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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
il
House |2
—

= L

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.

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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