNthig wodd? iNJurS, aeké it difficBtffof A y 3
the Councilto 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 / oGreen Belt which would odinarily 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 woutl 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 coditions 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 befarthe Councilwill 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 situdtén unsustainable
locations where market housing would be contrary to planning policy and so
their unrestricted occupation will only be allowed when @euncils satisfied

that the restriction no longer serves a useful purpose.

Rural Diversification

751 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 cofute 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 desigrreflect

their location. In assessing applications, th@ouncil will be firm in
distinguishing between proposals for genuine diversification and those for
independent businesses that may be more sustainably located elsewhsre.
such, applicants will besguired 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, existinguildings 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
21LISNF A2y I £ NBIdZANBYSYid GKIFG OFyQi
buildings on or inhe vicinity of the site?

lll.  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 @onomy?

4.12.5 Alternative Options - It is not considered that an alternativeption exists in this
instance, given that the amendments are limited in nature and necessary to bring the

Question20¢ Policy DM8 ¢ Development in the Open Countryside

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

policy into line with content in théAmended Core Strateggnd national planning
policy.

4.13 Policy DM9 Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environment
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4.13.1 The District contains a valuable legacy of heritage assets dni$ iconsidered
necessary to amend Policy DM9 in order to reflect the changes in the 201BR&PF
seek to strengthen the existing policy position in relation to the historic environment
Whilst no consuation 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 minochanges to the terminology and language used in
policy text.

4.13.2 Preferred Approaclg it is proposed the policy will read:

the

Policy DM Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environment

In accordance with the requirements of Core Policy 14, all development proposals concerning heritage

assets will be expected tonserve them in a manner appropriate to their significaneedre-their

continded-protection-erenhancementontribute to thewider vitality, viability and regeneration ¢

the areas in which they are locatéiehcluding its contribution to economic vital)fyreinforce a strong
sense of placand be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of existing and fut

genemtions
1. Listed Buildings

—h

ure

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 propgsal is

compatible with the fabric and setting of the ling. lrpactonthe-special-architectural-or-historigal

interestof-the buildingAny harm to, or loss of, the special architectural or historical significan
the building will require clear and convincing justification set out in full in the heritagmct
assessmeniillreguirejustificatiorin accordance with the aims of Core Policy 14.

2. Conservation Areas
Development proposals should take account of the distinctive character and setting of indi

ce of

vidual

conservation areas including open spaces aatliral features and reflect this in their layout, design,

form, scale, mass, use of materials and detailirgpact-on-the-characterand-appearanday harm

to, or loss of, the significane# Conservation Areag€luding character and appearanag)l require
clear and convincinmistificationset out in full in the heritage impact assessmanaccordance with
the aims of Core Policy 14.

3. Historic Landscapes

Development proposals should respect the varied historic landscapes obDistect (including

registered parks and gardens and Stoke Field registered battlefield) through their setting and

Appropriate development that accords with the Core Strategy, other Development Plan Docu
and facilitates a sustainable future for Laxton will @pported. Any harm to, or loss of, th
significance of historic landscapes will require clear and convincing justification set out in full
heritage impact assessment in accordance with the aims of Core Policy 14.

4. Archaeology

Development proposal should take account of their effect on sites and their settings with
potential for archaeological interest. Whedevelopmentproposalsinclude, or has the potential t
include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, an appropriate archaemlogipact/ desk
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based assessment will be required and where necessary, accompanied by a field evaluation which may

|ncIude both nonntruswe and intrusive archaeoloqmal mvequaUme—hkel-y—te—a#eet—knewr

neeessapy—a—held—evatuatton'hls will then be used to inforhe need for further evaluation oa

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 wouldestroy-ordetrimentallyaffeclead D the substantial harm (or total loss of

he
where

significance ofscheduled Ancient Monuments other sites of demonstrable national significance

such as Farndon Fields.

2A0KAY DbS6IFNIQa | A&ad2NARO / 2NBX a4 RSTAVSay 2y (K
be required prior to the determination of planning applications.

5. All Heritage Assets

This criterion concerns all heritage assets, includingRéha A Ay 6§ SR | 84Sia $KAOK

criteria. All development proposals affecting heritageseis 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 attentimn 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 impaderitage assets

will be assessed under this polieyl 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 bye¢ir 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 beiiretd 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 Shgpfronts

and Advertisements Desigauide Supplementary Planning Document.

413.3 Alternative Options- It is not considered that an alternative option exists in this

instance.

Question21 ¢ Policy DM ¢ Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environment

Do you agree with the preferreépproach?

4.14 PolicyDM10- Pollution and Hazardous Materials

4.14.1 The Air Quality Strategy for Nottingham and Nottinghamshire 26@2IB0 has
recently been producedand it is proposed that reference to this document shou

be added to Policy DM10. The 2019 NPPF states that opportunities to improve air

d

guality should be considered at the plamaking stage, and it is also proposed that

the policy should reflect thisTheDistrict Councilintends to produce an Air Quality

66



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
preferred approach.

4.14.2 PreferredApproachg it is proposed the policy will read:

Policy DM1(; Pollution and Hazardous Materials

Development proposals involving hazardous materials or the potential for pollution should

the

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 theiglofer
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 pote
development site. A site investigation to confirm the conceptual site model shioeidbe undertaken

ntial

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 deveto
Proposals should include necessary mitigation as part of the development or through off site me
where necessary. Harmful development which cannot be made acceptable will be resisted.

Development proposals near hazardous substance installations, as defined on the Policies
near development with the potential for significant pollution should take account of and addreg
potential risk arising from them. Any risk should be ba&hagainst the economic and wider sog
need for the development. Development that would be put at an unacceptable risk from its pro
to such installations will be resisted.

Development proposals should identify opportunities to improve air quatimitigate impacts, sucl
as through traffic and travel management, green infrastructure provision and enhancement. Ad

should be taken of the Air Quality Strateqgy for Nottingham and Nottinghamshire 2030. Issues

around air quality will be disceed in greater detail in Newark & Sherwoddstrict / 2 dzy
forthcoming Air Quality SPD. Once this document is adopted, relevant development proposals
assessed against it or any successor document.

Where a site is known, or highly likely to hdeen contaminated by a previous use, investigatior
this and proposals for any necessary mitigation should form part of the proposatd@vedopment.
Where contamination comes to light as part of the development process, the proposal w

bmen
asures

Map, or
s the
ial
imity

X

rcount

OAf Qa
will be

1 of

il be

determined in light of this.
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Development proposals within and with the potential to impact on the Groundwater Squrce
Protection Zone, as defined on the Policies Map, should address the potential risk through mitjgation
as part of the development or through off sibeeasures 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 Bfiskrict, in accordance with
Core Policy 13 and ssfy the criteria of other relevant Development Plan Documents.

4.14.3  Alternative Optiors - No changes could be made. This would fail to take account of
policy on air quality at a county and national level and ignoreDistrict Councif2 a
intention to produce the Air Quality SPD.

Question22¢ Policy DMLO ¢ Pollution and Hazardous Materials

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

4.15 Policy DM11 - Retail and Town Centre Uses

4.15.1 TheDistricQa KA SNJI NOKeé 2F /SydiNBa FI0Sa aradayartd

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 oeaf-centre proposals. In the

case of Newark the competition provided by higher order Centres and substantial
out-of-town schemes beyond thBistrict boundary present additional threats. To

respond to these challengélse Development Plameeds to support the creation of

resilient and flexible Centres which are able to adapt to meet modern demands.

4.15.2 Itis important that the opportunities to secure and deliver additional investment in
our centres are taken, and that tigevelopment Plaprovides a suitable framework
for this to occur. In this respect Newark has been successful in receiving £25 million
G2NIK 2F Ay@SaidySyidsz Fa LINIH 2F GKS D2@S
reflected inthe Newardon-¢ NSy & ¢2¢y Ly@SadaySyd ttlys |,
economic growth prospects with a focus on improved transport, heritage, skills and
culture ¢ 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 Strategywhich now leaves the content in the Allocations &
Development Management DPD (A&DM DPD) to be addressed. Through the
Preferred Approach Town Centre and Retail Pap@nge of proposed amendments
to Policy DM11 were subject to public consultation in January 2017. This was then
followed by the recentlssues Papeawhich identified a range of town centre issues
that the review of the Allocations & Development Management DPD needs to
address. The suggested amendments can be caitsgbas those necessary to bring
the Plan into line with national policy, consequential changes following adoption of
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4.15.4

4.15.5

4.15.6

4.15.7

4.15.8

the Amended Core Strategthose to improve implementation/provide clarification
and more fundamental changes intended to support resiliand flexible Centres
moving forwards.

Recent changes to the Use Classes Order will have a considerable effect on the future

2F ¢2¢6y [/ SYGNBI gAGK ANBFGSN Ft SEAOAT AGE
OSY(iNBQ dzaSao 2 teisks ALINE B1A Rig@aat & YRS LUANIR 2 2 NJ

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.

Currently Pdl O& 5amm R2 S ayeili main RORMNEREtE usgs2iy a
comprehensive way, leaving it short of full conformity with national policy. This also
I F¥SOGa Ala FoAftAGe G2 NBalLRyR G2 -GKS
retail uses are likelyo become an increasingly important component.

Section 4 of the policy only explicitly refers to @itcentre locations, and so to be
consistent with national policy edg&-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 wil 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 local in edgeof-centre and outof-centre locations.

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 imiduced through Core Policy 8 in thenended Core
Strategy

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
Newarkon-Trent Tavn 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, tredPrimary 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&lass, which significantly limits the abyjlib 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 willeimed 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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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 anumber 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 potentiafor 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 ti@uncilconsiders disaggregation shou
form part of how the Tesis applied.

4.15.10 Preferred Approaclt it is proposed the policy will read:

Policy DM11¢ Retail andMain Town Centre Uses

ahead of the consideration of other uses. For the purposes of implement#tierwill involve the
LINAZ2NARGAALF GA2Y 2F dzaSa RSTAYSR GKNRdAdZAK VI

In addition to the above, the dggn and layout of H€entre schemes should, wherever possible, s
to:

9 Secure active frontages;

I Realise opportunities to improve pedestrian permeability, for all users, within the Centre; an

that vitality and viability is optimised.

In accordance with the retail hierarchy set out in Core Policy 8, retail development and\ddner
Town Centre usesf-a-scale-concurrentwi j owth-of thestrictwill alsobe assesse
as follows:

1. Newark

New and enhanced retail development and otivaiin Town Centre uses that consolidaieenhance
the composition of the Town Centre will be supported within the Town Centre boundary, as d¢
on the Policies Map

9 Where a mix of uses is proposed give careful considerabidimeir distribution in order to ensure

Id

Within defined Centrs 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 Gentre

GA2yl f

within the E useclass, and following this other uses which would contribute towards this objective.
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To promote the continued vitality and viability of the Town Centre, support will be provide
schemes which will assist with the implementation of the Newark rent Town Investment Plan an
subsequent Town Centre Strategy.

2. District Centres

New and enhanced retail development and other Main Town Centre uses consistent with the s

role of the centre and-maintainand-enhance-itsroldll be supported within theDistrict Centresof
EdwmstoweRamwept-h OIIerton and SouthV\Ae as defined on the Policies Ma%repesals—fer—nen

3. Local Centres

Within the Local Centres of Balderton (North and South), Bilsthorpe (North and South), Blid
Boughton, Clipstone, Collingham, Farnsfield, and Lowdham and Rainworth as defined on the
Map, and the new Local Centres at Land SoutNefark (NAP 2A), Land East of Newark (NAP
Land at Fernwood (NAP 2C) and SutborTrent (ST/LC/19 new and enhanced retail developme
and other nonretail main Town Centre uses, consistent with the size and role of the centre, W

supported.
4. Edye andOut-of-Centre locations

Retail

Ly tAYS SAGK [/ 2NB t2fA08 vy WwSiGlAf g-of-cedtmd
locations will be controlled through apgiition of the sequential test, witlproposals requiring
justification through a propdionate application of the test which has prioritised centre and the
edge of centre locations ahead of considering-ofitentre sites. Where there is no commercial
functional necessity for differer@lements of a scheme to be located alongside one another and t
could be the potential for them to be delivered separately or in a different form, then the scop
disaggregation should be considered.

Edge and oubf-centre retail proposals should cceptable in terms of their impact on the vitali
and viability of centres, existing, committed and planned investment and -geritre trade as wel
as, where applicable, trade in the wider area. Therefore proposals exceeding the thresholds

Polcy 8 should be accompanied by a robust assessment of impact which addresses, but is nof
to, the following considerations:

9 Current and forecast expenditure capacity. With the capacity to support additional conven
and comparison retail floorge being forecast to be driven by increases in residual expend
as a result of population growth. This capacity is anticipated to arise towards the end of th
period, with the delivery of housing growth being a particularly important influence;

i The impact on the range and quality of the comparison and convenience retail offer; and

I The impact of the proposal on allocated sites outside of Town Centres being develoj
accordance with the Development Plan.
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In addition, for proposals that may impact on Newark Town Centre, the following should also be
into account:

9 The function of the Town Centre as a market town and the viabilitiie market;

1 The effect of development on independent retailers having regards to their role within the ]
Centre; and

9 The impact of development on the Town Centre in catering for tourism.

Small scale retail proposals below the thresholds in CoreyP®lighich are located within the Mai
Builtup Area, but beyond the centre boundary of the Suls IA 2y I f [/ SYGNB S

t NAYOALN f +AffF3ASE gAftf 06S adzZIRNISR LINE G}
scale and type foretail floorspace proposed). Such proposals will not be required to demons
satisfaction of the sequential test, and where below the local thresholds in Core Policy 8 the

test.

Non-retail Main Town Centre Uses

Proposals for nometail main Town Centre uses in edge and enftcentre locations will be subject t
the sequential approach outlined in Core Policy 8. Justification will be required throug
undertaking of a proportionate sequential test, which has prioritised centre and then-edgentre
locations ahead of considering eaf-centre sites. Where there is no commercial or_functio
necessity for different elements of a scheme to be located alongside one another, and there cq
the potential for them to be delivered separately am_a different form then the scope fg
disaggregation should be considered.

Leisure and office development outside of centres exceeding 2500sgm and not in accordance v
Development Plan, must be acceptable in terms of impact on the vitality andityiath centres, on
existing, committed and planned investment and where appropriate eseirtre trade and trade in
the wider area. Such proposals should therefore be accompanied by a robust assessment of i

5. Rural Areas and the Open Countryside

Within villages beyond the principal village level of the Settlement Hierarchy, small scale
IINP L2 &l fas ¢gKSNB GKSe gAff Fdf FALE | Wi 20!l
floorspace proposed), and enhance the sustainabilitthefsettlement will be supported, in line wit
{ LI GALl € t 2f AO& o  WYwdzNJI f I NBF&Q VYR [ 2NB
provision in the settlement then such proposals will not be required to demonstrate satisfacti
the sequential test, and where below the local thresholds in Core Policy 8 the Impact Test.

Smaliscale rural diversification schemes which include appropriate forms of retail provision;
scale rural offices and/or other smaitale rural development will ndie required to demonstrate
satisfaction of the sequential test. Retail floorspace within such schemes falling below the
thresholds in Core Policy 8 will also be exempt from the Impact Test. Rural diversification s(
should be consistent with thapproach setoutim 2 f A O8 5ay WhLISy [/ 2dzy/

taken
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4.15.11 Alternative Options The proposed amendments to bring DM11 into line with national
policy, to make consequential changes following adoption of Ameended Core

Strategyl YR (G2 NBFE SO0 bSsl N Qa &adz00Saa

T dz 0.

initiative are d considered to be necessarg & 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 howeveralternative 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 * 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 @ndition. 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 referenc®
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 enftcentre schemes may be such that there
is no overridigp 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 thestrictQa KA S NI NOK &
/| SYyGNBa Ald A& AYLRNIFYyG GKFG F NRodzald We:
how the Sequential Test is applied locally, providing opportunities for sequigntia
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 appkations.

Question23¢ Policy DM.1 ¢ Retail and Main Town Centre Uses

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

4.16 Policy DM12 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Developme&nio change
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5.0 Housing and Employmerallocations

51 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 period20t8/19. This
document updates that position to the end of the 2020/21 monitoring period®(31
March 2021). When assessed against theusing and employmermequirements
set out in the Amended Adopted Core Strategy DPD (March 2019) sufficient capacity
remains within the allocations which are being carried forward.

Consultation Response

5.1.2 Whilst it was sk out that no further sites were being sought for housing or
employment as part of the review of the Allocations & Development Management
DPD, 0 sites were put forward as part of the consultation respon&SBilsthorpe,
Blidworth,Bulcote Clipstone, Clingham, Newark Urban Area, Ollerton & Boughton,
Southwell and Sutton-Trent). These sites have beessessedlong with other
sites which have come forward since the I Stategic Housing and Employment
Land Availability Assessmentas produced and other sites which have been
requested to carry forward (available here https://www.newark-
sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/Detailed alterations to the Suttoron-Trentvillage
envelope were also proposdalit are not considered appropriate as this is a Review
rather than a new DPD

5.1.3 Requests for a furtheGreen BelReview to release additional sites within Blidworth
and Lowdham were also put forward, including the ideadifion of sites as noted
above. This included proposals teirdroduce Bl/Ho/4 at Blidworth as a housing site
with the allotments being provided on land within tii&reen Belto facilitate this.
However, site BI/Ho/4 was deallocated at the request of BaishCouncil(as site
owners) andhe site is therefore no longer deliverabléhe Green Beltreview 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 Development Plamas set
out in Paragrph 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 cafoedard 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/Submissiohe{DtiPD
they will be at removed at that stage.

5.1.5 Preferred Approachtn addition to the employment allocations, there are five sites
OFGSI2NRESR I a WH@rLAtlIo6fS SYLX28YSyid Ly
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contribute to the overall employment fal supply.The preferred approach is that

fl YR RS&EAIYIGSR &4 WI@lLAflLo6fS SYLX2eYSyl
the most recent Newark & Sherwoddistrict 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 Procesdo alternative approach iscurrently considered

appropriate.
516 Those siteshousing and employment allocationshich are proposed for de

allocation or amendment along with other consequential changes to Urban
Boundaries and Village Envelo@es set out below.

Question24 ¢ DesignatedEmployment Area

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

NewarkArea
NewarkUrban Area

5.2 NUA /Ho/1 ¢ 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 confaoin the owners and the site is therefore
no longer considered deliverahl The site lies within the Newark Urbarea and its
deallocation would not prevent being developed at a later date should a suitable
application be submitted.

5.2.2 Alternative Optiors- The site could remain allocatéxait as there is uncertainty over
its delivery within the Plan Period this is not considered appropriate.

Question25¢ NUA/HO/1- Land at Alexander Avenue and Stephen Road

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

5.3 NUA/Ho2¢[ I YR {2dziK 2F vdzAoSttQa [lyS

531 [FYR a2dziK 2F vdzZAoSfttQa [YyS gl & 2NRAIAYI
around 86 dwellings. The site includes BistrictCounciRa { S@Sy | At f a |
Hostel and redevelopment of the site was dependent on suitable alternative
provision fao the Hostel having been made.  Tiastrict 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 Approacig 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 arourzb dwellings. The final paragraph of Policy
NUA/Ho/2 is no longer rel@ant and should be deleted’he footpath crossing over
the East Coast Main Line has also been remo@den the reduction in site capacity,
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any development proposals should take access via Hatchets Lane which is already an
adopted highway. Amend poli@g follows:

Policy NUA/Ho/2¢ Newark Urban Area Housing Site 2

Land south of Quibells Lane has been allocated on the Policies Map for residential develppment
providing aroundé 25 dwellings.

In addition to the general policy requirements in the Comatefyy 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:

ding
ication

9 The preparation of a Site Specific FldRidk Assessment by the applicant forming part of any
planning application;

9 Provision of an appropriate landscaping scheme submitted as part of any planning application to
screen the site from the East Coast Main Line;

Aain

1 The investigation of potential archaeology on the site and any necessarydg@stmination
mitigation measures securedby condition on any planning consent reflecting the hjgh
archaeological potential of the site.

5.3.3 Alternative Option 1¢ 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 adff-site this is not considered appropriate.

5.3.4 Alternative Option2 ¢ The allocation could be deallocated but as part of the site
remains deliverable this is not considered appropriate.

Question26 ¢ NUA/HO/2-Land Southof Quo St f Qa [y S

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

54 NUA/Ho/3 ¢ 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 beg developed at a later date should a suitable
application be submitted.
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54.2

Alternative Options- The site could remain allocated but as there is uncertainty over
its delivery within the Plan Period this is not considered appropriate.

Question27 ¢ NUA/HO/3¢ Lincoln Road

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

5.5

55.1

5.52

5.53

NUA/Ho/5 ¢ North of Beacon Hill Road

Preferred Approaclg Site NUA/Ho/5 North of Beacon Hill Road, Newark is proposed
for re-allocation as an Opportunity Site. There hagn no recent contact with the
owners and delivery of the site within the Plan period is no longer certain. The
identification of theopportunity sites will provide extra flexibility, in line with SP5, if
development on thellocated sites does not progss as anticipated.

Alternative Option 1- The site could be dallocated. It lies within the Newark Urban
Areaand 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 féxibility through a plan led approach which is clearly set out and can be
considered through the Plan making process.

Alternative Option 2¢ The sitecould 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.

Question28 ¢ NUA/HO/5¢ North of Beacon Hill Road

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

5.6

5.61

NUA/Ho/7 ¢ Bowbridge Road Policy Area

Preferred Approaclky Amend the text of policy NUA/Ho/7 to include reference to
opportunity site OSE, Tarmac Site as follows:

Policy NUA/Ho/7¢ Newark Urban Area Bowbridge Road Policy Area

Land between Bowbridge Road aHdwton Lane has been identified as the Bowbridge Road Holicy

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 neighbouringiggelly taken into account.

In particular residential development is allocated on the following sites:

)l
1l

NUA/Ho/8
NUA/Ho/9
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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 Anetuding by the)

redevelopment of Opportunity Site 1 the Tarmac Skertherinvesgationin-theform-ofa-study-will
be-undertaken-to-examine the-environmentakissues.

5.6.2 Alternative Optiors- No alternativeoptionsare considered appropriate.

Question29 ¢ NUA/HO/7 ¢ Bowbridge Road Policy Area

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

5.7 NUA/Ho/8 ¢ Land at Bowbridge Road

5.7.1 Preferred Approaclg 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 expirdthis site is subject to an application
for 67 dwellingsAs thearea 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/& Newark Urban Area Housing Site 8

Land on Bowbridge Road has been allocated on the Policies Map for residential develapment

providing aroundsé 86 dwellings-taking-into-account-an-existing-planning-permissionfora-Adrsing
homeg

5.7.2  Alternative Optiors - 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 developmieniow increased it is likely that any
development proposals would be more likely to be in the region of 86 dwellings.

Question30¢ NUA/HO/8¢ Land at Bowbridge Road

Do youagree with the preferred approach?

58 NUA/Ho/10 ¢ Land North of Lowfield Lane

5.81 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 #hwhole of the allocated site plus an additional area to the
west has now been purchased by t@ounciDa gK2ffteé 26ySR RS
company, Arkwood Developments Limited. This additional land lies within the Urban
Boundary and it is proposed to amend boktetsite 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¢ Newark Urban Area Housing Site 10
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Land north of Lowfield Lankas been allocated on the Policies Map for residential development
providing aroundt20170dwellings.

In addition to the general policy requirements in tAenended Core Strategynd 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:

1 The preparation of an appropriateansport assessment by the applicant, including improvements
to Manners Road/London Road Junction forming part of any planning application;

1 An appropriate landscaping scheme, submitted as part of any planning applicatioviding
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

1 Predetermination 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 Optiors ¢ 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 mappropriately
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.

Question31 ¢ NUA/HO/10¢ Land North of Lowfield Lane

Do you agreevith the preferred approach?

5.9 NUA/MU/ 1 (Land North of A17and NUA/SPA/INewark 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 téxo 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
f20F0A2Y YR OKIINNRISKNES F EY Sy VO 22 INIJANIY dzy )

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 requirerteeaf 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 as n
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
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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
1Yy26y |a WbSgIN] DIGSgleQ KIFE@Ay3a 6SSy AR
Newark Town Investment Plan (TIP). The Newark Livestock Market has now vacated,
Newark Lorry P& 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 proposd amendments to the wording of policy NUA/SPA/1 are as follows:

Policy NUA/SPA/t 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 complementhie East Midlands Events Centre (Newark & Nottinghamshire

Agricultural Society Showground) and other leisamd visitor economuses on site will be supported.
In_addition, development proposals which result in provision of an appropriately lodawegtock
Market facility, proportionate compimentary uses and an enhanced replacement Lorry Park wijthin
the Policy Area will be positively viewgalovided-thatitSubject to themeetsthe wider requirements
of the Core Strategy and the Development Mas@gnt Policies in Chapterbéing met

TheDistrict 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 developent of the site.

Within the Policy Area aew mixed use allocation has been made in the following location:
1 NUA/MU/1 Land North of the A17
Within the Policy Area proposals must specifically address the following:

I The need to address access constraints relating to the A1/A46/A17 junciichgling the A46
Newark Northern Bypass dualling identified in the Road Investment Strategy 2

1 Fhe-need-to-adeguatelyscreennew-developméneé need to achieve high quality samable
building design and comprehensive integrated landscaping

9 The investigation of potential archaeology on the site and any necessaryde@smination
mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent reflecting the| high
archaeologtal potential of the site;

9 Address any issues arising from the proposals which masrsely affect nearby residents.

5.10 NUA/MU/2 ¢ Land at Brownhills Motor Homes

5.10.1 Preferred Approach Deallocate: 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 ahotel on this site has now lapsed.

Question32 ¢ NUA/MU/2 ¢ Land at Brownhills Motor Homes

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

511 NUA/MU/3 ¢ Land at NSK

5111

5112

Preferred Approach- Site NUA/MU/3 Land at NSK, Northern Road, Newark is
proposedfor re-allocation as an Opportunity Site. s Ahere is currently no fixed
timeframe for the transfer of the existing NSK engineering plant to a new site within
Newark Urban Arethe delivery of the site within the Plan period is no longer certain.
Theidentification of the opportunity site will provide extra flexibility, in line with SP5,
if development on the allocated sites does not progress as anticipated.

Alternative Optiors - The site could be dallocated. It lies within the main urban
area and its deallocation would not prevent it beingdeveloped at a later date
should a suitable application be submitted. However, if development on the
anticipated sitesdoes 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 consideretitough the Plan making process.

Question33¢ NUA/MU/3 ¢ Land at NSK

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

5.12
5121

5.122

NUA/E/3 ¢ Land off Telford Drive

Preferred Approaclg This allocations 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 adnld 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.

Alternative Optiors ¢ The entiresite could continue to be allocated but this is not
considered appropriate as one discrete elerhbas been fully developed another is
subject to a Tree Preservation Order and otlmmployment land has become

available for allocation immediately adjacent to the site.

Question34 ¢ NUA/E/3¢ Land off Telford Drive

Do you agree withthe preferred approach?

5.13

Collingham ¢ No changes proposed
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5.14 Sutton-on-Trent¢ No changes proposed

82



S

..
-

Newark North - Extract

wo& ;
D
25

'
LR
IR 4

A/l
¢/

Recycling

~
N AN
~N ~
A

Centre

- Mixed Use Allocation (Non-Residential)

\\
[:l Housing Allocation

!
!

* | 7% Mixed use Allocation (inc. Housing)
n Settlement Boundary

~& |

Playing Field

J a8

/)

(c) Crown Copyright. Newark and Sherwood District Council. 100022288. 2020- Notto scale

NSNS

&
&

=
i\
.

i
S

\

| SN

<
~

AN

Ly




Newark East - Extract

o,

allct
/ Sdns

‘%/

.—‘4 § N
2 2T R

~ /)
TSL/

s
Sl | S
{7 ~Newzrk ~/

Bucitess
£

~ 4" EBeacon Hill
_enservation

U
g Y h

/ ffacan Hill\ ‘\

. fsiress Park ™.

=N
AR
TS

L
~ 3eaconfield Farm \

Fauestriar f-;?nl‘ e\

¢

o

% - |
= A
2 R ] i
T
L BEACON HITL Terst s ]
= T s
bl =t
X ] e Zor_MEIGHTS
; i %{?;V‘

INSTANLEY DR
IWE

WV
[

i

- Mixed Use Allocation (Non-Residential)

777 Wixed Use Allocation (inc. Housing)

= Settlement Boundary

(c) Crown Copyright. Newark and Sherwood District Council. 1000222288. 2020- Notto scale



T o

Balderton

m

(>
<

T3

[mt

e —

1

B \\'Qrks /

y T -

(#7777 Mixed Use Allocation (inc. Housing) |,

(c) Crown Copyright. Newark and Sherwood District Council. 100022288. 2020




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-tgpdate inDevelopment Platerms than the
Southwell Neighbourhood Plan (Adopted October 2016). To ensure that the
additional requirements in the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan allocations policies
are addressedthe second paragraph @&o/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 thenended Core Strateggnd the
Development Management Policies in Chapter 7, with particular reference to Policy] DM2
Allocated Sites, and Policy DM3 Developer Contributiansl Planning Obligation
development on this site will be subject to the Allocations Policies of theth@ell
Neighbourhood Plan and:

\°ZJ

5.16 So/MU/1 ¢ Land at Former Minster School

5.16.1 Preferred Approaclkt Site So/MU/1, former Minster School Site walkocated for
mixed use development of around 13 dwellings and enhanced open space. This site
is no longer available as the site has been giftethéoChapter oSouthwellMinster
for the benefit of the townand now forms the Higgons Mead open space.

5.16.2 Alternative Optiors- No alternative options areonsideredappropriate.

Question35¢ So/MU/1 ¢ Land at Former Minster School

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

5.17 Sites impacted by the deletion of the Southwell BypasSo/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 proteaeterof the
proposed Southwell ¥pass. This protected route has now been deleted from the
CountyCounciDd N2 FR LINRPANI YYS F2fft2¢6Ay3 GKS
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 TheDistrict Councilhas 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 consulte€oncilor Peter Harris; Tetlow King on
behalf of David Sparks; and Southwell Td@wounci) wish to consider the long term
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5.17.3

5.17.4

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 bypas 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 TownCouncilProposals:

-~

f \
Ly Aot ) A& ( Fe

Tetlow King argue that land beyond the curréftban Boundaryn 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
Southwellafter the current allocated sites are developed. Whilst the plan period runs
until 2033 under the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework the
Councilis required to review the plan every 5 years. Therefore in the next round of
Plan makingféer thisreview theCouncilwill be required to look further forward and
prepare a new plan beyond 2033 which will require the provision of housing and
employment sites across thHaistrict It will be as part of this process that decisions
about the locaton of future new development will be considered, alongsible
review of the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan.

TheDistrict Councilis 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 sitncluding properties to the south of this allocation
should be included and that an access road to facilitate future development would
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5.17.5
5.18
5.18.1

5.18.2

5.18.3

T

broadly follow the line of the former bypass. TBeuncihas examined this approach
and considers that there are a nio@r of issues with this:

The position of theCouncilis 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/Hol&ve not been demonstrated toetavailable 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 arousd/Cane

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 wdd not facilitate future development around Crew Lane.

The following options have been considered:

So/Ho/7 ¢ Southwell Depot

Preferred Approachg 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 130 longer a requirement to provide a bypass for Southwell and
therefore no need to protect aoute. 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.

Alternative Optiors - 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 rapgropriately
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.

Alternative Optiors ¢ 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.

Question36 ¢ So/Ho/7 ¢ Southwell Depot

Do you agree with the preferreépproach?

5.19

So/E/2c¢ Land east of Crew Lane

5.19.1 Preferred Approachg The current Site So/E/2 extends from Crelane 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
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to include the aredormerly protected as the line of the Southwellfgss within the
allocation. The site will now be 2.25 hectares in size.

5.19.2 Alternative Optiors ¢ No alternativeoptions areconsidered appropriate.

Question37 ¢ So/E/2¢ Land East of Crew Lane

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

5.20 So/E/3c¢ Land South of Crew Lane

5.201 Preferred Approachg Deallocate the site and designate it as reserved |atal
ensure it remains available for future housing developménis already within the
Urban Boundary and this would allow for its comprehensive consideration in a future
plan making proces#t.is proposed to include the area formerly protected as the line
of the Southwell Bypass within the reserved lanlde sitewill now be 3.47 ha in size.

5.20.2 Alternative Optiors ¢ Continue to allocate the site. The land could then be
developed for employment land which could prejudite comprehensive future
planning of Southwell.

Question38 ¢ So/E/3¢ Land South of Crew Lane

Do you agree with the preferred approach?

5.21 Consequential Changes to So/E/1

5.21.1 If the Preferred approach as set out for sites So/Ho/7, SbAhd So/E/3 are taken
forward, this will result in a requirement to amend So/E/1 SouthwélrewLare
Industrial Estate Policy Area and include a new referendbddreserved Landet
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 af the
Industrial Estaterew anemployment allocatioa haves been madean-the-fellowinglocations

9 So/E/2- Land to the east of Crew Lang-712.25a
—SolEf3-Land-to-the south-of Crew Lar@.18ha

Development proposals within the Policy Area will be required to address the following:
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isipn of

1. Thurgarton Hundred Workhouse

(existing text remains)
3- 2. General Development Requirements
(existing text remains)

3. Reserved Land So/RL/1

Land south of Crew Lane within the Policy Area has heéemtified 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 thisrgéarea are nof

prejudiced.

5.21.2 Amendments to the Urban Boundary of Southwell and So/E/1 will also be required.

5.22  Farnsfield¢ Fa/Ho/1 and Fa/Mu/l complete amend village envelope to include
new development at Southwell Road.
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