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Introduction

The District Council are currently in the process of reviewing its Development Plan,
made up of the Amended Core Strategy (ACS) and the Allocations and Development
Management Development Plan Document (DPD).

TheOptions Repornvasthe secondconsultationstage of the review of the Allocations

& Development ManagemenDPDwith the main focus being the updating and
amendment of the adopted Allocations & Development Management DPD. However,
in addition to this the review of a small amount of content from theended Core
Strategy is alsproposed. The public consultation took plaftem 27" July 2021 to

215t September 2021The District Council sent emails to everyone on the Planning
Policy database to inform them about the consultation, notices wdaeed in the
local press, copies of the document were placed in all District librasiestall at
Newark Marketand a number obnline publicconsultation events were held.

Purpose of the Consultation Statement

This Statement of Consultation sets dbe consultation which was undertaken and
the responses received in relation to tiaptions Reporbf the Amended Allocations
& Development Management DRDaccordance with Regulatior8 df the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regn$af012 requires tit for the
preparation of a local plan, mhust:

Preparation of a local plan
18.—{1) A local planning authority must—

(a) nofify each of the bodies or persons specified in paragraph (2) of the subject of a local plan which the local planning authority
propose to prepare, and

(b) invite each of them to make representations to the local planning authority about what a local plan with that subject ought to
contain.

(2) The bodies or perzons referred to in paragraph (1) are—

(@) such of the specific consultation bodies as the local planning authority consider may have an inferest in the subject of the
proposed local plan;,

(b) such of the general consultation bodies as the local planning authority consider appropriate; and

(c) such residents or other persons carrying on business in the local planning authority's area from which the local planning
authority consider it appropriate to invite representations.

{3) In preparing the local plan, the local planning authority must take into account any representation made to them in response to
nvitations under paragraph (1).

Regulation ¥ of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 requires planning authorities, when preparing a local plan, to
LJdzo t Atatdnerit setiihg out
(M which bodies and persons were invitednake representations under
Regulation 18,
(i) how those bodies and persons were invited to make such
representations,
(i)  asummary of the main issues raised by those representations, and
(iv)  how those main issues habeen addressed inthe@® f LJ | y > Q

This report summarises the consultation process and sets out the feedback received.
These comments helped to shape the amendments made to the final draft of the SPD
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Public Consultation

The publicconsultation on the Options Repaddok place between th@ 7" July 2021

and 2P September 2021, a period of 8 weeks. A taibl36responses were

receivedgiving666individual answers to the 56 questions posed as part of the

consultation.

In accordance with the Regulations, the District Council contacted various specific

and general consultation bodies. An indicative list of groups is set out below and full

details of the statutory consultees are included at Appendix 1.

Specific Consultez

General / Other Consultation bodies

Members of Parliament

County Council

Neighbouring Authorities

Town & Parish Councils / Meetings
Environmental Bodies
Highway<£ngland

Network Rail

Housing Associations

PlanningAgents
Members of the Public
Council Members
Council Officers

Developers inc HouseBuilders

All consultees received an email or letter by post setting out the period of

consultation, where the documents could be viewed and the deadline for submitting

comments (see Appendix 2.) N#s were also placed in the Local Press inviting

NELINBaSYyuUl A2y a
social media platforms

FYR AYTF2NXYIGAZ2Y

A summary of the responses received are set out in Appendix 3.
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Appendix 1: List of Statutory Consultees

Organisation

All parish councils within the District

All Council Members

Age UK Anglian Water
Ashfield District Council Bassetlaw District Council
British Gas BT

The Coal Authority

Central Lincolnshire Joint Planning Unit
(Lincoln, North Kesteven & West Lindsey)

East Midlands Chamber

EE Customer Services

Environment Agency

Campaign to Protect Rural England

Gedling Borough Council

Historic England

Highways England

Homes England

Home Builders Federation

Lincolnshire County Council

Leicestershire County Council

Melton Borough Council

Mansfield District Council

Members of Parliament

National Trust National Grid
Newark & Sherwood Clinical Commissioning
Natural England Group N

Network Rail

Newark &Sherwood District Council Planning
Development

Newark & Sherwood Community &
Voluntary Service

Nottinghamshire County Council

Nottinghamshire Coalition for Disabled
Persons

Nottinghamshire Police

Nottinghamshire Fire & Rescue

Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust

02

Rushcliffe Borough Council

Severn Trent Water

South Kesteven District Council

Three Customer Services

Trent Valley Internal Drainage Board

VVodaphone

Western Power Distribution




Appendix 2: Letter sent to Statutory Consultees and Consultees on
the Local Plan Database

27" July 2021

Dear Consultee,

Local Development Framework Plan ReviewAllocations and Development Management
Development Plan Documeng Options Report Consultation & Consultation on the Open Space
Strategy

The District Council is currently in the process of reviewing its Develugat@n, made up of the
Amended Core Strategy (ACS) and the Allocations & Development Management Development
Plan Document (ADMDPD). Following the adoption of the ACS in March 2019, work has been
progressing on preparing to review the ADMDPD. Consultatiotihe Issues Paper took place in

July and August 2019. This next step is to consult on our Options Report, which poses a series of
guestions regarding changes which may be made in response to the evolving policy and economic
situation. In particular we & seeking your views on our Affordable Housing Policy, Gypsy and
Traveller Accommodation including potential sites, the ongoing suitability of existing housing and
employment allocations, development management policies and other policy content.

A new Opn Space Strategy has also been published for public consultation alongside the Options
Report. Its findings will be used to update the open space summaries in each Area chapter within
the Allocations & Development Management DPD. They will also asdsimytementation of
Spatial Policy 8 (Protecting and Promoting Leisure and Community Facilities) in ttoeddgy
determination of planning applications, and provide a strategic understanding of open space
provision (current and future) across the Didtric

Consultation on the Issues Report and Open Space Strategy will run for eight weeks ti&tieen
July and 21st September 202You can view further details of the consultation, the consultation
document, supporting information and instructions on howdomment are on our website at
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview/. Alternatively, all of the documentation
has been placed on deposit at the District Council offices at Castle Hous®&@anvonFri) and

in libraries across the District (etk https://www.inspireculture.org.uk/reading
information/find-a-library/ for opening times).

We are intending to hold some online consultation events during the consultation period and

there may be an opportunity for some small CO¥#oure face to facevents, by appointment

only, towards the end of the consultation period. Details of any consultation events will be
published2y G KS / 2dzyOAf Qa 6S6aArAidsS IyR a20AFf YSRAL
consultation please contact the Planning Pptieam by telephone (01636) 650000 or by email at
planningpolicy@nsdc.info

Yours sincerely,



Appendix 3: Issues Raised by Public Consultation and LPA Response



Question 1¢ Affordable Housing ProvisionDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
025 |Fiskertoncum- |037 YES Our Neighbourhood Plan identified a limited need for suitable and affordableraocalation for the ageing population of the pari
Morton Parish and also young familiesn particular 1 and 2 bed bungalows and houses (See FCM1 1.b) with all developments being small scale
Council within the existing builiup area as defined in the plan.
NSD@Response; Noted
043 |TOWN 073 In broad terms the proposed amendments to Core Policy 1 reflect paragraphs 63 to 65 of the NPPF. However, there is ane impg
PLANNING.CO omission relating to the reduction in affordable housing contribution as set out in paragraph 64 of the NPPF in relaianttbuildings
UK being reused or redeveloped.
Core Policy 1 should include a reference to a criterion: "To support thea@f brownfield land, where vacant buildings are being reu
or redeveloped, any affordable housing contribution due should be redlirténe with national planning policy by a proportionate
amount which is equivalent to the existing gross floorspace of the existing buildings".
As an example we are currently working on a scheme to reuse and redevelop a large former commerciaMhiddimgimportant in
heritage terms, alongside new build elements replacing other unsuitable modern buildings. Discounting the existing flobesgatieg
buildings helps support the reuse of existing buildings and contributes positively towardstiliy of conversion schemes which are
already disadvantaged by being liable for VAT whereas new build are VAT exempt. In our example scheme this could niedentae
between theoretically providingither 6 affordable units or nil affordable units
NSDResponse; Noted. Reference to the fase of vacant buildings and potential vacant building credit in relation to affordable ho
will be included within the written justification to the policy.
075 |Persimmon 168 Core Policy 1 states thany development over 10 dwellings will seek 30% affordable housing, to be comprised of 60% rented pro
Homes 40% affordable home ownership. Affordable home ownership is not a defined term therefore clarity is sort on the specéi tenu

captured by theerm affordable home ownership (i.e. shared ownership / discounted dwellings/ first homes). The policy goes on t
that as part of 30% affordable housing provision on a scheme; 10% should be Affordable Home Ownership. However, thegablicy
statesthat 40% will be affordable home ownership. The current wording reads poorly.

The Council note that where it is not possible to provide affordable housing on site, that a financial contribution eitjlineisstead. It
would be helpful if the Local Aubhity stated the scale of financial contribution per affordable housing plot to assist developers whe
appraising sites.




NSDC ResponseAffordable home ownership products are set out in the Glossary of the NPPF. The Policy seeks to set the locd
requirements that will be expected and show how this meets the requirements set out in the NPPF. The Policy wordiagneridied
to hopefully aid clarity.

The scale of contribution per affordable housing plot will change over time and is alsoddgp@m values in specific locations. It is
therefore not possible to set this out as part of the Plan process and will be dealt with on a case by case basis.

077 |Harby Parish |178 Agreed
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 233 Agreed
ParishCouncil NSD@Response; Noted
085 |Resident 294 Agreed
NSD@Response; Noted
098 |Hawton Parish |343 Yes, but caution should be applied to the word 'need' to ensure that this is not taken advantage of to enable developneaisivhere
Council it would not necessarily be permitted.
NSDC RespongeNoted
107 [Home Builders {430 The Council proposes to update adopted Core Polippffordable Housing Provision of the Amended Core Strategy in relation to sit
Federation thresholds and requimaents for 10% affordable homeownership.
Whilsti KS / 2dzy OAf Q&4 LINRPLI2ASR | FTF2NRI 0fS K2dzaAy3a GSydz2NB YAE )
expectation that at least 10% of homes will be available for affordable home éwdek LJE G KS / 2dzy OAf Q& LINE
align with the 24 May 2021 Written Ministerial Statement requirement for 25% of affordable housing to be First Homes.yT ki Cou
preferred approach repeats para 65 of the 2021 NPPF in the proposedngaCore Policy 1, which is unnecessary. As set out in th
2021 NPPF, the Council should avoid unnecessary duplication of policies in the Framework (para 16f).
Befae the presubmission Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD consultatiompgiesed amendment to Core Poli
1 should be modified to delete repetition of the 2021 NPPF (para 65) and to incorporate First Homes.
NSD@Response Noted. Policy to be amended to seek to set out a clearer more simplified wording that sefig@bnal policy whilst
setting the appropriate local context
113 |Gladman 459 Gladman support the proposed amendments to Core Policy 1 as it would bring the DPD in line with national policy.

NSDC RespongeNoted




115

Farndon Parish
Council

469

Yesbut caution should be applied to the word 'need' to ensure that this is not taken advantage of to enable development inhareas
it would not necessarily be permitted.

NSDC RespongeNoted

117

Avant Homes
c/o Boyer
Planning

526

Support the proposal talign the requirements of Core Policy 1 with the NPPF. Nonetheless, the proposed wording of Core Polig
contains a repetition of the wording found in Paragraph 65 of the NPPF. The Council should avoid the unnecessary dfjpiniatien
containedin the NPPF, as is required in Paragraph 16f, and as such, the wording should be amended accordingly.

Furtherto this, the wording of Core Policy 1 should be updated to reflect the position stated in the 24th May 2021 Written Ministe
Statement in relabn to First Homes, and specifically updated to contain the requirement for a minimum of 25% of all affordable h
units secured through developer contributions to be First Homes. Clarity should also be provided that where cash costfdrution
affordable housing are secured instead ofsite units, a minimum of 25% of these contributions should be used to secure First Hor,
Where a mixture of cash contributions towards affordable housing anrsiterunits are secured, 25% of the overall value afratible
housing contributions should be applied to First Homes.

NSDResponse Noted. Policy to be amended to seek to set out a clearer more simplified wording that seféictnal policy whilst
setting the appropriate local context.

130

North Muskham
Parish Council

599

Yes, but caution should be applied to the word 'need' to ensure that this is not taken advantage of to enable developmneaistwhere
it would not necesarily be permitted.

NSDC RespongeNoted

131

South Muskhan
& Little Carlton
Parish Council

626

Yes, but caution should be applied to the word 'need' to ensure that this is not taken advantage of to enable developneaistwhere
it would not necessdlly be permitted.

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

Amend PolicyPolicy to be amended to seek to set out a clearer more simplified wording that reflects national policy whilst setting
appropriate local context.Reference to the raise of vacanbuildings and potential vacant building credit in relation to affordable
housing will be included within the written justification to the policy.

10



Question 2¢ Entry-level Exception SitesDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
025 |Fiskertoncum |038 Agreed
Morton Parish
Council NSD@Response Noted
043 |[TOWN 074 This policy is broadly in line with the NPPF. However, in terms of unacceptable locations, the pdP&graph 72 b) refers to the areas
PLANNING.CO footnote 7. That lists in addition to the ones included in Core Policy 2A as being areas at risk of flooding. Therefboeildhie added t
UK the list of unacceptable locations in this policy.
Although not explicly stated in the NPPF, entry level exceptions housing and rural exceptions schemes would appear to be
complimentary programmes. Therefore the preferred approach of the LPA limiting entry level exceptions sites to the naenesrgetin
the settlement hiearchy would appear to be sensible and appropriate. Thereby allowing rural exception sites to be targeted at th¢
settlements.
NSDResponse Agreed. Areas at risk of flooding should be added to the list of unacceptable locations.
053 |Coddington 099 Agreed,as long as the developments do not encroach on the Open Breaks at Winthorpe, Farndon and Coddington
Parish Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
077 |Harby Parish |179 Agreed
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 234 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
085 |Resident 295 Agreed
NSD@Response; Noted
098 |Hawton Parish |344 Yes, but caution should be applied to the word 'need' to ensure that this is not taken advantage of to enable developneaistwhere
Council it would not necessarily be permitted.
NSDC ResponsegNoted
109 [The 444 ¢CKAA LRftAOE R2SayQd FLIISFNI G2 FRRNBaa Fft22R NRA&] nawaj arR2 S 3
Environment exceptions policy (i.e. outd of / in addition to allocated sites), this could mean lots of smaller development sites in areas of flood
Agency coming forward and not tested as part of the local plan (i.e. sequential testing). This could potentially mean indieislgahsihg

forward with no coherent way of assessing them for flood riskcept on a sitdy-site basis. In effect, this could mean a very haphazg

11



was of assessing sites. This approach will require clear guidance by the LA on how flood risk will be assessed seagiémntially
combination. Finallyg K & R2Sa WgAff 0S5 aThsisizapie SR Geedy¥ firthgt clarifcatibdNd inipioskeEhs
soundness of the policy.

NSDResponse; Areas at risk of flooding should be added to the list of unacceptable dosati

115 (Farndon Parish|470 Agreed.
Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
128 |Historic Englan¢553 2SSt 02YS (KS NBFSNBYOS (2 KSNAGF3IS FaasSia sAGKAY t2f AGandH!
GKSAN aStGidAayaQo
NSDResponse& Noted. The Policy already cross references to CP14 which includes reference to the setting of heritage assets.
130 [North Muskham600 Yes, but caution should be applied to the word 'need' to ensure that this is not takeantage of to enable development in areas whe
Parish Council it would not necessarily be permitted.
NSDC RespongeNoted
131 [South Muskhan 627 Yes, but caution should be applied to the word 'need' to ensure that this is not takemi@ade of to enable development in areas whe

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

it would not necessarily be permitted.

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

Amend Policy: Areas at risk of floodingoe added to the list of unacceptable locations.

12



Question 3¢ Housing Mix, Typand Density- Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
025 |Fiskertoncum |039 Yes but our Neighbourhood Plan identified a limited need for suitable and affordable accommodationdgethg population of the
Morton Parish parish and also young familiem particular 1 and 2 bed bungalows and houses (See FCM1 1.b) with all developments being smal
Council and within the existing builtip area as defined in the plan.
NSDC ResponsegNoted where moredcal, relevant up to date evidence is available this will also be taken into account as set out I
the full text of the policy.
043 |TOWN 075 The 2020 Housing Needs Study whilst relatively recent does not take into account thé aiecpandemic on the housing market. T
PLANNING.CO longterm impact of the pandemic on the housing market is unknown at this time. However, at present the local housing magkeag i
UK some structural trends including households wanting additional space tadecpermanent home working; families moving from urba

areas including London and the home counties to rural areas; and demand for properties with opportunities to provideia¢sident
annexes. Consequently, the Housing Needs Study becarraf-date themoment it was published. The only reference to the panden
in paragraph 6.22 in the context of international migration. Nowhere does the Study consider other impacts of the pandémiocal
housing market.

Newark & Sherwood has a sizeable numiiecommuters for example that used to commute daily to London. Many of these are unl
at this point to return to working in offices every day and do require home offices. This has a consequential impactuomoreah

bedrooms being sought in ordeo &llow one or in some cases two persons in the household to work from home. The emphasis pr¢
in Core Policy 3 on 2 and 3 bedroom family housing does not take into account of any of the above factors.

In addition Core Policy 3 is inflexible and failseflect the differences in the Councils own evidence. For example in the Sutton on T|
sub-area the greatest single category of need identified is 37.5% fmdfoomed houses. In the Sherwood safea and Rural South sul
area the greatest single cagery of need is 35.8% in both foitbédroom houses. The Mansfield Fringe sub area has 34.3% need for
bedroom houses. Core Policy 3 fails to reflect the differences across the district and misleads plan readers into Whabpizdies may
be most inneed in different parts of the district.

NSDC RespongeThe views on the validity of the Housing needs survey are noted but since this is the most up to date evidence 4
full impacts of the pandemic will play out over time it is not considered apfatpto review the evidence at this time.

It is agreed that the policy should be amended to include reference to the sub area analysis to make it clear that hedsang n&x
should be appropriate for the locality in which the development in situated.

13



052

Resident

098

The spatial policy is not being adequately considered. Regardless of what type of house or bungalow is being planrstab kthde
due thought given to preserving the rural nature of South Muskham and the surrounding areaahgdand owners are using any are
of land they have to make a quick income wihout regard for the future needs of the village that is left behind.

¢KS SEA&alGAY3T LIXIyyAy3a LRftAOE KIFa 0SSy 62 NJ A ydiionhl fidiseditdbe Builtlin
areas that cannot sustain their occupants?

NSDC RespongeNoted the aim of this policy is to seek to secure the appropriate mix of new dwellings where it is acceptable in s
policy terms.

067

Southwell Town
Council

137

In the Dec 2020 Housing Needs Assessment the Southwell Area contains double the number of houses as there are in Satithwe
Also there is no mention of Brackenhurst and the demand for Student housing in the town. Thus the Council is cdmatettniedrtay
mean that the Assessment is less relevant for Southwell only.

This change in emphasis away from smaller homes does not accord with a town survey of 2018 which received well ovenées re
(detail included in response).

NSDC ResponsegNoted where more local, relevant up to date evidence is available this will also be taken into account as set out
the full text of the policy. Furthermore the information included by the Town Council could form the basis of a polidycashear
Neighbourhood Plan Review.

070

ClIr Harris

151

| do not agree with the change of approach. There is clear evidence within the town [evidence already submitted to N&$&xjehts
need to have small houses 2/3 bed for young people to baffatdable levels and rent affordably and then flats/maisonettes for
young/single people to buy and rent, and further houses for older people to downsize to purchase and rent. This musttbd neflee
bg{5/ Qa I LILINRI OK®

NSDC Responge Noted where nore local, relevant up to date evidence is available this will also be taken into account as set out
the full text of the policy. Furthermore the information included by the Town Council could form the basis of a polidycashear
Neighbourhod Plan Review.

075

Persimmon
Homes

169

Core Policy 3 relates to Housing Mix, Type and Density and places emphasis on 2 and 3 bedroom family housing. Whilst Persin
acknowledges that 2 and 3 bedroom homes are needed and are fundamental to creatingghchwice. Policy should and must
acknowledge high market demand for larger, 4 and 5 bedroom properties.

CKAa LRfAOE AyOtdzZRSE& | NBIJdZANBYSYyd F2NJ I WINBIF SN lahNghd feiell
ofbungalodJNB @A dA2Y A& 0SAy3d a2dzaAK0IX IyR K2¢g R2Sa GKS L2t A e

14



bungalows. For example there is not necessarily a need for bungalows on all areas and demand for bungalows may alae,be an i
particularly with bungalows generally being more expensive given they have had larger land take and as such may ncatle.afford
Further, there is no evidence base to support/justify the inclusion of bungalows, which could have an impact on viability.

The recently adopted Car and Cycle Parking Standards SPD (2021), imposes additional land take burden where smaller hoise t
plotted as indicated by Persimmon Homes consultation response on 4:1 parking to landscaping ratios alongside anti taimem par,
stance. The Parking Standards SPD incentivises the use of larger 4 and 5 bed properties which due to larger footpriatsiatedto
the SPD parking guidance. Subsequently, Core Policy 3 should arguably omit reference to specific sized bedwonfdvaumeof a
broad housing mix of housing to address both housing need and housing demand.

Proposed changes to policy 3 states their Housing Needs Study demonstrates a need for 1% wheelchair accessible stét8%ardt a
new homes to be M2(2) accebk and adaptable. NPPF para 130f underlines the need for robust evidence where Local Authoritie
impose optional technical standards. The evidence provided accords with broad ageing population trends found across&tmignd
exceptional warrating a step change from standard build regulation found nationally which impose under M4(1) visitable standar
accessible front door, wider doorways, corridors, accessible sockets and switches, ground floor W/C etc.

Technical constraints i.e. topaaphy, flood risk must be considered in terms of the practicalities of implementing M42 standards al
Viability implications such standards impose on developers. Proposed changes to Policy 3 warrant more work until the eeckssee
is secured t@lemonstrate the above considerations have been considered.

NSDC RespongeComments are noted. The technical constraints of the site along withitdheecific characteristics will also be takel
into account as set out later in the full text of the pylic KS LJ2 f A O& ¢ A f The Disgigl Golnéibadl se@kto skalire dnS
appropriate mix of housing types to reflect local housing need. Such a mix will be dependent on the local circumstaacepfth
viability of the development and argcalised housing need informatign.

The Newark & Sherwood Housing Needs Assessment 2020 looks at a range of data in relation to M4(2) and M4(3) standemafs, b
nationally recognised datasets and from the primary data provided from the survey. Hoitvessacknowledged that the Council will ng
to clearly set out the local circumstance that justify our approach; this will be undertaken to support the next stagPlahtReview.

077 |Harby Parish |180 Agreed
Council NSDC ResponseNoted
078 |Collingham 235 Agreed

Parish Council

15



NSDC RespongeNoted

085

Resident

296

Agreed
NSDC RespongeNoted

087

Tetlow Kong
obo Local
Business

310

¢Sit2¢ YAYy3I tflyyAy3d A& 0NERI RiprdachifazadielddNgiCo® Boliy 3. The ke@oval &f they dVekly
restrictive emphasis on the provision of smaller homes of two bedrooms or less is supported and reflects the findin@oohdils mos
recent assessment of housing needs in the forms oflsrictWide Housing Needs Assessment (December 2020).

In respect of Southwell itself, it is noted that the 2020 Housing Needs Assessment (HN#9astibdings for Southwell reports that the
greatest level of need is forl3ed houses (33%) and 4+ beallses (24%), followed by 3+ bed bungalows (15%) dretizlbungalows
(15%).

¢CKS AYGNRRdAzOGAZ2Y 2F a3INBFIGSNI LINPGAAAZY 2F odzy 3l f 2 ¢ a3idtfereforl
broadly supported and reflects 30% oféboeed in the Southwell stérea.

Our client is committed to making appropriate provision to address identified local housing needs in Southwell througirghe fu
development of their land interests for residential development in line with Policy anduitkence base that underpins it.

NSDC RespongeNoted

093

Urban & Civic

327

Urban & Civic do not object to the proposed amendments to Core Policy 3 in principle but consider that the policy néaddlaxilility
for the housing mix to reflect thiocal circumstances of the site and the viability of the development, as under the adopted Core Pq
For example, greater provision of bungalows on larger sites may not always be appropriate, as they have higher land négjuirdme
implications forboth streetscape and densities (noting ACS Policy NAP 2A seeks average densitésdi&llings per hectare at
Newark South), and overall housing numbers and thus viability.

For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully request that tloy palrding contains the following wording:

Gl 2dzaAy3a YAE 6Aft 6S RSLISYRSyld 2y (GKS 201t OANDdzvibeldl yOSH
RSOSt2LIVYSYy i dé

NSDC RespongeNoted this will also be taken into account as setlatgr in the full text of the policy.

16



¢ KS L2t AO@& ¢ A fThe Dixgigt Gountitadl se@keto skdiire din&ppropriate mix of housing types to reflect local housin
Such a mix will be dependent on the local circumstances of the sit@jdbdity of the development and any localised housing need
information£

098 |Hawton Parish |345 Agreed.
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
107 |[Home Builders |431 The proposed amendment to adopted Core Poligyusing Mix, Type & Density of the Amiled Core Strategy introduces a

Federation

requirement for 1% of new dwellings to meet M4(3) and a minimum of 23% of new homes to meet M4(2). The provision of the
appropriate proportion of dwellings to M4(2) standard will be expected on all sites. Sites for 5thgsvell more should make provision
for the M4(3).

If the Council wishes to adopt the optional standards for accessible & adaptable dwellings, then this should only bactmrdance

with the 2021 NPPF (para 130f & Footnote 49) and the latest Natibnal 7 Yy Ay 3 t N} OGA OS DdzA R yOS 0N
L FyyAy3 LREAOASE FT2NJ K2dzaAAy3d aK2dzZ R YI 1S dzaS 27F (K Susihg 09
GKSNB (KA& ¢2dz R | RRNBaa | yAskdyiitheR028 PP, 8lIPdlicie sholild edatoirpinddtEby.
relevant and up to date evidence, which should be adequate, proportionate and focussed tightly on supporting and justifyoligies
concerned (para 31). A policy requirement for MAAY M4(3) must be justified by credible and robust evidence. The NPPG sets 0
evidence necessary to justify a policy requirement for optional standards. The Council should apply the criteria seeduPIRG (ID 56
00520150327 to 56)11-20150327)

¢CKS /2dzyOAf Q& &adzLIR2NIAY3I SOARSYOS Aa aSid 2dzi Ay 54 & Hicedes
y2i 2dzaGAFTe (GKS /2dzyOAf Qa LINBLIZAaSR LIt AO& NBI dzi NEcWnisibnces, whig
demonstrate that the needs of Newark & Sherwood differ substantially to those across the Midlands or England. If the Gierime
intended that evidence of an ageing population alone justified adoption of optional standards, thestandhrds would have been
incorporated as mandatory in the Building Regulations, which is not currently the case. Before-fubmriesion Amended Allocations
Development Management DPD consultation, the Council should provide further evidencevcélitsded.

lff yS¢ K2YSa IINB odaAfd G2 anom0 a@AaAiGrofS RgStft Ayadoora il
thresholds, wider internal doorway and corridor widths, switches and sockets at accessible heights and dovaistaiacilities usable
by wheelchair users. M4(1) standards are not usually available in the older existing housing stock. These standareés$abé&tiodied
occupants and are likely to be suitable for most residents.
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Furthermore, as the Coundd aware not all health issues affect housing needs. Many older people already live in Newark & Sherw
are unlikely to move home. No evidence is presented to suggest that households already housed would be prepared torleaistittay
homes to nove into new dwellings constructed to M4(2) and / or M4(3) standards. Those who do move may not choose to live in
RsStftAyaId wSOSYyld NBASFNOK o0é {lI@Aafta a5St ABSNAYy3 bSg2f RS
less inclined to buy a new home thanasecél YR 2y S>> gAGK 2yfe& 13 R2AYy3I az2éd ¢KS
significantly larger than its new build component, therefore adaption of the existing stock will form an important ffeetsofution.

Before the presubmission Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD consultation, the Council should undertake a
assessment of the impact of proposed amendments to Core Policy 3. The DCLG Housing Standards Rdwiglenf@mahtion Impact
Assessment, March 2015 (see Table 45) estimates a cost for M4(2) of £521 per dwelling based on 3 tetdceed house and costs
£907- £940 per apartment. These 2015 costs are somewhat out of date and less than alternatile @sBda @ ¢ KS D2 @SN
O2yadzZ GFraGAz2y awlkAaAiy3da ! OO0OSaaroAfAide {dFyRFNRa& FT2NJ bSéw | 2
ReSttAyar gKAOK g2dZ R y20 |t NBSIRe& YSSG andén 0 andards RevielEER akriy
estimated the cost impact of M4(3) per dwelling as £7,608,048 for apartments and £9,75£23,052 for houses (see Table 45). M4
and M4(3) compliant dwellings are also larger than Nationally Described Space Standard¢g®3S).G Housing Standards Review
lllustrative Technical Standards Developed by the Working Groups August 2013), therefore larger sizes should be usediatieg cg
additional build costs for M4(2) / M4(3) and any other input based on square metesagpt sales values, which are unlikely to gene
additional value for enlarged sizes.

The Council should also note that its proposed policy approach will become unnecessary if the Government implements girapges
to Part M of the Building Regulaty & | & &aSid 2dzi Ay GKS awlAaiay3a ! O0SaaAroAf Al
confirms that Local Plans should avoid unnecessary duplication (para 16f).

In the meantime, if the proposed policy requirements are retained, the NPPG Spacifid K & a[ 20Ft t 'y L2t
account site specific factors such as vulnerability to flooding, site topography, and other circumstances which may etife sitepess
suitable for M4(2) and M4(3) compliant dwellings, particularhere step free access cannot be achieved or is not viable. Wherdrete
FOOSaa Aa y20 OALOofST ySAGKSNI 2F (KS h LOGSR@LEUE1D). wSlj dzA NBY Sy i

The Council should distinguish between a wheelchair adaptable dgé\4(3a)), which include features to make a home easy to col
to be fully wheelchair accessible and a wheelchair accessible dwelling (M4(3b)), which include the most common featted<gequi
wheelchair users. The Council is also reminded that thairement for M4(3) should only be required for dwellings over which the
Council has housing nomination rights as set out in the NPPG-0858150327).
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Before the presubmission Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD consultation, the Gboulclldelete or modify the
proposed amendments to Core Policy 3 as set out above.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. The Newark & Sherwood Housing Needs Assessment 2020 looks at a range of data in relati
M4(2) and M4(3) standards, both from nationalcognised datasets and from the primary data provided from the survey. Howevel
acknowledged that the Council will need to clearly set out the local circumstance that justify our approach; this wittekendo
support the next stage of the RidReview. The matters raised by the respondent regarding viability and tenure are recognised and
addressed by the publication of an updated whole plan viability assessment and policy wording which seeks to ensur(&) due
delivered as pdrof affordable stock. If the local policy is superseded by an uplift of building regulations then the policy requiremer
would no longer be implemented.

108

CB Collieg
Harris Lamb

437

We object to the requirement to provide more bungalows on appiaterlarge sites. Whilst the Council have sought to qualify that
bungalows may only be suitable on large sites, it is unclear what is meant by greater provision. Anything that seekiite imooe
bungalows will have a negative impact on density resglin the need for more land to be allocated or made available for developmg
bungalows are a very inefficient form of development from a land take perspective. If the Council to wishes to provitiera grea
proportion of bungalows the Council will netmallocate more land to reflect the impact on density that accommodating this form of
development will have.

In respect of specialist housing why not allocate specific sites for this type of use. There are a number of providers thatttvould
welcome the opportunity to develop sites without having to compete for them with residential developers. The Council coultbaiso
control over where it wanted to direct such uses rather than leaving it to the market to decide.

NSDC RespongeNoted site spcific characteristics will also be taken into account as set out later in the full text of the policy.

¢KS L2t AO& g A fThe DixRigt Golntitiadl se@keto skdiire dn&ppropriate mix of housing types to reflect local housin
Such a mi will be dependent on the local circumstances of the site, the viability of the development and any localised housing ne
information£

The Council has secured specialist accommodation on a number of allocations within the current DPD and we hawseiggiglagh
allocated and committed sites to secure a broad range of house types.

113

Gladman

460

The amendments to Core Policy 3 seeks to introduce the optional technical standards for M4(3) wheelchair accessible st & s
a minimum of 23% afiew homes to be built to M4(2) accessible and adaptable homes standards.
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Whilst Gladman are supportive of providing homes that are suitable to meet the needs of older and/or disabled peopl@odiagh a
requirement must be based on appropriate evideneogustify the approach in seeking to adopt the higher optional technical standar
accessible, adaptable and wheelchair homes in accordance with the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). In this regatdtéise PPG

G. FaASR 2y (KSANI épadzhothgt AvailifieSlRasetstit dvill & dodlocal planning authorities to set out how they inf
to approach demonstrating the need for Requirement M4(2) (accessible and adaptable dwellings), and/or M4(3) (wheelchair use
dwellings), of the Buildingggulations. There is a wide range of published official statistics and factors which local planning author
consider and take into account, including:

w ¢CKS fA1Sftfe FdzidzNB ySSR T2NJ K2dzaAy3 F2Nih®f RSNJ YR RA&IlIof
w {AT ST t20FGA2y>Y (LIS YR ljdZ fAGe 2F RgSttAydTa ySSa&sed (2
homes or care homes).

w ¢KS | O00SaaroAfAte YR FRIFELGFIoATfTAGE 2F SEA&GAY3T K2dzaAy 3
w | 26 Yy SSRa fef@htNdising©rui@si a RA T
w ¢CKS 2@0SNIftf AYLI OGO 2y QOAFOAfAGEXE

In order for the policy to be considered sound, the Council will need to demonstrate evidence of the above, setting oificacage for
the need for Optional Technical Standards in NewarkSimerwood.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. The Newark & Sherwood Housing Needs Assessment 2020 looks at a range of data in relati
M4(2) and M4(3) standards, both from nationally recognised datasets and from the primary data provided from theHomexer it is
acknowledged that the Council will need to clearly set out the local circumstance that justify our approach; this witthekendo
support the next stage of the Plan Review. The matter raised by the respondent regarding viabilitgriésezstand will be addressed b
the publication of an updated whole plan viability assessment.

115 [Farndon Parish|471 Agreed.
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
117 |Avant Homes |527 The wording of the amended Policy should be updaterkfiect that the housing mix, type and density of schemes should vary at the
c/o Boyer level across the District, to respond to localised needs and demands. The Integrated Impact Assessment which has begmaprodug
Planning AYTF2NY (GKS 02y adz (ing forkaznk, typdiandidEngity df Kew fousingieRetdpinent which is able to respond to tl

K2dzaAy3d ySSRa 2F G(KS 5AaGNROG OFy KStLI LINPY2(GS GKS thMiding of

the amended Policybe il § SR G2 Fftt2¢ F2NJ 0KS ARSYUGATASR GFNRFGAZ2YA A
own evidence base.
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C2NJ SEFYLX S5 (GKS WalyaFTAStR CNAy3aS ! NBIF QS 6KAOK [/ f Ant&aSieayes
{dzYYI NASaQ 6550SY0SNI vnuno G2 KFE@S Iy 2@0SNItt K2dzaAy3JonrAE
K2dzaSQ OF 1S32NE 6KSNBIFra F2NIbS6IFN] 9 {KSNBF22R 5Aa0GNROG (K

Simultan@ dzat @83 A G ¢l & F2dzyR FT2NJ GKS alyaTASt ® SRMR2YS KI2NEIS Qi 109
was 39.9% for Newark & Sherwood District, which was the largest requirement of any category. Naturally, this has infopnogeshe
L2t A08 FYSYRYSYy(izZ 6KAOK aSSREBRRFENFIYAOGSYKKUzZEAAEILY H | YR o

Whilst it may be that other areas in the District have a greater preference for these house types, it is unreasonabletephasise or
over rely on these house typ&sthe Mansfield Fringe Area when there is a stated need for an increased provision of 4 or more
bedroomed houses. Indeed, we consider that the wording of the Policy prior to the proposed amendment was more approjitriate,
aldl SR GKI G dliviKk<eekFoksecirdNdh approptisdedmyk of housing types to reflect local housing need. Such a mix w
dependent on the local characteristics of the site, the viability of the development and any localised housing need bhfgrinati

The NPPF is clein Paragraphs 61 and 62 that strategic policies should be informed by a local housing needs assessment, such i
District Wide Housing Needs Assessment and its associated Sub Area Summaries document, and that the context, sizenyyeeain
houdng needed for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies.

NSDC ResponseAmend Policy wording to include reference to the sub area analysis to make it clear that housing need and mix
be appropriate fotthe locality in which the development in situated.

¢KS L2t AOe& ¢ A fThe Disgigt Gountibia@l se@kto sidiire dnGppropriate mix of housing types to reflect local housin
Such a mix will be dependent on the locatumstances of the site, the viability of the development and any localised housing need
information £

130 [North Muskham601 Agreed
Parish Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
131 |South Muskhan628 Agreed.

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC ResponsegNoted

Action Required

1 Amend Policy wording to include reference to the sub area analysis to make it clear that housing need and mix should be
appropriate for the locality in which the development in situated.
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1 Prepare further supporting evidence in relation to M4(2) and M4(3) including publishing an updated whole plan viability
assessment.
1 Amend Policy wording which seeks to ensure that the M4(3) are delivered as part of affordable stock.
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Question 4¢ So/HN1 and Lo/HN/1 and Policy HE/1 of the Southwell Neighbourhood Pi@o you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Canment

025

Fiskertoncum-
Morton Parish
Council

040

Yes

NSD@Response; Noted

049

Resident c/o
TOWN
PLANNING.CO
UK

093

The preferred approach which involves the suggested deletion of this policy is supported.

Policy Lo/HN/1 seeks that the majority of new housing on windfall sites in Lowdham should be two bed units to meet tloé tieds
communily. The housing needs survey that underpins this policy dates from a Parish Housing Needs Survey 2007. In appeal
APP/B3030/W/18/3204708 in Sutton on Trent the LPA argued that Parish Housing Needs Surveys did not provide evidence of n
market housing ad that their methodology only provided evidence for affordable housing.

Ly GKA& FLWSKFEY GKS LyalLlSOd2NI DFNBGK 2AfR3I22aS . {0 oltdoyay
both affordable housing for rent and shared owndpshiogether with open market housing. However, the evidence before me indicg
that the HNR does not form part of the evidence in the examination library for the Amended Core Strategy. Furthermoregishe ne
identified relate to only the views of a spécinumber of respondents to the survey, which reflects only a limited number of the ovel
households in Sutton on Trent and a snapshot in time where personal circumstances can change. As such | cannot fapdebents r
robust or reliable evidencef current local needs upon which a mix of housing types should be restricted in the context of Core Po
GKS /{ 2NJ GKS CNI YSg2N] ®¢

A similar conclusion would apply to the Lowdham Parish Housing Needs Survey, meaning that it was in fact nabér pdligy basis
upon which to base a policy. Plus, any survey from 2007 cannot reasonably provide robust and credible evidence somiate4. years
Given this the LPA could not in our view seek to rely upon rolling Policy Lo/HN/1 forward given tHectadhibdity in the underpinning
evidence.

The Council has recently published up to date housing needs information for the district which is split iateasii.owdham falls with
the Nottingham Fringe suirea where the majority need (46.7%) is Bobed houses. This more #p-date evidence would also render
Policy Lo/HN/1 oubf-date. Policies such as Lo/HN/1 are inflexible which fail to cater for changing circumstances and result in the
to deliver housing sites as owners and developerosbaot to bring sites forward because of a restrictive approach towards housir
types/sizes.
NSDResponse; Noted

067

Southwell Town
Council

138

In the Dec 2020 Housing Needs Assessment the Southwell Area contains double the number of houses as there are in Satithwe
Also there is no mention of Brackenhurst and the demand for Student housing in the town. Thus the Council is concdingdninat
mean that the Assessment is less relevant for Southwell only.
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This change in emphasis away from smaller homes does not accord with a town survey of 2018 which received well ovenées re
(detail included in response).

NSDC ResponseNotedwhere more local, relevant up to date evidence is available this will also be taken into aasa@eitout later in
the full text of the policy. Furthermore the information included by the Town Council could form the basis of a polidyoashgar
Neighbourhood Plan Review.

070 |ClIr Harris 155 I do not agree with the change of approach. There is clear evidence within the town [evidence already submitted to N&$&ijehes
need to have small houses 2/3 bed for young people to buy at affordablks lamd rent affordably and then flats/maisonettes for
young/single people to buy and rent, and further houses for older people to downsize to purchase and rent. This musttbd nefllee
bg{5/ Qa | LILINRI OK®
NSDC ResponseNoted where more local, relemaup to date evidence is available this will also be taken into account as set out laf
the full text of the policy.

075 |Persimmon 169 Persimmon supports the deletion of policy in Southwell Neighbourhood Plan which stipulates $mmadigrg units to be delivered on

Homes sites in Southwell and Lowdham, to allow greater flexibility of housing types and choice.
NSDC RespongeNoted
077 |Harby Parish |181 Agreed if the residents of Lowdham and Southwell are in agreement
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 236 Agreed if the residents of Lowdham and Southwell are in agreement
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted

085 |Resident 297 No comment
NSD@Response; Noted

087 |Tetlow King obq311 The Councils proposed deletion of Policy So/HN/1 is broadly supported given that this is required in order to refletthhetfe

The Minster housing need evidence base that underpins theseging Plan no longer reflects the requirements of that policy to secure smaller hg
Veterinary units.
Centre

It is considered important however to acknowledge that the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan is under review by the Town @banygil
subsequent local housing eds assessment at Parish level undertaken to inform this or any subsequent Neighbourhood Plan Rev
also be an important consideration with regard to identified local housing needs that future residential development ineéfiaitbuld
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seek to addres as, dependent upon timings, the Neighbourhood Plan Review could take place after the adoption of the emerging
Review and could therefore result in being the mosttapdate Plan in Development Plan terms.

NSDC ResponseNoted where mordocal, relevant up to date evidence is available this will also be taken into account as set out I
the full text of the policy. Furthermore the Town Council cawdd any evidence tiorm the basis of a policy as part of the Neighbourh
Plan Reviw.

098 |Hawton Parish
Council

346

No comment

NSDC RespongeNoted

099 |[Southwell Civic
Society

398

Disagree; The Housing Needs Assessment covers a wider area than the town of Southwell itself where previous surveys clearly
need for moresmaller dwellings. Has the commuting of people working in Southwell been taken into account?

NSDC RespongeNoted where more local, relevant up to date evidence is available this will also be taken into account as set out
the full text of the paicy. Furthermore the Town Council could use any evidence to form the basis of a policy as part of the Neighf
Plan Review.

115 |Farndon Parish
Council

471

No comment

NSDC RespongeNoted

130 |North Muskham
Parish Council

601

Agreed

NSD@Response& Noted

Action Required

None
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Question5 ¢ Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Need3o0 you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
021 |Heine Planning|023 The preferred approach is nagreed, if, as it would appear, you only propose to meet the need for 118 pitches for th

Consultancy

who met the planning definition for GTS. It is not clear how/when the needs of others (unknown and cultural need)
be met.

The GTAA has not been examined aathis appear to be lacking. The report lists the sites visited but there is no atte
summarise the planning history of all these sites and their conditions. Three sites down Tolney Lane (Riverside park
Farm and Church View) were found taaant for some 103 non travellers. The report fails to explain whether occupat
non-Travellers of these sites is in breach of planning conditions. The status of these sites is not clear. In additior
pitches were being used for transit purpose&gain it is not clear if this is authorised. Over 1/3rd of the list of pitches
to ORS are not being used as residential Traveller pitches. It seems very surprising that this has not been addreBax
Review and an explanation given.isltfar from clear what the actual, existing lawful provision is in the district and w
this most basic of information and analysis it is really difficult to comment.

Of the remaining 240 pitches listed, interviews were achieved with 123 househlbtds half of the remaining household
That is low by most standards and could not be considered robust or credible.

The GTAA found that some 63% of GTs interviewed in this district complied with the Planning Definition. ORS
nationally a figure b30% is appropriate. The compliance rate in this district would appear to be more than twice the 1
rate. It is therefore far from clear why a figure of 25% is proposed in Newark for the unknown households.

The study identified a need for 30 pitches for those with a cultural need who do not meet the planning definition. T|
agrees that provision should be made as part of housing allocations but does not appear to do so. | can find no prq
these J pitches. It is not clear how caravan pitches will be included/ provided as part of housing allocations.

The ORS report was unable to determine the status of 74 households. If, as presumed, just 25% will comply with th
definition, it is unclar what provision is proposed for need arising from the remainder? Are they presumed to have a
need? Or are they presumed to be non Travellers? The ORS study fails to do is include any allowance for the
undetermined households who aret presumed to meet the GT definition but would presumably have a cultural ne
appropriate accommodation and should be added to the need for those who do not meet the planning definition.

NSDC ResponseComments noted, the Council believes the Gyasg Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTA
provide a robust and sound understanding of future gypsy and traveller pitch requirements. It is also recognised
Assessment shows an overall need of 169 pitches to meet the cumulative requireofettisse who met the plannir|
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definition, undetermined households and those who were shown to not meet the planning definition. Notwithstand
the ability to meet that need in full will ultimately be dictated by the availability of suitable lartthidnmespect the Optior|
Report set out a comprehensive overview of the land which is available, its suitability and what is considered

appropriate (and crucially deliverable) locational approach. In the event that the full need cannot be Gatjsfen the
constraints presented by land supply, then the minimum threshold that the Amended Allocations & Devel
Management DPD will need to meet is clearly detailed at paragraph 10 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (}
would requre identification of a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years worth of sites aga
locally set targets, supplemented with a supply of specific, developable sites, or broad locations for growth for ydax,
With those local targets only incorporating the needs of households who meet the planning definition provided at An
the PPTS.

Given the land supply issues, the Options Report detailed that for the Newark Area the Newark Area the preferred
is one hat seeks to develop a detailed strategvhich as a minimum satisfies the requirements of the Planning Poli
Traveller Sites but where possible exceeds this to also address the potential need from undetermined househdg
respect to the need frm households who did not meet the planning definition, and who may be able to claim the r
culturally appropriate accommodatioq this would be a matter left to the Development Management process, with
criteria within Core Policy 5 providing appopriate means of considering applications on their merits. It should be

that the criteria within CP5 were modified by the Amended Core Strategy Inspector an relaxed to ensure that the
present an unacceptably high bar to sites that migie forward up to new sites being allocated, and crucially beyona
The Policy is sufficiently flexible to allow windfall pitches to be brought forward beyond provision formally made thre
Development Plan.

Due to the realities of a constraindéaind supply in the Newark Area (and beyond) it is considered that this approach r
most appropriate. In the case of the need generated by sites in the West of the District at the time of the Options

appeared more likely that an approach @o$o meeting the need in full would be possible. In the scenario that the ng
undetermined households is not able to be formally addressed via site allocation, then this will kept under close revilel
it become clear that undetermined householdse coming forward and making the demonstration that they meet
planning definition then this would trigger a review of the pitch requirements. It is also evident that through the Tole
WLIAGOK RSt AGSNEQ ST7F2 NI ao b€ suifable cirfentlii dc@mriobiaie®itende & fAntiyKgrops
so their intensification could entail meeting different forms of need (be that planning definition, undetermined and/¢
planning definition). Consequently the resultant picture is likelyp¢ more nuanced than purely seeking to meet the n¢
of those in the Newark Area who met the planning definition.

ORS to provide additional content on the technical GTAA comments.
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023

Resident

034

3.10 Transit Pitch Needs

3.10.1 Due to low historioWw numbers of unauthorised encampments, and the existence of private transit pitches, the
did not recommend the need for a formal public transit site in the District.

Although this maybe the case, | firmly believe that the GTAA has not taken imtora@onsideration the effects travellg
have on those householders who live in the vicinity of traveller encampment and these householders should not ha
with the fear and degradation some travelling communities bring when they encampment onlape:

When travellers arrive, there is a loss of freedom to the local community. | have withessed people avoid areas of end
when walking their dogs for fear of attack from uncontrolled dogs. Children are concerned about playing on the lao|
R23ax o0SAy3 LKeaAOlftte FyR @OSNblItfte |o0dzaSR o0& NIwag
around these sites due to uncontrolled quad bikes and motor bikes charging around. But the worst situation is thel
human faeces that is left to be cleaned up.

Therefore, having a formal public transit site for travellers would be advantageous. Even though it may cost more t(
a public site, the council could charge a fee to reduce these overheads. Thegsasitavpublic site would be:

All the travellers would reside in one area as they transit through a region.
There would be less disruption to the local community and police.

The wellbeing of the local community would be improved, as the concetraedllers arriving on their doorstep would
reduced.

NSDC RespongeComments notedgonsideration to be given as to whether transit pitch provision needs resolving th
the Plan Review. In this respdttshould be noted that the Development Plannist the only route through which su
provision could be madethis could occur outside of that process.

025

Fiskertorcum-
Morton Parish
Council

041

Yes
NSDC ResponsgeNoted.

037

Resident

062

I would think the pitch allocation for 118 furthguitches is out of date mainly to the fact that in the Gypsy & Tray
I O02YY2RIGA2y ! a4aSaaySyid (GKSe adrasS dGdKFd 2yte I aya
to not gaining access on Tolney Lane as well as other arels district.

| am quite sure if you had representatives from the community then you would have gained more access.

Not all Travellers want to or can live on Tolney lane lots of people presume if u are a Traveller u are happy to livéindy,
lane it isnot a Ghetto and u should have a choice where to live. Areas of Tolney lane are on the flood plain and at K
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of flooding than Land at winthorpe road when Tolney lane flooded last year some residents moved from Tolney la
land at winthorperoad for safety It seems to me the council are quite happy to keep giving either temporary or pert
LISNXY¥A&daAzy 2y ¢2fySeée tlyS gKSGKSNI AdGQa alrFS 2N y2i
outside of Tolney lane juseem to have a unnecessary planning battle with the council it really saddens me and | wo
to educate the council on this if they would be happy to Listen

3.10.1 no need for a transit site, this is now not the case considering there has beentBaris®a through the district th
summer with a reported clean up cost of £7000 each time, and | would imagine they will become more frequent.

NSDC RespongeComments noted, the Council believes the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (
provide a robust and sound understanding of future gypsy and traveller pitch requiremevitis a decent response rate
interviews achieved. As outlined through the Options Report the Council is seeking to identify suitable land away fro
Lane toaccommodate future pitchesthough it currently appears that this approach will not be able to satisfy the min
requirements of national policy and so will likely entail intensification of suitable existing sites at Tolney Lane.

The need for transitifch provision will be reflected upon. Though it should be noted that the Development Plan is
only route through which such provision could be madais could occur outside of that process.

040

Resident

067

I would like to comment on the aboveport consultation.

I would think the pitch allocation for 118 further pitches is out of date mainly to the fact that in the Gypsy & T
I O02YY2RIFGA2y !'aaSaavySyid GKSe adrasS GKFG 2yfte | tell guk
to not gaining access on Tolney Lane as well as other areas of the district.

I am quite sure if you had representatives from the community then you would have gained more access.

3.10.1 no need for a transit site, this is now not the case consigéehiere has been 3 unauthorised through the district
summer with a reported clean up cost of £7000 each time, and | would imagine they will become more frequent.

NSDC ResponseComments noted, the Council believes the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (
provide a robust and sound understanding of future gypsy and traveller pitch requiremevitis a decent response rate
interviews achieved. The need foratrsit pitch provision will be reflected upon. Though it should be noted tha]
Development Plan is not the only route through which such provision could be gthiecould occur outside of that proce

053

Coddington
Parish Council

100

No. Provisiorof transit pitches is required to avoid the increasing risk of unauthorised encampments progressing arg
District. We are aware that the private transit pitches already available are not being used in these circumstancesp
a sequence of unghorised encampments in the locality.
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NSDC ResponggComments noted, the need for transit pitch provision will be reflected upon. Though it should be not
the Development Plan is not the only route through which such provision could be gihiecould occur outside of th
process.

077 |Harby Parish (182 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach
Council NSDC ResponseNoted.
078 |Collingham 237 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach
Parish Council NSD®Response Noted.
085 |Resident 298 Yes
NSDC RespongeNoted.
098 |Hawton Parish (347 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseNoted.
105 [Murdoch 421 | do not agree the the preferred approach because the full needs identified in the GTAA for dté@gstches should [
Planning Ltd pursued so that undetermined and ndravelling Gypsies and Travellers who live in the district have their needs me

approach was adopted by Reigate & Banstead Council in a process that was found to be sound in their 20 198 Bx
current preferred approach is adopted, then there will remain real need on the ground and an insufficient supply of §
if all the proposed allocations come to fruition

NSDC ResponseComments noted, the Council believes the Gypsy and Tleavd&ccommodation Assessment (GTAA
provide a robust and sound understanding of future gypsy and traveller pitch requirements. It is also recognised
Assessment shows an overall need of 169 pitches to meet the cumulative requirements of thoseeat the plannin
definition, undetermined households and those who were shown to not meet the planning definition. Notwithstand
the ability to meet that need in full will ultimately be dictated by the availability of suitable land. In thisateeeOptions
Report set out a comprehensive overview of the land which is available, its suitability and what is considered
appropriate (and crucially deliverable) locational approach. In the event that the full need cannot be satisfiedhg
constraints presented by land supply, then the minimum threshold that the Amended Allocations & Devel
Management DPD will need to meet is clearly detailed at paragraph 10 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (}
would require idenfiication of a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years worth of sites aga
locally set targets, supplemented with a supply of specific, developable sites, or broad locations for growth for ydax.
With those local tegets only incorporating the needs of households who meet the planning definition provided at Anr]
the PPTS.
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Given the land supply issues, the Options Report detailed that for the Newark Area the Newark Area the preferred
is one that seekfo develop a detailed strategywhich as a minimum satisfies the requirements of the Planning Poli
Traveller Sites but where possible exceeds this to also address the potential need from undetermined househdg
respect to the need from houselad who did not meet the planning definition, and who may be able to claim the rig
culturally appropriate accommodatioq this would be a matter left to the Development Management process, with
criteria within Core Policy 5 providing an appropriateans of considering applications on their merits. It should be 1
that the criteria within CP5 were modified by the Amended Core Strategy Inspector an relaxed to ensure that the
present an unacceptably high bar to sites that might come fodwar to new sites being allocated, and crucially beyond
The Policy is sufficiently flexible to allow windfall pitches to be brought forward beyond provision formally made thre
Development Plan.

Due to the realities of a constrained land supim the Newark Area (and beyond) it is considered that this approach re
most appropriate. In the case of the need generated by sites in the West of the District at the time of the Options

appeared more likely that an approach closer to niegtthe need in full would be possible. In the scenario that the ne
undetermined households is not able to be formally addressed via site allocation, then this will kept under close revilel
it become clear that undetermined households are cognforward and making the demonstration that they meet

planning definition then this would trigger a review of the pitch requirements. It is also evident that through the Tole
WA GOK RSEAGSNEQ STF2NIa Yl ydecaréntlyinécSnmbdaté &iendédiainily igroups,
so their intensification could entail meeting different forms of need (be that planning definition, undetermined and/¢
planning definition). Consequently the resultant picture is likely to be monced than purely seeking to meet the ne
of those in the Newark Area who met the planning definition.

115 |Farndon Parish|473 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseNoted.
131 |South Musham 629 Yes

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC RespongeNoted.

Action Required

1. Consider whether transit provision needs resolving through the Plan Review.
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Question6 ¢ Locational Approach Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
021 |Heine Planning|024 ¢KS t20FGA2YIf FLIWNRIFOK F3INBSR AY /tn A& &dzld}2 NI SR

Consultancy

F @Sy dzS 2Ly G2 GKS /2dzyOAftQ FyR /t n adGrdisSa GKIG Fd
However, | sedttle evidence that this guidance has been followed. Indeed the search carried out by the Council ap
be very limited with few new sites or locations being identified. It would have been helpful to be told how many s
council have considereslitable for compulsory purchase due to the fact they benefit from planning permission but ¢
in use, or, as the GTAA 2020 implies, are occupied by non Travellers. It would also be helpful to know what, if arg
Council would consider purchiag to reduce reliance on private land lords.

CP4 was drafted and adopted in 2019 prior to the 2020 GTAA when it was assumed the need would be far smalle
The area of search may need to be broadened and other options explored includingiafleaat strategic housing sitg
however, it would appear the Council has missed the boat on this option judging by how many strategic allocations a
completed or underway.

NSDC RespongeThe suggestion that it was assumed in 2019 that need woellsmaller than that subsequently identifi
through the new GTAA is rejecteaho such assumption was mad@articularly given the context provided by the conclus
drawn by the Amended Core Strategy Inspector, namely that the previous Assessmerdriditely underestimated th
need for pitches. CP4 represents adopted planning policy, having been found sound as recently as 2019 and
locational approach to be followed in the making of site allocations for new gypsy and traveller pitukeés.tfat this futur
pitch provision will be provided in line with the Spatial Strategy, with the focus of efforts being to secure additiorsabp
in and around the Newark Urban Area. However it is recognised that to do so will require suitableelag available;
sufficient to support a strategy which meets the minimum requirements of national policy.

In order to support this the Council has undertaken an exhaustive site seheshing written to all landowners it holds deta
for through the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment and invited submissions for G
Traveller use, examined the possibilities of other known land which was felt to have the potential to be suitable fag
and carried out a wejbublidsed (and ongoing) general call for sites. The Options Report provides full details of the Ia
this process which was considered to be deliverapthe necessary starting point in order for land to be a candidat
allocation. Running alongsideishwork has been the detailed investigation of the potential opportunities for further pit
on those existing sites on Tolney Lane, at least flood risk. This will work will now be brought together to provide

site allocation strategy, includindelivery mechanismsin line with the approach outlined in CP4. The points raised (j
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sites occupied by nofiravellers are noted, these sites have formed part of the baseline thinking for the pitch delive
but will be further investigated movinforwards.

025

Fiskertoncum-
Morton Parish
Council

042

Yes
NSDC RespongeNoted

037

Resident

063

to do a desk top based ipvestigation svurely does not capture the correct information that is required to make this
NER 6 dza (i @ Lundsi®&dnd vihg a desk ioirvestigation would of been done. Unfortunately some Councillors ar
2LIAYA2Y a4 &adlFiSR NBOSyGfte (KIFG ¢2fySeée [FyS &K2dzZ Re.
L R2y Qi { Kduifelgradp k8 sitidodzih€d dre no council sites in the district they are all privately owned
is up to the site owner if you are allowed to stay on their site.

NSDC RespongeAs outlined in the Options Report the initial findings includeth@éconsultation document were based
an initial desk top exercise and did not represent final conclusions. These would be achieved through completion
work, which would also include speaking to site owners and occupants. The document setstdle tGouncil is seeking
identify additional land away from Tolney Lane. A detail strategy will be produced which will outline the approach
site identification, and crucially how they will be deliveredhcluding what action it will be necegyafor the Council t
undertake.

040

Resident

068

to do a desk top based investigation surely does not capture the correct information that is required to make this
NREoOodzaldd L NBIffe R2y Qi dzyRSNA Gl Yy R Unkriunately 8eiCoundildrsareiof
opinion as stated recently that Tolney Lane should be where GRT families live, not all families want to live down Tq
and it should not be presumed they do.

L R2y Qi GKAY]l GKS Gdéhdihe® aré nolgaleicilisfes @ thé distritt tiefy Sre all privadely dwned
is up to the site owner if you are allowed to stay on their site.

NSDC RespongeAs outlined in the Options Report the initial findings included in the consultation dauiswere based o
an initial desk top exercise and did not represent final conclusions. These would be achieved through completion
work, which would also include speaking to site owners and occupants. The document sets out that the Councibi$g
identify additional land away from Tolney Lane. A detail strategy will be produced which will outline the approach
site identification, and crucially how they will be deliveredhcluding what action it will be necessary for the Cound
undertake.

077

Harby Parish
Council

183

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach
NSDC RespongeNoted
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078 |Collingham 238 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach
Parish Council NSDC ResponseNoted
085 |Resident 299 Yes
NSDC RespongeNoted
098 |Hawton Parish [348 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseNoted
105 [Murdoch 422 No | do not fully agree with the preferred approach because a braoder location approach from the outset is nesiditicd
Planning Ltd to the existing sites | represent on Tolney Lane being allocated.
NSDC ResponsgeCore Policy 4 represents adopted planning policy, having been found sound as recently as 2019 a
the locational approach to be followed in the making of silecations for new gypsy and traveller pitches. This is tha
future pitch provision will be provided in line with the Spatial Strategy, with the focus of efforts being to secure ad
provision in and around the Newark Urban Area. However lieégegnised that to do so will require suitable land bg
availableq sufficient to support a strategy which meets the minimum requirements of national policy. The suital
existing sites on Tolney Lane to help meet the needs identified througGT#A is being considered as part of the proc
115 |Farndon Parish|474 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseNoted
130 [North Muskham603 Yes
Parish Council NSDC ResponseNoted
131 |South Musham 630 Yes

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC ResponsgeNoted

Action Required

1. Further assess the ability of existing sites occupied byTramellers to form part of the site allocation strategy.
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Question7 ¢ Site Identification- Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
021 |Heine Planning|024 This is supported in part. The first priority must surely be to identify which sites are available to Travellers, whane

Consultancy

occupied by Travellers and establish what occupancy conditions exist on these sites. The 2020 GTAA makes cleg
are quite few sites where the nature of the occupancy is not known. The 2020 GTAA fails to carry out any assessn|
planning history of these sites to identify those with occupancy restricted to Travellers and those with occupancy ¢
which predhate the 2015 Planning Definition in PPTS. This information is fundamental to Traveller site planning. | f
how you plan to address need without this information. For instance, older sites with a pre PPTS occupancy cond
well accommodte those with a cultural need who no longer travel for an economic purpose and can not comply wi
granted post 2015 with the current planning definition of Travellers. When deciding what sites can accept additiong
you need to be clear

a) How they are currently being used and is this lawful
b) What occupancy conditions exist

The 2020 GTAA notes that non Travellers appear to be occupying caravans on some of the caravan sites. | fail to ¢
Council can plan for Gypsy Travellers whaioes not even know how many are occupying the many caravan pitches
district, and whether occupation of some of these sites is in breach of occupancy conditions on those sites.

As noted at para 3.16.5 you have only completed a desk top exerci§elftey Lane. You need to visit these site and
out a qualitative as well as a quantitative assessment. You need to be clear what a pitch is and are these sites |la
proper pitches. This consultation seems premature and it is unreasonabi@éxt any meaningful responses until and un
you have completed, with due diligence, a proper investigation of existing provision and site capacity.

For reasons that are not clear the ORS report omits to summarise all the findings of the assesdodinginc

-type of accommodation to determine how many households are occupying their own pitch and how many are r
suspect given that 270 pitches are found on just 15 pitches and that 11 sites have 10 or more pitches, and one withs
that most households are renting pitches.

-satisfaction with the existing arrangements, The Report notes that the Council has concerns over the quality of sott]
is not known how many households are occupying proper pitches (ie a demarcated area adgéhfep 2 caravans,
individual day room/ utility block, parking for 2 vehicles and private amenity space). On studying aerial photos | rpdoe
several sites are simply laid out with rows of static caravans for renters. Few appear to be laithondiwidual pitches.
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The ORS study is a quantitative rather than a qualitative assessment of need. The Council must not assume existi
accommodate additional capacity if existing provision is substandard, fails to provide proper pitcHagsatmdcomply witl
site licencing requirements. Site cramming is not a solution.

The shortage/ absence of small private family sites is very apparent. The provision of sites in this district is not typil
districts and | am surprised that thisas not raised as an issue of concern in the ORS study. | very much doubt the|
provision is suitable or adequate for the needs of most occupants. For this reason | do not accept that existing siteg
relied on to meet future need. You needl provide choice of sites. Additional land elsewhere should be identified to ac
the existing need and not just to meet some residual need. As for the settled population, private pitch rental is prod
last favoured of all choices as it is expee, the standard of accommodation is often very poor, and this option provid
security of tenure.

The approach being adopted would retain a concentration of pitches down Tolney Lane. Whilst this might be conve
the Council as it avoids thead to find suitable alternative sites, | very much doubt this approach would comply with n
guidance which advises on the need to:

Para 4 (h) to increase the number of traveller sites in appropriate locations with planning permission.
13 (a)promote peaceful and integrated aexistence between the site and the local community.
13(g) do not locate sites in areas of high risk of flooding including functional floodplains..

| also doubt that reliance on existing sites would comply with criteidd @P5. The Council must consider whether exi
provision is offering a suitable level of residential amenity to proposed occupiers or whether, substandard provisiay
tolerated due to the absence of suitable alternative provision that is affiolel available, accessible and appropriate.

NSDC RespongeThe status of existing sites is fully understood, including those currently providing accommodation
travellers. The Options Report was clear in outlining that the findings detailed frismvtitk represented an interim stag
and that the work was yet to be completed. As already outlined this will contribute towards the development of a (
site allocation strategy, it is acknowledged as important that any site are able to achieyptsddeestandards of amenity a
safety in order to be suitable.

The wholesale relocation of Tolney Lane, due to its flood risk, was considered through the update to the SFRA and
the parties (including the Environment Agency) involved to be ingmpte. Whilst it may have been preferable to meet
full need requirement on land at lesser flood risk the reality is one where land supply is constrained and there &
longstanding sites in lawful use at Tolney Lane. Given the scarcity of suiéntl deliverable options elsewhere |
intensification of those existing Tolney Lane sites at least flood risk (and outside of the functional floodplain) wasd
upon as part of the Option Report. As detailed in the consultation it is not liketyatlsaund and robust approach to s
allocation which meets at least the minimum requirements of national policy can be achieved without this occurring
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degree. The approach is therefore likely to consist of identifying suitable land away froey Talme, alongside some deg
of increased provision in that locatig@ralongside flood risk resiliency improvementdelivering betterment for all resident

In support of the next stage the Council will be preparing a detailed site allocation st@spressing matters includi
how sites will be delivered away from Tolney Lane and what form and level of involvement will be required from the
to firstly facilitate this and secondly to ensure that provision is appropriately managed movingdsrwa

The approach to site allocation will be subject to the Sequential Test, and will need to be consistent with the
requirements of national policg including those from paragraph 4 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites.

ORS to provide addiinal detail around comments on the GTAA.

025 |Fiskertorcum- |043 Yes
Morton Parish NSDC ResponseNoted
Council
077 |Harby Parish {184 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach
Council NSDC ResponseNoted
078 |Collingham 239 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach
ParishCouncil NSDC ResponseNoted
085 |Resident 300 Yes
NSDC RespongeNoted
098 |Hawton Parish |349 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseNoted
105 [Murdoch 423 No because | have remnfidence that suitable sites will be considered favourably by the LPA based on previous app
Planning Ltd Appeals and Local Plan Inquiries | have been involed in here.
NSDC RespongeThe District Council has set out a robust assessment of the suitabifipteftial site allocation option
Clearly there is a strong desire to see suitable sites brought forward to allocation and development, in order to at
least meet the minimum requirements of national policy and achieve a five year land supply.
115 |Farndon Parish|475 Yes

Council

NSDC RespongeNoted
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128 [Historic Englan¢554 Agree with preferred approach to site identification which will need to be suitable in planning and technical respecdlisg
matters relating to the historienvironment.

NSDC RespongeNoted

130 |North Muskham 604 Yes

Parish Council NSDC ResponseNoted
131 |South Musham|631 Yes

& Little Carlton NSDC RespongeNoted

Parish Council

Action Required

1. Produce detailed site allocation strategy to provide additional detail around the delivery and future manage
sites proposed for identification through the Plan.
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Question8 ¢ Tolney Lane Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
021 |Heine Planning|024 I do find it astonishing that so many have been expected to live in a functional flood plain, where there is a recendf

Consultancy

serious fluvial flooding, and the Council has been prepared to tolerate this appalling situation and done NOTHIN
suitable alternative provision as part of strategic housing allocations elsewhere in Newark. What an admission of fg
Traveller should be expected or made to live down Tolney Lane. You would not consider putting housing here and it
and mordly wrong to think that it is safe and acceptable for families to live here in caravans just because it is avail
many they have no option. That does not make it appropriate or acceptable.

| struggle to understand why the Council is still preparedely on Tolney Lane and is considering some Tolney Lane
Area when there is such a fundamental and real objection to reliance on this part of Newark for what is a highly v
use on land at risk from flooding. The undue concentration od\cam pitches in this part of Newark is not ideal. Pitche
always be reliant on flood defences which could be overtopped or fail. The proposed access improvements are

expensive and it is not known how they will be funded or when. Even l&tte is protected by flood defences and serve
a raised access road, the land is still likely to be affected by surface water flooding.

| fail to see how sites down Tolney Lane will comply with criteria 6 of CP5 or guidance in NPPF/ PPTSthdotlialriof i
at risk from flooding. The Council has failed to identify alternative suitable sites at lower risk of flooding. Modtisfritg
is not at risk of flooding. Land has been found for housing that is not at risk from flooding so whid; Btawelllers be expects
to live on a functional flood plain? The desire and convenience of retaining land down Tolney Lane should not ok
need to explore the availability of more suitable, alternative sites. In the absence of proper studiesot lba known witl
any level of clarity whether there are other sequentially preferable sites and if the Sequential Test is met. As SDptiotiy
Report fails to accord with guidance in national policy and the Exception Test does not fall to dereohsi

In the absence of individual site plans it is not possible to tell if sites down Tolney Lane offer appropriate pitch
accordance with criteria 8 of CiBbit | very much doubt that most permanent self contained residential pitches are 55
in size.

NSDC ResponggThe flood risk status of Tolney Lane is something which the District Council recognises and does n
minimise. Notwithstanding this the wholesale relocation of Tolney Lane, due to its flood risk, was considered the
update to the SFRA and agreed by the parties (including the Environment Agency) involved to be inappropriate. WH
have been preferable to meet the full need requirement on land at lesser flood risk the reality is one where land
constrained and there are many longstanding sites either in lawful use or tolerated at Tolney Lane with future ne
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require meeting. Given the scarcity of suitable and deliverable options elsewhere then the intensification of those
Tolney Lane gis at least flood risk (and outside of the functional floodplain) was consulted upon as part of the Option
As detailed in the consultation it is not likely that a sound and robust approach to site allocation which meets at
minimum requirenents of national policy can be achieved without this occurring to some degree. The approach is tl
likely to consist of identifying suitable land away from Tolney Lane, with some degree of increased provision at Tok;
alongside flood risk mdliency improvements which deliver betterment for all residents. Application of the Sequential T
be fundamental to the preparation of the next stage in the Plan Review.

The Council has undertaken initial high level investigation into the flosiieecy options, and is confident that they
technically feasible whilst not resulting in increased risk elsewhere. This work will now be added to with greater de
delivery mechanisms to be provided.

As outlined in response to previous comntefrom the respondent, it is acknowledged that it is crucial that any sites pro
to accommodate new pitches are able to meet appropriate levels of amenity and safety. This matter will be
investigated.

025 |Fiskertorcum- 044 Yes
Morton Parish NSDC ResponseNoted
Council
037 |Resident 064 how can the Land to the North West of Winthorpe Road, Newark (Ref: 19 _0009) not be considered due to flood risk

and vibration when in fact the last time there were severe floods in NewarlSaedwood this site did not flood, did not
strain on any emergency services.

The noise and vibration would be no higher than the train tracks on Tolney lane and the site on Main road Baldertc
is also directly under the Al) nor the A46.

As for the open break there is also a property at the side of these plots that surely has the same effect?

NSDC ResponggThe site is located in Flood Zone 2 and the appraisal also took account of the findings of the origin
Inspector who afforded weighbtthe matters identified by the respondent. Should different conclusions be reached th
the re-hearing then the appraisal will be amended to reflect this. The Open Breaks are longstanding designations, ar]
cases existing built development wdeeady present within their extents. Clearly the policy can only seek to control add
development which postlates their introduction. The Winthorpe designation is subject to additional review to take ag
of the emerging A46 proposals.
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040

Resi@ént

069

how can the Land to the North West of Winthorpe Road, Newark (Ref: 19 _0009) not be considered due to flood risk
and vibration when in fact the last time there were severe floods in Newark and Sherwood this site did not flood, dig
strain on any emergency services.

The noise and vibration would be no higher than the train tracks on Tolney lane and the site on Main road Baldertc
is also directly under the Al) nor the A46.

As for the open break there is also a property at tlike ©f these plots that surely has the same effect?

NSDC ResponggThe site is located in Flood Zone 2 and the appraisal also took account of the findings of the origin
Inspector who afforded weight to the matters identified by the respondenoughdifferent conclusions be reached throy
the re-hearing then the appraisal will be amended to reflect this. The Open Breaks are longstanding designations, ar
cases existing built development was already present within their extents. Cleagbplicy can only seek to control additio
development which postlates their introduction. The Winthorpe designation is subject to additional review to take ag
of the emerging A46 proposals.

056

Nottinghamshir
e County
Council (Policy)

108

Inrelation to the Waste Core Strategy (2013), within the boundary area identified on page 20 for the Tolney Lane P
there is an active waste management facility, namely TW Crowden and Daughters Ltd, which-isstalblighed car break
which recgles small volumes (approximately 2,000 tonnes annually) of metal.

Policy WCS10 of the adopted Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Replacement Waste Local Plan, Part 1: Waste Co
seeks to safeguard permitted waste management facilities and potehitate sites from sterilisation by newaste
development. The policy does not, however, seek to unreasonably restrict development, but rather to take a flexible
in order to accommodate development wherever possible. When developing future pmiittyid area and determining wh
land within the Tolney Lane Policy Area can help to meet future gypsy and traveller site needs, consideration should
be given to the existing waste management facility to ensure it does not become sterilisedpnalance with Policy WCS

In relation to minerals, the Tolney Lane Policy area falls within the Mineral Safeguarding Area and Mineral Consults
for sand and gravel. Given that the proposed area is already largely developed, it is likelyth@haral within the site hg
been sterilised and there is unlikely to be an adequate site area to facilitate a viable extraction site in the futura
minerals safeguarding perspective, therefore, the County Council would agree with the preferredepp

NSDC RespongeNoted, the impact of additional pitches on the active waste management facility will be considered

077

Harby Parish
Councll

185

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach
NSDC RespongeNoted

078

Collingham
Parish Council

240

Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach
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NSDC ResponseNoted

085

Resident

301

Yes
NSDC RespongeNoted

098

Hawton Parish
Council

350

Yes
NSDC RespongeNoted

105

Murdoch
Planning Ltd

424

Nothere is a far greater need in Tolney Lane than for 45 pitches. Existing sites such as Green Park should be tak
Although the EA objects to sites in FZ3, | have provided numerous examples where Inspectors have overrule
objection and grated planning permission for Traveller sites in FZ3. For this LPA to start the process by failing tg
Green Parkwhich has been home to 8 Traveller families since 2013 without any probisrtsundermine the effectivene
of the process by atiinating a site that is plainly suitable.

NSDC RespongeThe 45 additional pitches assumed within the Options Report was not an expression of the level
generated by existing sites at Tolney Lane (be they lawful, tolerated, temporary or unauthpbisethe conclusion draw
from a desktop investigation of the capacity at sites which were considered to be potentially suitable at the time. Theli
being followed seeks to balance the issues of the need for accommodation, the availability efskwtiere and flood ris
Given that sites located within the functional floodplain are not considered suitable for allocation this will requ
identification of land elsewhere the Options Report outlined the options for doing so. Green Park &ddowithin the
functional floodplain and so on this basis considered inappropriate for allocation.

109

Environment
Agency

441

3.16.7:

ddZAGFo6tS Ay LAEFYYyAYyaX GSNXYaQ Yl &
t 2t A0& CNIYSG2N] O6bttCO YR | 2a20AF 4GSR tf
ISy aK2dz R y2G4 06S LISNXYAGGSR Ay FFNBlLa 27
landth- G A& WadzA Gl oftS Ay LIXFYyYyAyaX GSN¥aQ gAftt oS |ff2
within Flood Zone 3 and will therefore be unsuitable in planning terms from a flood risk perspective.
3.6.12:

Development must be idricted to areas of Flood Zone 1 and 2 only, in order to comply with the requirements of thg
and PPG.

3.16.13:

W
2
'j
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Wording needs to be clarified hecdlJNE A RAY 3 WAl FSQ 1 00Saa | yR
risk posed byi KS &AGS AGaStEF o60SAy3a f20FGSR Ay Cf 2
outputs which have demonstrated that raising Tolney Lane removes the existing site from FZ3b
3.16.14:

Support the recommendation that thiste is unsuitable on flood risk grounds.

2S5S00S 0SSy ljdAaGS Ot SINI2@0SN) GKS @SIFNA GKIFIG 6S K2f R ey
Lane Gypsy and Traveller site. Whilst we are pleased to see discussion of impregsdaactegress during a flood even
GKA&a aAdSsT AdQa 2dzNJ 2LIAYA2Y GKIG | YSIFadaNB tA1S Gtk
location, not to justify additional development of the site.

<y
L

2
?

If your Authority intend2 | £ £ 201 GS &aA0S&a Ay (KAa t20FGA2y 2y (KS
I 00Saa IyR S3aNBaa (KSy 6SQR SELISOG (G2 asSsS az2yvy$S az2NJ
the infrastructure is in place. AR} | G A @St &3 6SQR gl yid (2 &aSS az2vyS az2NI
FNB FTAYLFIYyOALffte GAlLoftSd LF GKAA OFyQld o6S | OKASOSRYAI

access and egress which would underenyour authorities reasoning for inclusion. We must be clear that in our opinio
provision of safe access and egress alone would not mean the sites pass the flood risk exception test as the sites t
and future occupants, would still be exmubto significant flood risk should they be unable to evacuate the site safely p
a flood event.

Flood events in 2019 and 2020 have seen flooding at Tolney Lane resulting in emergency evacuations of the ¢
Climate change is likely to increase risk of flooding, potentially resulting in more frequent, more severe flooding
Tolney Lane site will be no exception to this with our current data indicating that climate change will likely increasstil
extent and frequency of flooding the area.

Given the likely impacts of climate change on flood risk to the Tolney Lane area we do not believe that further inten
of the occupancy here is sustainable into the future. Nor is this in line with the National Flood and Coastal Fagf
Management

{GNrGS3eQa IAYa 2F ONBIFGAYy3a O2YYdzyAGASaE NBarAtASyd
represents an opportunity to identify alternative locations to the Tolney Lane site which offer long term sustainatite
for the Gypsy and Traveller community outside of areas at high risk of flooding. We note that alternative sites ha
discussed in the options report and some have seemingly been dismissed due to other material considerations (¢
floodriskb 2y S GKS tSaazr 6SQR SELISOG G2 aSS | FdzZAt yR F2
GKIFIG ye aridsSa Ay GKS FE22RLIFAY FFNB loaztdzisSte ySQ
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The Tolney Lane Poliégyrea expands the existing Tolney Lane site boundary closer to the River Trent, suggesting
proposed new plots may be located in this area. While this area falls outside of the functional floodplain (5% AEP ek
of it remains within flood zoe 3a and is impacted during the 2% and 1.33% AEP flood events. Again, this is contrg
aims of the NPPF and supporting PPG.

We are supportive of any opportunities to reduce the overall flood risk to the existing properties at the Tolney L
provided these works can be undertaken without increasing risk to others. We would welcome further discusg
consultation with the Council on plans to provide the site with safe access and egress during a flood event.

NSDC RespongeNoted, further egagement with the body will be undertaken.

115 |Farndon Parish|476 Yes

Council NSDC Response Noted
130 [North Muskham605 Yes

Parish Council NSDC RespongeNoted
131 |South Muskhan 632 Yes

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC ResponseNoted

Action Required

Continue to engage with the Environment Agency;

Further investigate amenity standards for sites at Tolney Lane;

Prepare Sequential Test statement for site allocation options;

Build detail around the design and delivery of floediliency measures for Tolney Lane; and

Ensure that approach towards Tolney Lane accommodates the continued operation of the existing waste fa

aprwWONPE
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Question9 ¢ Site Identification¢ Newark Urban Area Do you agree with the preferre@pproach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment

Number
001 |Resident 001 Site 1- Chestnut Lodge, Barnby (Ref: 19 _0018)
003 Responses  |gp5 Objections:
004 006 Generalised objection: 1

007 Local infrastructure not present to support the development: 1
005 008 Newark Lane and Long Lane both narrow, in a poor statepaiir and ungritted in winter: 1

g p g

006 012 Electricity supply unreliable: 1
010 016 Support:
014 017 Generalised support: 1

018 NSDC RespongeNoted. The site is considered to be appropriately located with respect to provision of local services and facilities
015 033 the prospect thathe necessary infrastructure is (or can be made) available to support development. No objections from the High

Authority have been received with respect to the site.

016 035
022 045 Site 2¢ Belvoir Ironworks North, Newark (Ref: 19 _0004)

053 Objections:
023 054 Increase in AntBocial Behaviour/ crime: 8
025 055 Decrease in property value: 6
028 056 Undermine delivery of remaining Middlebeck phases: 3
029 057 Area already seeing a lot of development: 1
030 059 Environmental Concerrnswaste and littering: 3

upporting infrastructure (schoolsnenity facilities and roads etc.) unable to support development:

070 Supporting inf (school ity faciliti d road ) bl pport develop 6
031 071 Localised parking issues will be exacerbated (Flaxley Lane): 2
032 095 Flood risk: 1

Poor public transport connections: 1
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034
041
042
051
059
076
080
081
085
091
120

129
177
289
290
302
325
536

Increased traffic: 4

Tensions between settled and travelling communities: 2

Out of keeping with character of the area: 4

Existing sites should be expanded: 5

Site too close to waste tips and sites with groundworks underway: 1
Pitch numbers too high due to impact on properties directly adjacent: 2
Thoroughinvestigation of land contamination required: 1

Impact on amenity of adjoining cottages: 1

Support:

Generalised support: 2

NSDC Responséoted, it is considered that the site has the potential to provide a sustainable gypsy and traveliaviiteccess to locg
services and facilities being good relative to other locations in the open countryside. It is not accepted, given expesewbtese, tha
the delivery of subsequent phases of Middlebeck would be undermined. Given the site characteriiisssanrounding context it is al
judged that an acceptable level standard of design and layout should be achievable without undue landscape or visubldrapgeattion
was received from the Highways Authority. Site specific issues relating to groataimination and impact on the amenity of the adjoin
cottages will be further considered moving forwards.

Site 3¢ Maltkiln Lane, Newark (Ref: 19 0017)
Objections:

Area densely populated with residential, retail, leisure, amhufacturing uses: 2
River pathway attracts antisocial behaviour / rubbish and littering: 1

Existing local highway network inadequate and congested: 2

Trent Lane / Lincoln Rd junction dangeratiacludes turn into Maltkiln Ln: 1
Current traffic volumes3

Highways safety: 2

Existing levels of noise and traffic pollution: 2

Issues around current use of land (suggested to be gypsy and traveller accommodiéqognt fires, health impacts from fires,
Emergency Services needing to attend site includindetal with an incident of uncontrolled fire and noise at unsociable hours: 1
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Local Primary School infrastructure at capacity or needing to improve outcomes: 1
Other sites more suitable: 1

Should look to meet pitch requirements away from Newark: 1

Support:

Generalised support: 2

NSDC Responséoted. It is considered that the site can be brought forward in a way which ensures that local standards of ameni
maintained, or potentially improved through the addressing of the current use of the larchwiéiny responses have made referencg
The potential to remove the current permitted waste use through delivery of the site for permanent gypsy and traveller acatiom
will be investigated moving forwards. Given the location, access to servicdadalities is considered good by comparison to many ¢
and traveller sites. No objection has been received from Nottinghamshire County Council with respect to the capacitycaf Brardar
School, nor in respect of its role as Highways Authority bighways safety or impact on the wider network. Notwithstanding this the
and its immediate vicinity are unadopted, and so further investigation will be undertaken to establish what localised mgorsvwerould
be necessary to allow for safe use loétsite. Consideration will also be given as to whether a suitable standard of amenity could be ¢
for future occupants.

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

Support as close to existing communities: 1
Generalised support: 1
NSDC ResponséNoted

Site 5¢ Green Park, Newark (Ref: 19 _0007)
Objections:

Generalised objection: 2
NSDC ResponséNoted

Site 6¢ Denton Close, Balderton (Ref: 19 0003)
Objections:

Increase in AntbociaBehaviour: 1
Decrease in property value: 1
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Environmental Concerrnswaste and littering: 1
Generalised Objection: 2
Site Owner Response:

Site considered inaccessible and is subject to an extensive number of Tree Preservation Orders. Categorisedergipaorisidered
suitable. How long would this be the case?

NSDC ResponseObjections and response from the site owner noted. Site remains considered unsuitable, as no new informg
received as part of the consultation to overcome the identifiesties. With respect to allocation through the Development Plan the sit
remain classified as unsuitable for gypsy and traveller accommodation, until such time as the factors contributing toavastasuth arg
demonstrated to have been overcome.

Site 7¢ Fen Lane, Balderton (Ref: 19 0002)
Objection:

Generalised objection: 1
Support:
Location appropriate and suggested as used previously for pasture by Travellers: 1

NSDSC Responsbloted. Site remains considered unsuitable, as no new informatias received as part of the consultation to overcq
the identified issues.

Site 8- Land to the North West of Winthorpe Road, Newark (Ref: 19 0009)
Objection:

Generalised objection: 1

Impact on Open Break: 1

Support:

Support for occupants to remain dhe site: 7

Occupants have made environmental improvements to the area: 1
Need for children to access education services: 1

Location more suitable than Tolney Lane: 1
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Occupant response:

Access to education and childcare provision, occupants have a need to access local healthcare services, health of adclipiaets loan
is an unsuitable locatiogflood risk and antsocial issues between different groups.

NSDC ResponseNoted, theadditional review of the Open Break is currently underway to ascertain the impact of the emergi
proposals on the designation. The points raised by the occupants and in support of the site are antethe Council accepts that the
is a current ned for accommodation which will require addressing. As outlined in the Options Report the Council is seeking t(
alternative land away from Tolney Lane, with details of the options having been presented.

Site 9¢ Land at Barnby Road / Clay LearNewark (Ref: 19 0001)
Objection:

Lead to reduction in use of Clay Lane by walkevith this used both to make journeys and access local nature: 1
Generalised objection: 1

Support:

Generalised support: 1

NSDSC Responsbloted. Site remains considered unsuitable, as no new information was received as part of the consultation to o
the identified issues.

021

Heine Planning
Consultancy

027

The Council are proposing 69 pitches on 3 sites. Once again the Council is failakg torovision for small private family sites offering
yet again no choice by tenure for those in need of pitches.

Only 9 sites are considered. Two of these are down Tolney Lane, 3 are in open countryside and 1 is in an open breakiOthlg 3 a
urbanboundary and one of these is not considered suitable and another has flood risk issues. Given the amount of land found fg
housing development in Newark and given that this is the focus for new development, it is quite revealing that onlyuldsiie faund
in the urban area that is not at risk from flooding.

Given the obvious difficulties finding suitable land, the Council should seriously reconsider its open break policy ezttip need for
more Traveller sites. The Council should recondiade suitability of the land off Winthorpe Road given that it is prepared to allocate
elsewhere on a functional flood plain.

| doubt very much that need will be met with the options identified. | can not support either option. The Council neeilsutsys
reconsider its approach and consider widening the area of search if this is the best it can find within Newark.

NSDC ResponsgThe site options (Distriatide) presented within the Options Report represent the outcome from successive calk
exercises, and the examination of land which was known to have been previously promoted for a different form of devetdprhémind
to be unsuitable. Ultimately the approach toward site allocation which the Council will follow has to be determitiedexyent to whicl
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suitable and deliverable land is available. Prior to the next stage of the review the Council will produce a detaillet ailenastrategyg
providing additional detail on site delivery and management, including the extent to wiacBouncil will be involved and matters arol
tenure will also be a consideration. CP4 places an emphasis on additional pitches being provided in the Newark Udoamd/gedhi
provides the starting point for the approach towards site allocatjorotwithstanding this it is also clear that there are limited suitable
deliverable options away from this location. The minimum threshold which the Plan will need to pass are the requirenceniis seitiona
policy, paragraph 10 of the Planning Bglfor Traveller Sites in this case. As outlined within the Options Report the Winthorpe Ope
designation will be subject to further review, in order to take account of the emerging A46 proposals.

025

Fiskertoncum-
Morton Parish
Council

045

Q9- Newark Urban Areg YES
NSDC ResponséNoted

046

Balderton Paris
Council

083

Members gquestion why so many of the possible sites are in, and around close proximity to Balderton which already hasttexetiar
sites? It is acknowledged however, tliabse are privately owned sites and this allocation is for District Council managed facilities.
hy oFflFyOSs GKS /2dzyOAf Qad LINBFSNNBR 2LIJiA2y 2F (GKS ahkriddge dang
This was selected bause the location provides close and safe access for children to attend the new school on Middlebeck, and
to roads and local facilities. Members trust that as this will be a District Council managed site it will be regularlyechamnidicall fanning
conditions duly enforced.

NSDC ResponseThe site options (Distriatide) presented within the Options Report represent the outcome from successive call
exercises, and the examination of land which was known to have been previouslytptbiooa different form of developmeng but found
to be unsuitable. The support for the Belvoir Ironworks site is noted, and suggestions around management are noted.

056

Nottinghamshir
e County
Council (Palicy)

109

The preferred approach outlines hdMewark & Sherwood District Council (NSDC) intend to develop a detailed site identification str
identify suitable land for gypsy and traveller accommodation. It is recommended that any strategy should consider thedsafegoiscie
set out in Pticy SP7 of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan and Policy WCS10 of the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham V|
Strategy. This will ensure that any proposed sites do not pose a sterilisation risk to active and/or permitted waste aaldsitéseorto
mineral resources within the Mineral Safeguarding and Consultation Areas.

Site 3, Maltkiln Lane, Newark, was a former waste transfer facility. Whilst it appears that waste operations have cdasesitends far
the County Council is aware th&apning permission for waste activities is still extant, therefore waste operations at the site could |
resume. Policy WCS10 of the Waste Core Strategy seeks to safeguard permitted waste management facilities and potestiasfirtam
sterilisation from nonwaste development. The policy does not, however, seek to unreasonably restrict development, but rather t
flexible approach in order to accommodate development wherever possible. NSDC should consider Policy WCS10 priordatedisdg
for gypsy and traveller accommodation.
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NSDC Responsé&he approach towards sites allocation will take account of the Minerals Local Plan and Waste Core Strategy. The
around the Maltkiln Lane site are noted in this respect.

077 |Harby Pash 186 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC Responséoted

078 |Collingham 241 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC ResponseéNoted

093 |Urban & Civic 328 Urban & Civiobjectto the identification of Site 2 Belvoir Ironworks North, Newark (Ref: 19_0004) as a suitable site for provision o
c/o Barton and traveller pitches, with potential capacity for around 30 pitches. Belvoir Ironworks North lies to the south of Nevlarkn@duban &
Willmore Civic have concerns about the potential implications of this on services and facilities at Newark South, and in terascessitnd impa

on the highway network. Our response to Question 9 is supported by a Transport and Highways Techeieapi@pared by SLR a
provided asAppendix 1

Services and facilities

The site assessment, as set out at paragraph 3.16.11 of the Options Report, states that the site is considered reastecliyriEsped
of access to services and facilities, hwiipecific reference to the Middlebeck developmenthat is, Newark South. The Transport

Highways Technical Review sets out that the Belvoir Ironworks North site cannot be considered as having sustainablésaditessan
services, includingtaNewark South, with, for example, Middlebeck Primary School being in excess of an 800 metre walk.

Moreover, Urban & Civic are concerned about the pressure that around 30 pitches may have on services and facilitievieid@emar
of the Newark Saihh development. For example, Middlebeck Primary School, which opened September 2021, provides addition
places to meet the demand from the Newark South development only, and Urban & Civic is, therefore, concerned that sthcuridroinil
the gypsyand traveller pitches take school spaces at Newark South then this will result in the needs of children at Newark Seirniy
met.

It should be noted that this additional pressure would be combined with pressure from new housing in the immediittg loith the
appeal for up to 322 dwellings on Land at Flowserve Pump Division being allowed in June 2021 (Ref: APP/B3030/W/20/32 &0
proposals within this Options Report if taken forwayh particular, the extension to Site NUA/HO/§QandNorth of Lowfield Lane, ar
Opportunity Sites, notably the Tarmac Site within Bowbridge Road Policy Area.

Access and highways

The Transport and Highways Technical Review concludes that, based on the information available, it is unclear as to salfietheg
suitable access to the Belvoir Ironworks North site can be achieved for the proposed use in visibility terms. Furthesedrenlihg
potential level of trip generation associated with the use, there may be a requirement for the access te thersitude a central treatme
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on Bowbridge Lane (such as a ghost island right turn), but no information is available to demonstrate that such a juactieman
would be deliverable within land controlled by the local highway authority and thatcésged with the site.

In terms of trip generation, the Transport and Highways Technical Review sets out that daily movements to and fromahlel §isic the
order of 300 vehicles, with potential peak hour trip generation in excess of 3@eayomovenents, which is the typical threshold at wh
a local highway authority would require operational assessments to consider the highway impactsitat jofictions. This level of traffig
of concern to Urban & Civic as it would be utilising highway ¢gpdhet has been designed and delivered to support the delivery of N¢
South and other existing planned housing allocations in Newark.

In this respect, the Newark South development is delivering the SLR, with triggers for delivery including thigg tteam600 dwellings al
to be occupied unless Phase 1 of the SLR is complete and that no more than 700 dwellings are to be occupied unlessrcoh§tha
2 of the SLR has commenced. Urban and Civic object to additional development coming forMatdrey capacity on the highway netwg
that should first and foremost be used to facilitate the delivery of dwellings at Newark South, whilst development at ISewtrlk
constrained.

For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully regoassite 2¢ Belvoir Ironworks North, Newark (Ref: 19 _0004) is categqg
as not suitable, with the site assessment amended accordingly to take account of the constraints in terms of accessapacipdf
services and facilities, and site access higtiways.

NSDC ResponseNoted. It is considered that when compared to other types of locations where Gypsy and Traveller sites are fi
found that the proposed site is situated within decent proximity to services and facilities. Whilst it would be preferahéséoto bewithin
walking distance (8GQ000m) the ability to identify sites which meet this threshold is determined by availability, and has to be cor
within a context whereby there is a pressing local need to identify new land for Gypsy and Traveller adatioim Given the availabili
of footpath and cycle access direct from the site into the Middlebeck development it is considered that the ability ofcenipants ¢
make journeys through newehicular means will be available. It therefore remains thsecthat the site is viewed as well related to serv
and facilities.

In terms of impact on services and facilities being provided through the Middlebeck development it is suggested thatetlo|
development, at around 30 pitches, could be descriasdnodest at best and is not viewed as likely to have a disproportionate eff
service provision. Notably in this regard no objections have been received from relevant stakeholders, with responsédllityafiion an
health provision in the localrea. It is also understood that the Primary School has been designed in a way which would allo
expansion, were this to become necessary.

With respect to access and highways the technical points around whether an acceptable standard of vaildlibecachieved and tr
numbers will be raised with the Highways Authority, and further advice sought. The concerns around development threshtbid
Southern Link Road are noted, however it is considered that the subsequent funding announcemeghttine Levellingip Fung
fundamentally alters the context and will allow for completion of the road to occur.
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098

Hawton Parish
Council

351

Yes
NSDC ResponséNoted

100

Barnby Parish
Council

407

Barnby in the Willows Parish Council acknowledges thel m@eadditional land to be allocated for use by the Gypsy/Traveller Comm
however, feels that the Chestnut Lodge site (Balderton) would not be the most suitable, and that choosing this as a ¢asit®i@inl|¢
have knock on effects to the surroundi communities in Balderton and Coddington, as well as Barnby itself. Comments were subr]
part of the orignal application to place the current facilities at Chestnut Lodge back in February this year, and eleatitl rKey poin
of concern &e:

9 lack of amenities in the surrounding area.

9 additional pressure on local schooling and healthcare provision which may not be able to take on extra families.

9 additional pressures on roads which are not suitable for increased volumes in traffic.

1 lack ofinformation about whether or not the conditions of the recent planning application are being met currently.

1 some of the reasons stated for certain sites being discounted also apply to Chestnut Lodge.
Barnby in the Willows Parish also supports/shares cargef the neighbouring parishes of Balderton and Coddington. Sites which
be more suitable for additional allocation include:

1 Tolney Lane siteswvhich have existing communities into which they could integrate, as well as having good access teaaed

road networks.

1 the Belvoir Ironworks / Middlebeck siteagain, this site is much closer to amenities and road networks to enable ease of tra
NSDC ResponséNoted. The site is considered to be appropriately located with respect to prowi$itmcal services and facilities, with
prospect that the necessary infrastructure is (or can be made) available to support development. No objections from thgd#ghiaority
have been received with respect to the site. The support for additipralision at Tolney Lane and the Belvoir Ironworks site is note

105

Murdoch
Planning Ltd

425

No because only a part of the need would be met in this way and a substantial shortfall remain even if all the alloeatiadea.16.2
itself accepts this.

NSDC Responsdhe approach taken towards site allocation is dependent upon the availability of suitable land to service it, and th
for doing so have been set out within the Options Report. Clearly the Council is seeking to Ipogiimefor gypsy and travell
accommodation and to ensure that future needs can be met in line with national planning policy. The minimum requirenteéateapt
and those that any approach will need to at least satisfy are set out at ParagraphhiEORi&nning Policy for Traveller Sites.

109

Environment
Agency

446

EA comments on sites within Newark Urban Area:
Tolney Lane site

9 Integration of delivery of the flood resilient access to Great North Road is included but also need to consider dpprigrieay
drainage through SuDS adjacent to access routes.
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1 Needs to include habitat buffer within minimum 8m to River Trent
I Onsite SuDS required to address water quality.
Belvoir Ironworks North, Newark (Ref: 19 0004)

I Onsite SuDS required ddress water quality.
1 Need to check with EA with regards to it being former contaminated land to avoid risk of groundwater contamination and nt
of contaminants to Middle Beck through any nearby/associated drainage of the site.

Maltkiln Lane, NewarkRef: 19 0017)
T LRSYGATASR 'a ySSRSR (12 wWLIaa GKS 9EOSLIiAzya GSadtQo
1 Onsite SuDS required to address water quality.

1 Needs to include habitat buffer within minimum 8m to River Trent.
Site 4c Bower Abattoir, Tolney Lane, Newark (Ref: 19 0008)

I Onsite SuDS wuired to address water quality.
Site 5¢ Green Park, Newark (Ref: 19 0007)

1 Onsite SuDS required to address water quality.
1 Needs to include habitat buffer within minimum 8m to watercourse.
Site 6¢ Denton Close, Balderton (Ref: 19 _0003)

1 Onsite SuD$equired to address water quality.
1 Create natural green corridor with habitat buffering along existing drainage course that drains into Middle Beck.
Site 8- Land to the North West of Winthorpe Road, Newark (Ref: 19 _0009)

1 Onsite SuDS required to addresater quality.
Site 9¢ Land at Barnby Road / Clay Lane, Newark (Ref: 19 0001)

1 Onsite SuDS required to address water quality.
NSDC ResponseSite specific recommendations noted and will be taken account of as part of those sites taken forward.

115

Farndo Parish
Council

477

Yes
NSDC ResponséNoted

119

Nottinghamshir
e Wildlife Trust

532

Site 2¢ Belvoir Ironworks, Newark (Ref: 19_0004)

This site is Currently Considered Suitable. Balderton Dismantled Railway South Local Wildlife Site (LW $rbraBaisly to the east ¢
the site. Every effort should be made to ensure protection of the LWS.
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Site 4¢ Bower Abattoir, Newark (Ref: 19 _0008)

This site is Currently Considered Suitable. Dairy Farm Railway Strip, Newark Local Wildlife Site (LW8247& @pigh of the site. Eve
effort should be made to ensure protection of the LWS.

Question X Site Identification; Newark Urban Area Do you agree with the preferred approach?

28§ | INBS 4A0GK GKS LINBTSNNBR | LILINRolefsHre thatizidirest Yripkcts aniLacal WildKfé Sitds
avoided.

NSDC Responseite specific recommendations noted and will be taken account of as part of those sites taken forward.

126

Councillor Jack
Kellas

548

Site 3 Maltkin Lane, Newark.

This site falls within Bridge Ward. | would question whether this site would be suitable for any new development, beieg sitwdosel
between a train track, The River Trent and the A46. Would the noise of the A46 &diypetér works have taken place to turn it into a g
carriageway) and the train track not prove too disruptive to the families that would be settling at the location? | alsodueneern abol
where the access road would be, and if an addition ofaerfamilies and therefore more vehicles to a close to town centre location
further increase traffic in this particular area of the Bridge Ward.

NSDC Responsét is crucial that any site is able to support an acceptable standard of amenity to otsubdmwill be further investigate
should the site be taken forward. No objection has been received to the site from the Highways Authority, notwithstasdgsgiés arour
the access point being unadopted and what local highway improvements woulddessary will be undertaken.

128 [Historic Englan¢555 Agree with preferred approach.
NSDC ResponséNoted
130 [North Muskham606 Yes
Parish Council NSDC ResponséNoted
131 |South Musham 633 Yes

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC ResponséNoted

134

Newark Town
Councill

661

The Town Council agreed to raise No Objections to this document. However, concerns were raised on the Gypsy & Trawallsy \ploig
it is understood that appropriate provision must be made by lawag felt that the various sites identified may not be sustainable with
degree confidence that these allocations would be reflected in actual sites coming forward.

In addition, further concerns were raised that there was insufficient diversity wikttdrsites with regard to the various sgipoups of peopl
within the overall Gypsy & Traveller communities, which would provide sufficient pitches to satisfy demand from theseuariousities
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NSDC Responsdloted, those sites currently considered siliite are deemed capable of supporting sustainable development, detail
the delivery, management and tenure of site allocations will be built as part of moving to the nextstagagh a site allocation strateg

Action Required

1. Producedetailed site allocation strategy, addressing delivery, management and tenure issues;

Belvoir Ironworkg; further investigate ground contamination and issue of impact on the amenity of adjoining cottages;
Belvoir Ironworks; follow up Urban & Civics accemsd highways comments with the Highways Authority;

Maltkiln Laneg investigate existing waste use and opportunities to remove permitted waste use as part of sites developme
Maltkiln Laneg consider issues around unadopted highway and what local highmaripvements would be necessary;
Maltkiln Laneg investigate ability to provide acceptable level of amenity for occupants;

Land to the North of Winthorpe Roagdcomplete additional review of the Open Break designation;

Address site specific recommendatoof the Environment Agency and Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust for those sites taken fg

NGOk WDN
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Question10¢ Site Identification¢ West of the District- Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
012 |Resident 014 General Objections
051 Responses  |ngg The Ollerton area has too many existing Gypsy and Traveller sites: 1
085 303 Lack of current social integration between Travellers and the settled community: 1

Existing pitches being taken up by Rbravellers: 1
Stes should not be adjacent to the Conservation Area: 1
General Support

Generalised support: 1

NSDC ResponsHpted, the starting point for the approach to site allocation (as set out through the Options Report) is considered t
most appropriate. This is one which seeks to meet need in the broad location it arises in, i.e. those broad areas where &heséng
Gypsy and Traveller communities, a tradition of this form of accommodation and support services and facilities ihg@kuitaility of a
sites will be considered, including with respect to impact on local heritage assets. Importantly the approach to siieralldatonside
the extent to which existing pitches are taken up by fisavellers and this can be resaive

Site 10- Seven Oaks, Edingley (Ref: 19 0019)
Support:

Supports distribution of sites across the District: 1
NSDC Responshioted

Site 11¢ Shannon Caravan Site, Ollerton (Ref: 19 0020)
Support:

Generalised support: 1
NSDC ResponsHoted

Site 18¢ Land adjacent Shannon Caravan Park, Ollerton (Ref: 19 0011)
Objections:

No encroachment towards Ollerton Village, away from existing borders of sites should be allowed: 1

57



NSDC ResponsBoted. Site was not considered necessary to identifhatOptions Report stage, should this change moving forwarg
then landscape, visual and character consideration would all inform the approach taken towards the site.

Site 19¢ Cottage Farm, Blidworth/Rainworth (Ref: 19 0014)
Support:

Supports distribuibn of sites across the District: 1

NSDC ResponsHoted

021

Heine Planning
Consultancy

028

I am only familiar with Site 10 Seven Oaks Edingley. The 2020 GTAA lists this site as unauthorised. | think you Wil firmbitrect a
permission was graet on appeal. However the site owner has extended part of the site without permission. It is laid out as an ¢
family site. | very much doubt there is any spare capacity on this site for another pitch but this Options Report fdiks tbearavhathe
Council consider is authorised. As such it is impossible to comment.

With regards to 5 other sites at Ollerton | would be most worried to see so much intensification in one area. But withited di¢e plan
it is impossible to comment on the sa®po accommaodate intensification on this sites.

NSDC Responsét the time of the GTAA there was an unauthorised pitch exceeding that covered by the permission granted g
Consequently the way the site has been considered is split between needs arising from those pitches covered by a lantfahcotis
additional one which is not. The ability of the site to address the future needs of occupants is being addressed asaitabf deliven
work, including considering the feasibility of this occurring in a way which is suitable in planning termadsaffers an acceptable le
of amenity to occupants.

With respect to the sites in the Ollertay\Wellow area these represent existing sites and the overall scale of need is modest when cq
to the Newark Area. The ability of sites to accommodateiti@hal pitches is being considered through the work outline above.

025

Fiskertorncum-
Morton Parish
Council

046

Yes
NSDC Responsioted

056

Nottinghamshir
e County
Council (Policy)

110

The preferred approach outlines how NSDC intend to develdgtailed site identification strategy to identify suitable land for gypsy
traveller accommodation. It is recommended that any strategy should consider the safeguarding policies set out in Poliche]
Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan and PolgS10 of the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste Core Strategy. This will ens
any proposed sites do not pose a sterilisation risk to active and/or permitted waste and mineral sites, or to minerakbsegaihio the
Mineral Safeguarding and Caiistion Areas.

NSDC Responskpted. Regard will be given to the Minerals Local Plan and Waste Core Strategy as part of taking sites forward for.
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077 |Harby Parish {187 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSD@ResponseNoted
078 |Collingham 242 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC Responshioted
096 |Wellow 341 Site 17¢ Newark Road/ Wellow Road South, Wellow (Ref 19_0013)
Toftholdler & Wellow Tofholders' & Owners' Association was established with the aims and objectilieBo preserve the rights to the common g
Owners’ granted by Lord Savile under the Enclosure Acts of 1842, for the benefit of the whole village. ii. To maintain, to théhbesthility, in
Association good order, the common land designated in the registration of 1968.
| have as the chairman of the Wellow Toftholders' & Owners' Association been asked by the committee to write expresipipasu
that Site 17¢ Newark RoadWellow Road South, Wellow (Ref 19_0013) has been considered and deemed unsuitable only for
access reasons.
This site (Ref 19_0013) is within the Wellow conservation area and directly adjacent to the common land that is Bottorh i€ reithin
direct sight of the scheduled ancient monument that is Gorge Dyke and of those using the ancient common for recreatiooyamehg
including Wellow Dam for fishing, the cricket pitch and the byeway to Wellow Park SSSI.
Wellow Toftholders' & Owners' Assatibn ask that the reasons for unsuitability be expanded to include these aspects and that the
deemed unsuitable for future consideration.
NSDC Respons®oth sites were assessed as not currently suitable, and no information was received thraug@bptions Repo
consultation that would result in this conclusion needing to be amended. The sites are therefore not proposed to takeftoralbrcation
and so there is no need to further assess their suitability in line with the respondents comments.
098 |Hawton Parish |352 Yes

Council

NSDC Responsioted

105 [Murdoch 426 | have no comment to make on this section.
Planning Ltd NSDC Responshioted
109 |Environment 447 The same principle for comments relate to these sites in that, taoggcent to watercourses need to include a minimum 8m habitat by

Agency

those near to watercourses and existing drainage courses need to address water quality through appropriate SuDS mea
consultation with groundwater team will be required for cantinated or potentially contaminated sites.
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1 Allesford Lane Site In addition to the comments above: 1) specific measures to reduce sediment input into the Cotton M
should be explored (e.g. type of habitat buffering used and reducing erosion kéhamd 2) if there is any opportunity to imprg
in-channel habitat along the Cotton Mill Dyke, this would be welcomed.

NSDC Respons&ite specific recommendations noted and will be taken account of as part of those sites taken forward.

115 |Farndon Pash (478
Council

Yes
NSDC Responsioted

128 |Historic Englan(556

Agree with preferred approach
NSDC Responsioted

130 [North Muskham607 Yes

Parish Council NSDC Responshioted
131 |South Musham 634 Yes

& Little Carlton NSD@ResponseNoted

Parish Council

Action Required

1. Produce detailed site allocation strategy, addressing delivery, management and tenure issues;
2. Allesford Laneg assess ability of site to accommodate additional pitchparticularly with respect to safety and amer

consideations;
Assess whether there are implications from the Minerals Local Plan and Waste Core Strategy for sites taken forwardado. a

w

»

Address site specific recommendations of the Environment Agency for those sites taken forward.
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Questionllc¢ Site Identification¢ Rest of the District Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment

Number
013 |Resident 015 Site 20¢ Station Road, Collingham (Ref: 19 0010)
018 020 Support:

021 Support provided for distribution of sites across District: 1
019 036 Object:
024 051 Not located in and around Newark Urban Area: 1
026 052 Open Countryside location: 1
027 065 Contrary to Spatial Policy 3: 1

082 Physically divorced from settlement: 1
038 097 Impact on character: 1
045 130 Impact on drainage and sewage infrastructure: 1
051 131 Landscape character impact: 1

132 Separate mains water supply would needhte provided:1
060 288 No access to mains sewageais: 1
061 291 Flood risk: 1
062 292 Substantial investment would be required to access essential ser@ddsess flood risk and provide drainage: 1
079 293 Impact on residential amenity of adjoining properties: 1

304 NSDC Respons@bjections noted. Providing sufficient suitalaled deliverable land is identified in and around the Newark Urban Are
082 429 in the West of the Distriat which is capable of meeting at least the minimum requirements of the Planning Policy for Traveller Site
083 660 will not be necessary to identify larid other locations. Should this position change then the matters raised within consultation res
084 will be given consideration.
085 Site 21¢ The Mulberries, Collingham

Support:

106 Support provided for distribution of sites across District: 1
133 Object:

Not located in and around Newark Urban Area: 1
Open Countryside location: 1

Contrary to Spatial Policy 3: 1

Physically divorced from settlement: 1

Impact on character: 1
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Impact on drainage and sewage infrastructure: 1

Landscape character impact: 1

Separate mains water supply would need to be provided:1

No access to mains sewage drains: 1

Flood risk: 1

Substantial investment would be required to access essential services, address flood risk and provide drainage: 1

Impact on residential amenity of amping properties: 1

Absence of footpath to the settlement: 1

Would require lighting columngmpact on character:1

Distance from services and amenities in the village: 1

Rail line acts as a barrier: 1

Previous planning application identified potentiat fbe site to support protected species: 1

Appeal history:1

NSDC Respons®bjections noted. Providing sufficient suitable and deliverable land is identified in and around the Newark Urban
in the West of the Distriat which is capable of meetirgf least the minimum requirements of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites
will not be necessary to identify land in other locations. Should this position change then the matters raised withiratongelsponse|
will be given consideration.

Site 22¢ Gravelley Lane, Fiskerton (Ref: 19 0016)
Objections:

Tranquillity and natural beauty of the local area: 1
Traffic generation: 4

Low levels of pollution: 1

Anti-social behaviour: 1

Noise: 2

Gravelly Lane an unsuitable single track lane: 11
Local highway infrastructure unsuitable: 4

Traffic safety: 2

Impact on character: 4

Inadequate services and facilities: 13

Lack of employment opportunities: 3

Result in an increase in flood risk to the village: 2
Site is at flood risk: 6

Supportmeeting need on existing sites in the broad geographic location it arises in: 3
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Reduction in house value: 1

Impact on biodiversity and public rights of way: 2
Sewage and drainage infrastructure lacking: 12
Low water pressure: 2

Poor public transport provign: 1

Located outside the village envelope: 6

Location will not appeal to Travellers: 1

No tradition of Travellers in the locality: 2

Rail crossing is unreliable: 2

Parking on Main Street makes road one way: 2

NSDC Respons@bjections notedProviding sufficient suitable and deliverable land is identified in and around the Newark Urban A
in the West of the Distriat which is capable of meeting at least the minimum requirements of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sitg
will not be necessary to identify land in other locations. Should this position change then the matters raised within consultptingey
will be given consideration.

021

Heine Planning
Consultancy

029

This approach is not supported. | think the Council shbelurgently looking at other suitable sites to replace Tolney Lane and offer
to families wanting to live in this district. | struggle to understand the policy approach for Tolney Lane when therappaadto bq
suitable land elsewhere that it at risk of flooding and not reliant on expensive flood resilient measures

NSDC Respons€P4 places an emphasis on additional pitches being provided in the Newark UrbaraAdehen in line with the Spat
Strategy so this provides the startingipt for the approach towards site allocation. An approach which seeks to meet need in the
location it arises in reflects this approach. The ability to do so will be determined by the availability of suitableardldelland, and th
minimum requirements in this respect are set out in national poliggragraph 10 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites in this case
respect to potential locations away from those areas where there is a tradition of Gypsy and Traveller accommodaimsidésed tha
there needs to be a level of reality to what kind of characteristics would likely contribute towards a successful sitg Bebla firs
instance to meet need broadly where it arises is considered to maximise the prospects of theegigdoth attractive and suitable
reflecting those locations where there is a demand for additional accommodation. Given the tradition of Gypsy and Tiaweiteypari
of the community in these locations it is also likely that this is where sueovices and facilities will be already exist.

025

Fiskertoncum-
Morton Parish
Councill

047

YES with regard to the proposed site at Gravelly Lane, Fiskerton (para 3.18.6) we would point out that, in addition to theskeod]
poor access due tthe site being on a single track road, the site is also outside the-uyuitirea as defined in policy FCM1 of
Neighbourhood Plan and as such any development of the site would be contrary to the plan and to the express wishesrwitibbrong
majority of the residents of the parish.

In addition, Policy FCM5 (Character & Design) stipulates that the design and specifications of all developments must bthp
established character of the villages.
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We would contest the proximity to services givérat all local villages are currently serviced by just one shop. There is no local sch
the nearest Medical Centre is in Southwell and as we understand it is at capacity. The infra structure in terms of savesrdy
overstretched as evidenced Ibggular blockages and localised flooding of wastewater.
We support the assertion that the needs of the gypsy and traveller community will be met in the Newark Urban and Westeom Aited
in those locations which are currently considered suitabhel we support the view that Fiskerton is not suitable for the reasons iden
in the report alongside those we have identified. It should be noted that there is no existing gypsy or traveller conmthrityidinity o
the Parish.

Finally, given thexeerwhelming support for our Neighbourhood Plan we want to emphasise that any development outside theplarii
will be resisted by the parish council and by most of the residents.

NSDC Respons@bjections noted. Providing sufficient suitable and aetble land is identified in and around the Newark Urban Area
in the West of the Distriat which is capable of meeting at least the minimum requirements of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sitg
will not be necessary to identify land in othlecations. Should this position change then the matters raised within consultation resy
will be given consideration.

053 |Coddington 101 No. The Alternative Approach is more sensible in case the Preferred Appremeitisevable.
Parish Council
NSDC ResponsHoted. It remains the case thatoviding sufficient suitable and deliverable land is identified in and around the New
Urban Area and in the West of the Districivhich is capable of meeting at least the minimum requirensesftthe Planning Policy for
Traveller Sites then it will not be necessary to identify land in other locations.
077 |Harby Parish 188 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council
NSDC Responsioted
078 |Collingham 243 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach and the assessment that the identified sites in the Patishitalle.

Parish Council

NSDC Responsioted

092

Blidworth Parish
Council

326

Site 19¢ Cottage Farm, Blidworth/Rainworth (Ref: 19 0014)

Blidworth Parish Council would like to object to this proposal. The land is in greenbelt, and access to the site isofueonatpr and
dangerous road that would be unsuitable for this type of site. Previous planning applications have been turnech dioitemd due to
such factors.
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NSDC ResponsBoted. No additional information was received as part of the Options Report Consultation which would reguire re
consideration of the conclusion that the site is not suitable.

098

Hawton Parish
Council

353

Yes

NSDC Responsioted

105

Murdoch
Planning Ltd

427

No PPTS accepts that Traveller sites can be found in rural andilgahareas so such a narrow consideration as that proposed here
consistent with national policy.

NSDC Respons&P4places an emphasis on additional pitches being provided in the Newark Urbag &mdahen in line with the Spat
Strategy so this provides the starting point for the approach towards site allocation. An approach which seeks to maethebdad
location it arises in reflects this approach. The ability to do so will be determined by the availability of suitable amdldelland, and th
minimum requirements in this respect are set out in national pefi@ragraph 10 of the Planning Policy foaveller Sites in this case. W
respect to potential locations away from those areas where there is a tradition of Gypsy and Traveller accommodatiogiidsecbthal
there needs to be a level of reality to what kind of characteristics would lil@iyribute towards a successful site. Seeking in the
instance to meet need broadly where it arises is considered to maximise the prospects of the sites being both attractivieabled;
reflecting those locations where there is a demand for adddlcaccommodation. Given the tradition of Gypsy and Travellers formin
of the community in these locations it is also likely that this is where support services and facilities will be alréady exis

109

Environment
Agency

442

The same principle fooenments relate to these sites in that, those adjacent to watercourses need to include a minimum 8m habit
buffer; those near to watercourses and existing drainage courses need to address water quality through appropriate Sul@s; suecs
consultation wih groundwater team will be required for contaminated or potentially contaminated sites.

NSDC ResponsBecommendations noted and will baken account of should it become necessary to wikesin the rest of the District
forward.

115

FarndonParish
Councill

479

Yes

NSDC Responsioted

128

Historic Englang

557

Agree with preferred approach but we reserve the right to comment in future iterations of the Plan should new sites, adehtéed ag
Wy 2§ OdzNNBy(ife& &dzA (tiaboptiBr@in Gu2 d08rseF 2 NB | NR & LR GSyYy

NSDC Responsioted
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130 |North Muskham 608
Parish Council

Yes

NSDC Responsioted

131 |South Musham|635
& Little Carlton
Parish Council

Yes

NSDC Responsioted

None

Action Required
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Question12¢ Meeting the Needs ofJndetermined and NorPlanning Definition HouseholdsDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |Respondent ResponseCanment
Number
021 |Heine Planning Consultancy (030 The preferred approach is would appear to be contrary to PPTS. You muspmalsion for all those complying with t

PPTS definition and that will include an element of the undetermined need.

| think the GTAA should be redone to secure a better response rate as was required as part of the Havering EIP. |
the need forsites increased substantially when more households were contacted. In this case it may establish that e
pitches are occupied by non Travellers. But you really need to find this out even if this requires interrogation of a
sources soh as lousing benefit payments.

There can be no justification to ignore the need for unknown households especially when the GTAA had such a poo
rate. This is not a matter that should be left to review. If not, you should err on the side of cautioklalden Plan is ng
typical of the approach taken by other councils and in Maldon planning appeals have resulted in the need for morg
We should not forget how the Maldon Plan came to be adopted after the initial examination concluglddatellepolicy
was unsound.

There is a need for a buffer to reflect historic failure to deliver sufficient sites in appropriate locations in this distate
to my comments o the GTAA above.

It is not clear how those who do not meet the planning defimitbut have a cultural preference to live in caravans wi
accommodated. | can find no policy for this. | am unclear where they will be expected to live. Whilst it is acceptad
need can be included as part of housing allocations and there isquirement to allocate Traveller pitches, most Cou
do as they accept that the distinction is arbitrary and it is unrealistic to assume or expect families to be forcedpart
based on some arbitrary definition. We do not force or expectéwbo are retired, disabled or ill in the settled populat
to live apart/ separate from households who are still economically active so why would any one consider it appro
force Traveller households to be separated in this way?

NSDC Responskis not considered that any buffer is necessary. The GTAA provides a robust and comprehensive as
of the need for gypsy and traveller accommodatipsetting a new baseline of August 2019 with supply and demand fq
first years of the plan periodaving been netted to zero. The outcome supersedes that of any previous assessments
and takes account of any historic need which was present within the District at the baseline. The minimum requirem
any site allocation strategy will nee¢d satisfy are those set out at paragraph 10 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Si
Given the land supply issues, the Options Report detailed that for the Newark Area the Newark Area the preferred
is one that seeks to develop a detailedasegy which as a minimum satisfies the requirements of the Planning Poli
Traveller Sites but where possible exceeds this to also address the potential need from undetermined househqg
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respect to the need from households who did not meet filanning definition, and who may be able to claim the righ
culturally appropriate accommodatioq this would be a matter left to the Development Management process, with
criteria within Core Policy 5 providing an appropriate means of consideripigcagions on their merits. It should be nof
that the criteria within CP5 were modified by the Amended Core Strategy Inspector an relaxed to ensure that the
present an unacceptably high bar to sites that might come forward up to new sitesdlkingted, and crucially beyond th
The Policy is sufficiently flexible to allow windfall pitches to be brought forward beyond provision formally made thre
Development Plan.

ORS to provide additional detail on the points raised over the GTAA.

025

Fiskertoncum-Morton Parish
Council

048

Yes
NSDC ResponsBoted.

077

Harby Parish Council

189

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC ResponsHoted

078

Collingham Parish Council

244

CollinghamParish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC Responshited

085

Resident

305

Develop existing sites.
NSDC Responsioted

098

Hawton Parish Council

354

Yes
NSDC Responsioted

105

Murdoch Planning Ltd

428

No the full needs (PPTS needdetermined needs and netmavelling needs) should be provided for.

NSDC ResponsHoted. Given the land supply issues, the Options Report detailed that for the Newark Area the Newsa
the preferred approach is one that seeks to develop a detailedeyi which as a minimum satisfies the requirements of
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites but where possible exceeds this to also address the potential need from und
households. With respect to the need from households who did not meet luenpng definition, and who may be able|
claim the right to culturally appropriate accommodatiqrthis would be a matter left to the Development Managem
process, with the criteria within Core Policy 5 providing an appropriate means of consideriitguémms on their meritsit is
considered that this approach remains most appropriate given the land supply constraints.

115

Farndon Parish Council

480

Yes
NSDC Responsioted

128

Historic England

558

Agree with preferred approach
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NSD@ResponseNoted

130 |North Muskham Parish Coun609 Yes
NSDC Responsioted
131 |South Mugham & Little 636 Yes
Carlton Parish Council NSDC Responshoted
None.

Action Required
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Question13¢ Policy DM2¢ Development on Allocated SitesDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
025 |Fiskertoncum- |49 Yes.
Morton Parish NSDC RespongeNoted.
Council
043 |Anthony 76 The approach towards theomprehensive delivery of allocated sites will lead to the inability for small developers to deliver pa
Northcote allocated sites and will lead to the sterilisation and blight of land owned by third parties within the overall allocatidasddes to come
The strategic allocations 'Land East of Newark' and 'Land South of Newark' includes substantial amounts of land owdeqzhhyethino
involved in the delivery of the housing elements. For example land in both strategic allocations is owned by reafimonbeients; althoug
included within the boundary of the allocations, some 11 years after they were first allocated; the site promoters hatedrithiat they
do not envisage ever purchasing the land. As such the land is sterilised in not beitg ladblput to an alternative use.
NSDC ResponseThe District Council believes that a comprehensive approach to the development of allocations is necessary
sustainable development which delivers affordable housing and appropriate infrasteuctur
047 |Sport England |86 No comments on policy but appropriate evidence is required to understand the appropriate infrastructure requirements/f
contributions to meet demand or to understand if existing facilities can meet that demand.
NSD@®Response; Noted.
067 |Southwell Towr139 STC strongly support the additional paragraph in DM2 which accords with the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan. The alterioatikias
Council much the same meaning but is stated in a negative way rather than avgosite in the preferred option. STC prefer the preferred o
although perhaps there is a case for putting in both paragraphs for the avoidance of doubt?
NSDC ResponsegNoted. We believe the wording of the Preferred Approach is sufficient.
070 |ClIr Peter Harrig153 | support the additional paragraph in DM2 which accords with the views of residents as expressed in their response ® dhethg
Southwell Neighbourhood Plan and this should be written in a positive way in the preferred option.
NSDC ResponseNoted.
075 |Persimmon 171 The provision of a site wide masterplan for sites comprising multiple ownerships delivered by multiple developers widl gagaowarg
Homes establishing a comprehensive vision however it is unlikely to resolve the issue of aligned delivery. The delivengrbis@m separal

matter affected by contractual commitments typically agreed between developer/landowner prior to planning. Issues relasingoiq
often present delivery delays for landlocked ownerships while collaboration agreement between desgdlopersignificant legal delg
assuming willing participants.
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A pragmatic approach specific to large extension site could involve the Council underwriting large capital infrastructwenimipt worky
in order to secure control over the timing when majvorks occur pump priming the chosen area allowing multi landowner / deve
schemes to come forward sooner with a simple roof tax applied via s106 to enable the council to recoup their costs itisrindex
WSTSNBYOS (2 aAy | DIOZNRS FOENIA deikKA Z1WKSE 6 SHHSKEYyyAy3ad hoft ATl GA 4
same weight as a DPD given SPD are not subjected to examination. As such the SPD guidance should remain that andinoete
policy via the backdoor.

Finaly, clarification is needed on the mechanism for approving the site wide masterplan. For example, can they be g
and considered as part of the planning application or do they have to be approved bafate
NSDC RespongeNoted. The District Counlds always open to investigating ways to work with developers and infrastructure partr]
deliver sites. Thelause requiring accordance with tBeveloper Contributions & Planning Obligations 8Rbcluded in the current poli
which has been foundo be sound. The District Council takes a flexible approach to approving site wide master plans base|
circumstances of individual sites.

077 |Harby Parish |190 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
078 |Collingham 245 CollinghanParish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
085 |Robert Oates |306 Yes.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
093 |Barton Willmorg329 Urban & Civic support the comprehensive planning and delivery of allocations. However, delivery-stédeggtes, due to their scale &
obo Urban & complexity, takes place over a relatively long period and, as such, there are inevitable changes in circunrstiudiag, from challenge
Civic and risks of the market and/or infrastructure delivery, which may require flexibility. In some instances, this may regibiféflto refing
the extent of an allocation.
For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectidlyest that the policy wording of the preferred approach and alternative optid
revisited to allow the extent of an allocation to be amended subject to it being demonstrated that: (a) the amendmeiitiésljusid (b
the amended scheme will result delivery of a comprehensive and aligned sobe
NSDC RespongeNoted. We do not believe the amended wording of the policy would inhibit the reconsideration of elements of lar]
that are to be delivered over a long period of time.
098 |Hawton Pash (355 Yes.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
099 |Southwell Civic|399 Agreed.

Society

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
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107

Home Builders
Federation

432

In Policy DM2 the reference tain accordance with the Develop@ontributions & Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Doc
(SPDYy aK2dzZ R y2d 0S AYGSNIINBGISR o0& (KS /2dzyOAf Qa 5S@St 2 Lwtkch
has not been subji to examination and does not form part of the Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD. The T
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 are clear that development management policies, whicledtte i
the determination of applications for planning permission should be set out in policy in the Local Plan. To ensure a policwés @
should be clearly written and unambiguous so it is evident how a decision maker should react to development proposal. dekg
requirements should be set out in sufficient detail to determine a planning application without relying on, other critgtiaelines se
out in a separate SPD. It is noted tiRailicy DM3refers to provision of appropriate contributions beifigdzA RSR o6& (KS
Obligations & Developer Contributions SPD (our emphasis underlined). National policy clearly defines the scope ancanaBiB af th
planning process as providing more detailed advice and guidance on adopted laocpbRiies. The NPPG confirms that an SPD ¢
introduce new planning policies nor add unnecessarily to the financial burdens on development@3:-81190315).

Before the presubmission Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD consultiiey, DM2should be modified to delel
0 KS NB madddda@Switkithe Developer Contributions & Planning Obligatioris ®PD

NSDC ResponseTheclause requiring accordance with the Developer Contributions & RigrDbligations SPD is includedhe curren
policy which has been found to be sound.

115

Farndon Parish
Council

481

Yes.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

117

Boyer Planning
obo Avant
Homes

528

¢CKAa NBLINBaSyGlrdAzy &adzIR2NIa IHKSNBRORA YyEAY DRRYISWVY SiR2 Aty 2 UK
emphasise the importance of the comprehensive delivery of allocated sites, and that where comprehensive development
achieved that proposals for allocated sites ensure that they dprejtidice the overall deliverability of the whole allocation. As is consig
in the draft Policy, development proposals which prejudice proper overall delivery should be refused.

The NPPG guidance makes clear that jtekers need to assess the suitilpj availability and achievability of sites, including whether
site is economically viable. This provides information on which a judgement can be made as to whether a site can becdcdabiceadl¢
within the plan period.

A site can be considedeavailable for development, when, on the best information available there is confidence that there are no
ownership impediments to development. For example, land controlled by a developer or landowner who has expressed an in
develop maybe considered available.

A site can be considered achievable for development where there is a reasonable prospect that the particular type of develipbe
developed on the site at a particular point in time. This is essentially a judgement aleoetdnomic viability of a site, and the capacit]
the developer to complete and sell the development over a certain period.

Where constraints have been identified, the assessment will need to consider what action could be taken to overcome them.
[the respondent also included comments promoting SHEELA site 16_0269]
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NSDC RespongeNoted.

128 |[Historic Englan(¢559 Agree with preferred approach to ensure comprehensive redevelopment of sites, particularly with regard to Thoresby @elfier
example, toensure historic environment elements are sustained and enhanced.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
130 |North Muskham610 Yes.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
131 |South Muskhan 637 Yes.

and Little
Carlton Parish

Council

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

Action Required

None.
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Questionl14¢ Policy DM3; Developer Contributions and Planning ObligationBo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
008 |[HSE 010 Links provided to national standing advice
NSD@Response; Comments welcomed and noted
025 |Fiskertorcum- |050 Fiskertoncum-Morton Parish Council agree with the preferred approach.
Morton PC NSD@Response; Comments welcomed and noted
047 |Sport England (087 No comments on policy but appropriate evidence is required to understand the appropriate infrastructure requirements/financial
contributions to meet demand or to understand if existing facilities can meet that demand.
NSD@Response, Comnents welcomed and noted
050 |National Grid |094 No specific comments provided, although information provided on National Grid infrastructure Wighiark & Sherwood
(Avison Young) NSD@®Response; Comments welcomed and noted. This information will inform the next iteration of the Infrastructure Delivery Pla
054 |Upper Witham 104 No specific comments, although an IDB area coverage map is provided
IDB NSDResponse, Comments welcomed and noted. This information will inform the next iteration of the Infrastructure Delivery Pla
067 |Southwell Towr 140 With reference to para. 4.5.3, STC have concerns about the veracity of the viability assessments that relate to Southwell tigat we
Council been able to see to date. In particular the value of sales seems to be seriously understated relative to achieved saiaalhee
assessments we have seen. STC believe that viability assessments should be more transparent and more readily availible for p
scrutiny. Some Councillors have concerns about the effect of developer contributions on house prices.
NSDResponse; Where viability is identified as a matter of contention and requires scrutiny in the course of determining planning
applications, viability assessments are published on the Public Access part of the NSDC website, along with all otteser iswabenitl. h
2NRSNJ G2 (0Sad GKS LI AOFIYyGQa |aadzyYLWiA2ya dzaSR Ay fCNd®RoE) Y
5a0 YR GKS /2dzyOAtQa ! FF2NRIFIO6fS | 2dzaAy3a {t 53 I nftheingsRebrtadlty R
information, these assessments typically question the validity of all inputs and data sources that may affect viabiityddatifying
where there may be scope for the District Council to negotiate amendments to the proposedafseitributions. As ongoing work on
the Whole Plan Viability Assessment suggests, Southwell represents a particularly buoyant portion of the local housinghisaiket
reflected in the levels of CIL chargeable on new residential development. Withtluefunformation as to what Councillors mean by
WO2YOSNYya&a o02dzi GKS STFSOU 2F RSOSt 2LISNI O2y (i NR 0 dzi are2 Wowevet,y
happy to discuss this matter further with the TC.
070 |ClIr PHarris 154 Para 4.5.3, Not supportedThe accuracy of the Viability Assessments that relate to Southwell are seriously understated relative to

achieved sales values as shown in the Land Registry entries on recent builds. All Viability Assessmieatspandiook and fully
available for scrutiny and this should be made a condition in all applications
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NSDResponse&; Where viability is identified as a matter of contention and requires scrutiny in the course of determining planning
applications, viahitly assessments are published on the Public Access part of the NSDC website, along with all other submitted m
2NRSNJ G2 (Sad GKS FLIWLIX AOFIyiGQa aadzYLiAz2ya dzaSR Ay fCNBRIEYA)
5ao0 YR GKS /2dzyOAftQa ! FF2NRIFI6fS 1 2dzaAy3a {t5% Iy AYyRSedSYyHR
information, these assessments typically question the validity of all inputs and data sources that may affegt sfainilg, identifying
where there may be scope for the District Council to negotiate amendments to the proposed levels of contributions. Asveorgadmg
the Whole Plan Viability Assessment suggests, Southwell represents a particularly buoyant panolocdl housing market. This is
reflected in the levels of CIL chargeable on new residential development.

075 |Persimmon 172 The requirement to masterplan site phasing and infrastructure delivery should be mindful of wider contractual constraihtsan ofter
Homes pose larger obstacles to aligned delivery of maltinership sites.
Policy DM3 looks at Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations. Community Infrastructure Levy and S106 Agreemeiisean
used to 'double up' on developer corititions. The current Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations SPD 2013 is outdatg
raising questions over whether this should be updated to improve its efficacy.
NSD@Response; In accordance with NPPF para. 34, a Whole Plan Viability Assessrmaémgmaundertaken to test the levels of
contributions sought in the plan review against up to date evidence.
Amended Core Strategy Spatial Policy 6 makes clear that CIL in Newark & Sherwood is for strategic infrastructure, comprising
strategic/other idenified highway infrastructure and secondary education provision. The annual Infrastructure Funding Statement
0KS / 2dzyOAf Qa &LISYRAY3I LINA2NAGASE F2NJ AGNI GSIAO Ayashksl a i N
ltisi KS / 2dzy OAf Q& Ay ( Sy (i AReyelopefConizlbiRidons éhd Rlakirhg ShlightiktDhiry de caunsel, i order to
NBEFfSOG OKIy3aSa Ay yIiA2ylf LRtAOCETI b2G0dAYy3IKIYAKANB / 2dzyil
rationale/thresholds for contribution asks in light of up to date evidence.
077 |Harby PC 191 Harby Parish Council agree with the preferred approach.
NSD@Response& Comments welcomed and noted

078 |Collingham PC |246 Collingham Parish Council agree vifie preferred approach.
NSD@Response& Comments welcomed and noted

085 |Robert Oates (307 No comment.
NSDResponse; No response required.

089 |MLN Land & |321 ¢KS RNITFG LRtAOCE adl dSa asispadthraughypByision af &prapriake 2ddtébutibrss ill otFoR tedgad
Properties Fd AdzZaAGFrAYlFofS RSOSt2LIYSyliéd ¢KA& | LIINRBIFOK (2 tflFyyAay3a 20
(Broadgrove Gontributions should only be sought where they are esgary to make the application acceptable in planning terms, are related to th
Planning) development and fairly anckasonable related in scale and kind to the development. The policy should make it clear that obligatio

should only be used where it is not possibb address unacceptable issues through the imposition of planning conditions.
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NSDRespons& Comments noted, with the following proposed amendments to draft Policy DM3 to more closely reflect the
requirements of NPPF paragraphs&&

Identified infrastructure needs will be met through a combination of Community Infrastructure Levy, pl@onidtions andobligations,
developercontributionsnd, where appropriate, funding assistance from the Council.

Delivery of the planned growth set out in the Amended Core Strategy requires provision of appropriate infrastructure écdtemsur
development ofsustainable communities. Development that doed adequatelyaddress its impadbrough-provision-of-appropriate
contributionswill not be regarded as sustainable development.

Planning applications will be expected to demonstred@sideration of identified sitdased infrastructure needs and make clear how
iKSaS ySSRa gAfft 0SS YSGI JFdzZARSR o0& GUKS /2dzyOAtQa tflyyAyS:
methodology for the delivery of appropriate infrastture and the calculation of financial contributions.

098

Hawton PC

356

Hawton Parish Council agree with the preferred approach.
NSD@Response; Comments welcomed and noted

099

Southwell Civic
Society

400

Southwell Civic Society agree with the preferegpproach.
NSDResponse; Comments welcomed and noted

108

CB Caollier
(Harris Lamb)

438

Whilst we have no objection in principle to new development making adequate provisianyaupporting infrastructure that is requirg
to serve the newdevelopment it should be madgdear that this may only be possible where it is viable to do so. There are going to [
instancesvhere development would be unviable if supporting infrastructure is required and theuslisting or seeking full contributiong
to be made this could undermine the achievementider objectives such as the delivery of housing and affordable housing. CBC
like tosee reference to the ability to provide viability evidence if there are concerns ovelelherability of infratructure and for the
Council to consider this during the applicatibbNE OSaa® ¢ KS NBOSyid Cft26aSNWBS | LIWISFE R
considering viability and its application to development proposals had not been corapgtied andhat as there were viability concerr
these should have been considered befarsisting on the payment of developer contributions. Furthermore, we would suggest that
future requests for developer contributions need to be fully evidenced and thatniest thetests set out in paragraph 57 of the
Framework, rather than seeking to apply contributionsaoper unit basis.

NSDC ResponseComments noted and will be given careful consideration in development of the next stage of the plan.

109

Environment
Agency

448

CKS $2NRAY3I WRSEAQGSNE 2F GKS LXFYyYySR INRBgGK asSi 2dzi twkefo 0K
ensure the development of sustainable communities. Development that does not address its impact through podpjmopriate
O2yGNROdziA2ya gAfft y20 0S5 ,NEdltomGRthat afpproprind mmdasunés adefinfegrates tits the2d
of development and also as part of decision making process to include avoiding negative impactsnitigatidg water quality through
habitat buffering and SuDS, prioritising a blyreen infrastructure approach and securing multiplenefits through design.

Where development is adjacent to a watercourse;site measures and/or contributions should baugbt to soften existing channel
modification (e.g. culverts, straightened channel, weirs) to support the naturalising of watercourses and improving aveeatiaty for
wildlife.
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New development should avoid the culverting of watercourses and not giieng future opportunities for deulverting. The re
instatement/retro-fitting of SuDS should also be encouraged.

Also see related comments above and Mansfield District Council Local Plan policies CC3 and CC4.

LT AG R2SayQa [t Na&nhing ®bligattonsamd Devéldp& Cantitlmoiis SPOXh@edd td address SuDS, addressing
quality and multifunctional benefits in addition to flood risk.

NSDC ResponsgWhile the comments from the Environment Agency (EA) are acknowledged, it is ninteredswithin the remit of
t2f A0 5ao0 (2 AyaArad dzkRry &ALISOATAO RSaAdy YS! adzNB ateadK8ligyO g
DMb5a, Design Stage 1, makes clear the need to respond to site constraints (such asfédreseed in the comments above), along wit
DM5b points 6 (green and blue infrastructure) and 10 (flood risk and water management).

ThePlanning Obligations and Developer Contributions iSRDrrently under review. The current (2013) iteration of the SPD only ma
NEFSNBYyOS (2 (KSaS rAaadsSa Ay (GKS O2yGSEG 2F LX I yyAy 3 nies e
opportunity to discuss the next iteration dfie SPD and integrate the suggested areas in line with good practice and where there is
evidence to provide a robust rationale for contributions.

111

Fernwood PC

451

Fernwood Parish Council is concerned that theenirroad infrastructure is inadequate support the 3 housing developments (over
3000 extra homes), Suthers School, service station and future developments on the Business Park in Fernwood

With the closure of Hollowdyke Lane (HDL) there is only 1 way in an out of the village. Recentsocidea A1 have shown how this
can put this village into a gridlock (without all this extra development).

We understand that the decision to permanently close HDL was due to road safety concerns at the Main Street Baldertar drel (n
bridge). Could &affic light system overcome this issue and the road remain open?

NSDResponse; The Planning Policy & Infrastructure Team engage with the County Council in their capacity as the Local Highw
Authority throughout the development of the local plan and in the course of determining planning applications. For Fethessd,
processes &ve combined to deliver what is expected to be an effective and acceptable solution to the highways challenges prese
new development in this area. However, in the interim period between existing development and future planned/permitted
developmentsbeing built out, it is highly likely that there will be some issues with traffic movements. In recognition of this, NSDC
convenes a quarterly highways stakeholder forum to seek updates from developers, identify issues arising and to engigs waitipa
interests in the area are cognisant of these issues.

115

Farndon PC

482

Farndon Parish Council agree with the preferred approach.
NSD@Response; Comments welcomed and noted

128

Historic England

560

Agree with preferred approach
NSD@Response; Comments welcomed and noted

130

North Muskham

PC

611

North Muskham Parish Council agree with the preferred approach.
NSDQResponse; Comments welcomed and noted
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131 |South
Muskham &

Little Carlton P(

638

South Muskham & Little Carlton Parish Council agvith the preferred approach.
NSDResponse&; Comments welcomed and noted

Action Required

Amendments proposed to the wording of Policy DM3:

Identified infrastructure needs will be met through a combination of Community Infrastructure Levy, pl@onigitions andobligations,
developercontributionsnd, where appropriate, funding assistance from the Council.

Delivery of the planned growthesout in the Amended Core Strategy requires provision of appropriate infrastructure to ensure the
development of sustainable communities. Development that do@sadequatelyaddress its impadbrough-provision-of-appropriate
contributionswill not be regarded as sustainable development.

Planning applications will be expected to demonstrate consideration of identifiethaged infrastructure needs and make clear how
iKSasS ySSRa gAftt 0SS YSG>X IdzZARSR o0& (0 Kitiohs2SBD. The SRDZProvidesithg y A y 3
methodology for the delivery of appropriate infrastructure and the calculation of financial contributions.
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Question15¢ Policy DM4¢ Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generati®@o you agree with the preferre@pproach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Comment

48

Farnsfield Paris
Council

91

The changes to policy DM4 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation are confusing. Am | correct in my understandisg {
wind turbine is allowed underpermitted development for domestic wind turbines as defined on the planning
https://www.planningportal.co.uk/info/200130/common_projects/57/wind_turbines/2 then unless the site has been identified
neighbourhood plan, planning permission willtio@ considered?

Would it be possible to have more clarity in the policy itself or in the justification text so that the policy is easfeRt& NE ( | Y
concerned that the policy as | understand it is too restrictive and not encouraging enoughdojenerated energy.

NSDC RespongeThe proposed changes bring District policy into line with national policy as set out in footnote 54 of the NPPF.

55

Halam Parish
Council

105

Solar farms also have a great impact on neighbourhoods/countryside. Commegyarding wind farms should be extended to include
farms, especially the policy comments:

G2KSNBE Al Aa RSY2yaidNrdSR GKIFIG GKS €20t O2YYdzyAdeé KI antfied
by the affected localc6 Y dzy A 1@ KI @S 06SSy Fdz & I RRNBaaASRe D

NSDC RespongegProposals to develop solar and wind energy schemes are treated differently within the planning system. There i
in national policy for assessing solar energy developments in the manner suggested.

58

Severn Trent
Water

122

Severn Trent are supportive of the general principles, however we would note that energy efficiency and water efficienoysgeasrall
work hand in hand and that by delivering water efficient technology witlewelopment also provides energy efficiency. We would therg
recommend that Policy DM4 highlights the need to incorporate water efficient technology alongside energy efficient technology

NSDC RespongeNoted however it is believed that energy efficigrend water efficiency are best dealt with in Policies elsewhere i
Plan.

67

Southwell Town
Council

141

STC feel that the DC should be more proactive in identifying and allocating areas suitable for turbines.

NSDC ResponseWhere communities wish tgee wind energy developments in their local areas, the District Council will facilita
through assisting with the production of Neighbourhood Plans which could identify appropriate locations for turbines.

71

National Trust

157

National Trussupports the delivery of renewable energy generation provided that the scale and design is right for the location. Th
should give careful consideration to whether it would be beneficial to identify areas suitable for wind energy developmsgipvt the
retention within Policy DM4 of protection from adverse impacts of heritage assets and their settings, and protectiongfikegrs view
within Southwell including those relating to The Workhouse.
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NSDC ResponseComments welcomed and noteWhere communities wish to see wind energy developments in their local areg
District Council will facilitate this through assisting with the production of Neighbourhood Plans which could identifyriapgtocations
for turbines.

077 |Harby Parish |192 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC ResponseComments welcomed and noted.

078 |Collingham 247 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed ambted.

098 |Hawton Parish |357 Yes.

Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
099 |Southwell Civic|401 Agreed.
Society NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

114 |Lichfields obo |464 We agree with the proposed additional wording added to Policy DM4 and note that whilst no areas within Newark & Sherwdeeii
Bourne Leisure identified as suitable for wind energy developments that would require planning permission, local communities are ablgtifiy
Limited potentially suitable areas as part of neighbourhood plans.

The assessment for suitable wind energy developments should have regard to the effect the energy sector could havesenmesasysitir:
- including tourism receptorswith emerging PolicipM4 helping to ensure that wind energy developments are located in suitable loc;
This would help to ensure that no substantial harm to the environment and economy is felt as a result of wind energy dsusl|
Accordingly, the draft text currentigroposed to be added to Policy DM4 should be amended as follows:
G! LILIX AOIF GA2ya G2 RSOSt2LI yS6 6AYyR SyYySNHeE aOKSYSa A Woecongider
acceptable:
w A Yy sdt dwBylram sensitiveeceptors anddentified as suitable for wind energy development in the Development Plan;
w BKSNB A0 A& RSY2yaiuNraGSR GKIFIGO GKS 201Kt O2YYdzyAdeée KI & ¢
w BKSNB (GKS L FYyYyAy3a AYLI Ola SREBYTMTASRI RRNBXBESRROIt O2YY
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted. Proposed changes to be incorporated into an amended policy.

115 [Farndon Parish|483 Yes.

Councill

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
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128 |Historic Englang

561

Agree withpreferred approach, and welcome the retention of criteria 2 relating to Southwell and workhouse views and criteria 3 r
to heritage assets and their setting.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

130 |North Muskham
Parish Council

612

Yes.
NSD@Response& Comments welcomed and noted.

131 [South Muskhan
and Little
Carlton Parish
Council

639

Yes.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

Action Required

7

' YSYR (KS L}t A Oiaardadedt awdyNdbn2 sénsitive redefdrsRittidntified as suitable for wind energy development i
iKS 5

SOSt2LIYSyid tflyTé
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Question16¢ Policy DMha & b Design- Do you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Comment

002

Canal & River Trust

002

The Trust believe that the proposed changes to Policy DM5 have the potential to make the plan more effective in p
sustainable and positive design that responds to local features and the river corridor where applicable. More detail
provided bdow.

The proposed changes to expand policy wording relating to degigeiuding the splitting of Policy DM5 into two distinct
policiesg could help to improve decision making with regards to the quality of new development schemes in proximi
theTdza 6 Qa4 aasSiao ¢tKS AyOfdzaAizy 2F || RSairAday LINROSaa
understanding of the development of a scheme, including improve understanding of how it will impact the site and i
context. This would lédy include analyses with regards to how development responds to neighbouring waterway
environments, which could assist in safeguarding and promoting the use of such spaces.

Wording promoting preengagement with stakeholders could assist in promotingapplication consultations with the
Trust. Of note, the Trust have a ppplication process, and would be happy to provide advice in relation to proposed
development at an early stage of development.

Within part b), the reference in part 6. to Blue (aslwas Green) Infrastructure would make the Local Plan more effecti
it would make the role of the River Trent corridor more apparent to decision makers and developers. The inclusion
separate element (part 7) for Ecology would also make the ne@dsess for habitats clearer to decision makers, again
making the policy more effective.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

043

TOWNPLANNING.CO.UK

077

Policy DM5a is too prescriptive and is seeking to amend the statutory provisionsiMBE relating to design and acces
statements. This policy seeks proposers to apply these principles to development such as minor proposals that do

require a design and access statement. The Government has put a greater emphasis on design in théNBRRdsen

not to amend the DMPO in relation to the scale/type of development that needs to be supported by a design and ag
statement. Paragraph 133 of the NPPF identifies for example that assessment frameworks such as Building for a H
are particularly important for significant projects such as large scale housing and mixed use developments. The pol
be amended to refer either only to major development or to development where a design and access statement is
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Reference ifPolicy DM5a to prapplication discussions with the LPA should be removed. Legislation sets out what fg
development require mandatory prapplication engagement. The Council would appear to be looking to generate
additional income through greater mbers of preapplication submissions.

In Policy DM5b criterion 3 refers to 'adequate external and internal space'. Whilst as a concept this is supported yth
provides no indication as to what 'adequate’ means. It would be more appropriaeféoto the nationally described spa
standards for internal space. Alternatively the forthcoming Design SPD should set out relevant external and interna
standards.

NSDC RespongeThe DMPO stipulates what applications are mandatory to provida$, 2 does not however stipulate
this list to be exhaustive, nor does our proposed policy dictate that the evidence should be submitted in a DAS or in
what format the evidence should take. Building for a Healthy Life does not specify the sizelopdem it should apply t
and therefore no changes are required. Legislation stipulates what applications require mandatapppoation enquirieg
and the proposed policy does not make fagplication enquiries mandatory, if however, an applicatiosuismitted which
fails to demonstrate the 4 design processes, the application may be refused.

Ly NBaLSOG 2F G(KS NBFSNByOS (2 WIRSIldd 68 SEGSNYyLE |
parts of the Development Plan. It pposefully does not seek specific standards and allows for a certain level of flexibi
The purpose of this policy is to address the need for a high level of design and prevent development that is unacce
Each application will be judged individiyal

047

Sport England

088

Concern that Health and wellbeing in design is not specifically covered as a specific principle, a wealth of guidance
available including Active Design (See above)

Health and wellbeing

Sport England, in conjunctionwitid® f A O | S f 6 K 9y 3flyRX KIFa LINRPRdAzZOSR W
new developments that create the right environment to help people get more active, more often in the interests of h
and wellbeing. The guidance sets out ten keyngigles for ensuring new developments incorporate opportunities for
people to take part in sport and physical activity. The Active Design principles are aimed at contributing towards the
D2JSNYYSyiQa RSAANB FT2N) GKS LI litigsyhkoygh goactutban$lasigni Spori BNGal
would commend the use of the guidance in the master planning process for new residential developments. The dod
can be downloaded via the following link:

http://www.sportengland.org/activedesign

Local plan policies can support the use of active design as a means of implementing the objectives of health and wi

NSDC Respons€omments noted. Health and wellbeing will be included within DM5B.
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http://www.sportengland.org/activedesign

055

Halam Parish Council

106

b5S@St2LISNE NB ddNRy3dfe SyO2dz2Ny 3SR G2 Sy3alF3aS gAlGK
The views of local residents regarding any proposed development should be given great weight when considering

applications. Consultation with tHecal community, especially as voiced through the parish council, should be consid
as a major factor influencing the outcome of planning decisions.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomes and noted.

056

NCC Policy

111

From a minerals and wasperspective, it would be preferable if the policy were to be amended as proposed in the O
WSLRNI® LYy LINI o W YSyAideQ 2F GKS LINRPLRASR LRftAoe
impact on the amenity or operatiod ¥ & dzZNNR dzy RAy3a f I yR dzaSa |yR 4KSNB y
¢KS adzllL2NIAYy3I GSEG SELI YyRA dzll2y GKAA& FdzNIKSNJ SELX |
near to an established use with the potential for atkeenvironmental impacts, the proposed development should be
RSAA3IYSR (G2 YAYAYAAS GKS AYLI OG 2y S@SyddzZt 200dzLA §
This addresses paragraph 187 of the NPPF (2021), whereby if the operations of an existing business or conilityinity
O2dz R KIF @S | aAA3IYAFAOIY:H | ROSNERS STFFSOG 2y ySs RSOS
required to provide suitable mitigation before the development has been completed.

In relation to minerals and waste, both thgaste Core Strategy and Minerals Local Plan contain safeguarding policieg
WCS10 and Policy SP7 respectively, which seek to protect existing, permitted and allocated waste and mineral site
being sterilised by nowaste and nonmineral developmewithin close proximity where environmental impacts (e.g. no
dust) may be detectable. In accordance with the agent of change principle, if development were to be proposed wit
proximity to waste and/or minerals sites which could pose a $atibn risk, the onus is on the applicant to ensure
sufficient mitigation of any adverse impacts such that the existing operations may continue.

The inclusion of this principle within Policy DM5b should help to avoid the sterilisation of waste and snéitesain
accordance with Policy WCS10 and Policy SP7. The County Council would therefore welcome such inclusion withir
DM5b and agree with the preferred approach from a minerals and waste perspective.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

058

Severn Trent Water

123

Severn Trent are generally supportive of policies DM5a&hb, in particular the inclusion of the need to incorporate Sul
would however recommend that more detail regarding good SuDS design is incorporated to mitigate theoimkafality
SuDS that underperform being delivered. We would also recommend the policy highlights the need to follow the Dr
Hierarchy.

Drainage Hierarchy
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The drainage hierarchy outlined the principles of where surface water should be dischamgédkrdrchy is outlined withil
Planning Practice Guidance paragraph 80 (ReferencedB0-Z20150323). Severn Trent request evidence that the drain
hierarchy has been followed by developers in our conversations, however by raising the expectatioNeigtiteourhood
Plan stage it consideration can be incorporated into the initial a site designs resulting it better continuity of surfarce V
through development.

To aid in the interpretation of this request we would recommend that the following wordimcorporated into policies
DMb5a&b:

OAll applications for new development shall demonstrate that all surface water discharges have been carried out in
accordance with the principles laid out within the drainage hierarchy, in such that a discharge tptidic sewerage
aeaitasSya INB I @2ARSRI gKSNB LRaaioft Soé

SuDS (Sustainable Drainage Systems)

Severn Trent note that Planning Policy already requires major development to incorporate SuDS through the writte
Ministerial Statement for Sustainablerainage (HCWS 161) and NPPF. However current policy is very flexible on hov
can be incorporated into development, by incorporating appropriate references to SuDS in policies DM5a&b, the ng
developers to deliver high quality SUDS can be sec@edent Industry Best Practice for SuDS (The SuDS Manual CIR
C753) highlights the need to consider SuDS from the outset of the design process and not to fit SuDS to the develg
site post layout. To aid in the delivery of this recommendation we worddmmend wording to the effect of:

alff YFE22N RS@St2LIySyia aKkff SyadiNBS GKIFIG {dz&adGFAYIl o
run-off are put in place unless demonstrated to be inappropriate.

All schemes for the inclusions of Sufi®uld demonstrate they have considered all four aspects of good SuDS design
Quantity, Quality, Amenity and Biodiversity, and the SuDS and development will fit into the existing landscape.

The completed SuDS schemes should be accompanied by a mainteseimedule detailing maintenance boundaries,
responsible parties and arrangements to ensure that the SuDS are maintained in perpetuity.

Where possible, allnoiv 22 NJ RS@St 21LIYSyd akKz2dzZ R €221 (G2 AyO2NL1LEN
The sipporting text for the policy should also include:

G{dzAdFAylIo0fS S5NXrAyF3aS {eadsSvya o0{d5{0 akKz2dzZ R 6S RSaAh
Manual, CIRIA (C753), to ensure that the systems deliver both the surface water quantityhe wider benefits, without
significantly increasing costs. Good SuDS design can be key for creating a strong sense of place and pride in the

community for where they live, work and visit, making the surface water management features as much a ptre of
RSGSt2LIYSydG a GKS o0dzif RAy3da FyR NRIFRa®E

85



We would also note that as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) are the statutory consultee for the planning proc
relation to surface water management that they should also be consulted on any wordeglireg SUDS.

NSDC RespongeCommented noted and suggested amendments will be included in next draft of the Allocations &
Development Management DPD.

071

National Trust

158

To promote good design, National Trust supports the proposal to highlight theh@etd I WRS&a A Iy LINE
within a suitably flexible framework to allow designers/developers to employ their own detailed methodology. If suck
process is adopted then we also support the idea that this requirement should be highlightéal tvi#h_ocal Validation
Checklist (e.g. as part of a Design and Access Statement or Supporting Statement), along with a clear indication of
types of scheme it does or does not apply to.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomes and noted.

075

Persimmon Homes

173

Policy DM5a refers to the design process and states that the design process for all proposed development should K
informed by a robust site and contextual appraisal identifying constraints and opportunities. This can be achievédd t
the Design & Access statement which is standard for applications and this should be clarified in the policy. The psli
that applications should provide evidence of each stage from the outset and should not be retrofitted. Preventing
applicationsrom being amended through the planning process which is itself an iterative process where statutory c(
may highlight issues previously not accounted for is not developer friendly. Whilst design should be thought about K
the application is subitted, it is likely that further changes will and could be made through discussions with the local
planning authority to address matters raised by statutory consultees for example to ensure that planning application
not refused unnecessarily. Frontidiag design work via prapp is admirable however design is an iterative process
therefore revision made through the planning process should be permitted. If not revocation of planningsanahrission
on a free go will only increase administrative burdam exacerbate housing delivery delays.

Policy DM5b again makes reference to the recently adopted Residential Cycle and Car Parking Design Guide SPD
to this should be restricted to supporting text as the SPD has not been subject to examihatigfore cannot be imposec
as policy via the backdoor.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. The intention of DM5A is to ensure that applications demonstrate evidence of ca
and proper planning from the outset. The policy allows flexibility for schemegdiveas part of this process, however it
important that design and layout is not retrofitted. This will be clarified in the policy.

Pre-application is encourage, not mandatory to ensure the requirements of DM5a & 5b are met.

Reference to the ParkirfgPD provides increased clarity to the existing policy hook in the Amended Core Strategy an
tested through examination.
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077

Harby Parish Council

193

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomes andted.

078

Collingham Parish Council

248

Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomes and noted.

090

Coal Authority

324

The Coal Authority supports the inclusion of Policy DM5b: Design, specifically crithest@ble Land which identifies the
potential risks posed to new developments by past coal mining legacy features.

We are also pleased to see the inclusion ofghpporting text at Section 4.7.5 of the policy document which acknowle
the districts history of coal mining and the legacy this has left.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomes and noted.

093

Urban & Civic

330

Urban & Civic acknowledge the need to engkgal communities and other stakeholders in the design process and dag
object to inclusion of encouragement to engage at an early stage of the process under the proposed Policy DM5a.
the proposed supporting text encourages engagement withllooenmunities and stakeholders at all four stages of the
design process for major developments, which may be unduly onerous and result in consultation fatigue. As with th
proposed approach to prapplication discussions, Urban & Civic consider a propate@approach would be more
appropriate taking account of factors such as the scale, form, type and sensitivity of the proposals.

For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully request that the supporting text is amended as follows (un
strikethrough):

G! LILIX AOFyiGta FNB adNRy3dfe SyO2dz2NI 3SR (aReach giade ch $he defiqd |-
process for major or otherwise sensitive proposed developmwntt$the extent of enqaqement proportionate to treeale,
form, tvpe and sensmwtv of the proposal

FeeemmendedThlslevel-ofcommunlty and stakeholder engagementis in addltlon to the usual Plannlng Appllcatlon
notification and consultation process. Baand proactive engagement with local communities and stakeholder ensure
meaningful discussions take place at the appropriate stages in the design process when there is more scope for co
YR a0l {SK2f RSNAR (2 &aKILIS RSOSt2LIVSYyd LINRLRAFf adpé
NSOC Response The policy and supporting text confirms it will not be mandatory to undertake public consultation af

design stage, therefore no changes are required.

098

Hawton Parish Council

Hawton Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
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NSDC RespongeComments welcomes and noted

099

Southwell Civic Society

402

Yes: We agree with the splitting of Policy DM5 into two parts. The emphasis on design is welcomed. We endorse th
requirement to provide safe walking and cycle routes. This was a feature of the new towns of the 1950's and is long
overdue.

Dm5b  Disagree
3 Amenity

This should include a statementsuch@shy yS¢ RS@GSt 2LI¥Syda SDNBSyYy [ yiRtothéeld
area requirements identified in the nsdc Developer Contributions and Planning obligations Supplementary Planning
520dzYSyie® 9EOSLIiA2ya G2 GKAA gAfft 2yfe 060S ft26SR ¢

ThisshouldindzRS | &GF §SYSyid adzOK | aé¢ tdzofAO wAIKda 2F g1l ¢
FYSYylFo6fS F2NJ dza SNA ®¢

Disagree

7 Ecology

The status of the Nottingham shire Biodiversity Action Plan needs to be confirmed or a covering statemeéat itckay
a2YSOUKAY3a tA1S Ga2NJ SljdzA @1 £ Sy ¢

Disagree.

10 Flood Risk and Water Management

The statement should read that Flood Risk and Water Management proposals for developments must take accout
increased risk from Climate change. Tnevisions should not just be related to SUDS.

In addition there should be a statement that Proposals for development will need to include undertakings that water
courses on and adjacent to the site can be accessed for maintenance.

NSDC RespongeCommensg noted. Not all developments can support the delivery of new open space on viability grg
owing to their size and nature of development. There will be instances where a development is adjacent to existing
space and it may be more appropriate tacaee an offsite contribution to enhance the existing open space, rather than
KI oS (g2 OKAfRNBYyQa LXIFe& FNBFra gAGKAY | aK2NI RAA&GL
suitable. The protection of PROWSs are dealt with by Nottingdtara County Council. The Nottinghamshire Biodiversity
Action Plan is an issue for Policy DM7. Issues surrounding flood risk will be dealt with by Nottinghamshire Countys
the lead local flood authority.
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101

Resident

408

Policy DM5b: Design
Thi should have the energy efficiency of the design and the wider impact on the environment as a key criteria.

Where possible, houses should only be granted planning permission where they are designed to a PassivHaus sta
close to this as possible.

Impact on trees, woodland and the ecology:

Housing on areas that have high biodiversity or ecologically sensitive should not be allowed in any circumstances.
is not enough.

Before building any new builds, all options regarding the use of wpded existing buildings should be shown to have b
pursued. Incentives or penalties should be used to encourage putting buildings back into use.

NSDC RespongeCommented noted. In respect of a PassivHaus standard, to introduce building standard® thatraand
above current market requirements would be likely to deter potential developers and potentially render sites
undevelopable. This would affects the ability to facilitate the delivery of quality housing to help create a balanced hg
market. Sites with high biodiversity or ecologically sensitive are provided some protection under Policy DM7. Whilst
be desirable to develop unoccupied buildings before new build development, it is not always possible to do this and
not aid the delvery of housing to impose such a restriction.

107

Home Builders Federation

433

Under Policy DM5(a)The Design Process, new residential development will also need to perform positively against
for a Healthy Life (or any successersion of the tool).

The HBF is supportive of the use of Building for a Healthy Life as best practice guidance to assist the Council, local
communities and developers assess new housing schemes. The HBF has played a fundamental role in establistin
for a Healthy Life, but it was never intended to become enshrined as a mandatory policy requirement in Local Plang
of Building for a Healthy Life should remain voluntary rather than becoming a requirement of Policy DM5(a), which

oblige developers to use this tool. If the Council wishes to refer to Building for a Healthy Life, it should be in supporti
only. The Council should also clearly set out the definition of performing positively against Building for a Healthy Lif
positiveperformance should not require achievement of a prescribed number of greens under the Building for a Hea
traffic light system of assessment. Before the-ptdamission Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD
consultation, Policy DM5(a) shld be modified.

If Building for a Healthy Life is introduced as a mandatory requirement of Policy DM5(a), then the Council should ag
viability implications. The Council cannot assume that there are no additional costs as the creation of glans of tocal
character and site context may involve specific elevational treatments / materials.
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In Policy DM5(5 SaA 3y > (GKS NBFSNBYyOS (2 aAy | OO0O2NRIFIYyOS 4Ai
{t5¢ aKz2dZ R y2(KS § 2AdgyiCIINIONIS (58RI Sote2 LAy Sy i al yF 3SYSyd |
this SPD, which has not been subject to examination and does not form part of the Amended Allocations & Develoy
Management DPD. The Town and Country Planning (LocaifjaEngland) Regulations 2012 are clear that developn
management policies, which are intended to guide the determination of applications for planning permission should
out in policy in the Local Plan. To ensure a policy is effective, it shewkbarly written and unambiguous so it is evident
K2g | RSOA&AAZ2Y YI 1SN akKz2dZd R NBIFOG G2 RS@St2LIYSyid LN
detail to determine a planning application without relying on, other criteria odejines set out in a separate SPD. Natig
policy clearly defines the scope and nature of an SPD in the planning process as providing more detailed advice an
on adopted Local Plan policies. The NPPG confirms that an SPD cannot introduce naw plalicies nor add
unnecessarily to the financial burdens on development (IE0@320190315).

Before the presubmission Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD consultation, Policy DM5(b) sha
modified to delete the reference to

GAY NROGDS gA0GK (GKS FR2LISR wSaAARSYyGAlLf /@0tS FyR [/}
NSDC Response¢t KS bt t C Of SI NI & & ( localplannidgyauthoiitieslshbiid-ehsre thad tbey linke!
access to, and make appropriate use of, tools and proc@sgedlJ | a4 Sa3dAy3 YR AYLINR GAY 3
AyOf dzZRSXIFaaSaavYSyid FTNIYSF2N|® ¢KABOK tIDa | Authkiticsiisly3iSTie riif
to the use of specific framewaorks in their policies or supplementampiplg guidance that are most relevant to the vision
their area, although it is important to ensure that they are used in a proportionate way and do not conflict with natio
t 201t LI | (Pafagrdph 018JREf IDOAESIP019100). It is dso a nationally recognised standard. Therefore we
consider explicit reference to Building for a Healthy Life in the policy text to be compliant with national planningnmbli
guidance.

Reference to the Parking SPD provides increased clarity to thingxpolicy hook in the Amended Core Strategy and wi
tested through examination.

109

Environment Agency

443

We welcome the inclusion of flood risk and water management within policy DM5b. In addition to the stated policy v
we would like to seeeference made to pursuing opportunities to reduce flood risk overall. This is relevant to develop
deemed appropriate within areas at flood risk but also developments outside of Flood Zones 2 and 3 but located up
of existing communities at risif flooding.

Within the policy justification text there is reference to the use of SUDs to manage surface water runoff. We would |
see more specific wording around this i.e. developments will ensure that runoff rates are maintained at their pre
devdopment levels or reduced overall.
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NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed. The recommendations will be incorporated into a new draft Polic

114

Bourne Leisure Limited

465

Bourne Leisure acknowledges the recent changes to Government policy and guidance in respect of design and ung
the importance of creating high quality places through the development process.

For clarity, sentence two of point 4 (Local Distinctiveness and Character) should be amended @ éfiidevelopment
proposals will be considerediainstin the context ofthe assessments contained in the Landscape Character Assessm
Supplementary f F YYAY 3 520dzYSyi¢ o

It is also considered that the proposed revised wording of Point 6 (Trees, Woodland, Biodiversity and Green and BI
LYFNI A0 NHzOGdzZNBUO 2F RNIFid t2tA0& 5apo Aa dzy RdzZ & eiggyafy
Instead, the current wording within Point 6 should be retained as part of emerging Policy DM5b as follows:

aLy | 002 NRI yOS natwdl fature®dliBpottafce withid or adjagent to development sites should,
wherever possible, & protected and enhanced he starting point should be through integration and connectivity of Gr,
Infrastructure to deliver muHiunctional benefits and should be incorporated into a landscaping scheme that mitigates
loss and / or the effects of ¢hdevelopment on the local landscape.

A holistic approach shall be adopted with respect to the design and integration of green and blue infrastructure into

development, creating opportunities for habitat creation, water management and attractive & @ NJ 6 f S LJt
NSDC RespongeComments noted. Sentence 2 of point 4 (local distinctiveness and character) is the wording curret
adopted in the 2013 Allocations and Development Management DPD and it is not considered necessary to amend
wordingas above. Insofar as trees, the Council considers the policy to reflect the significant importance of trees, wq
biodiversity and green and blue infrastructure and to be sufficiently flexible and such an amendment is not consider
appropriate.

115

Farndon Parish Council

484

Where there is development in areas that have previously provided garage space for adjacent residential areas, thg
should be given to the impact the development will have on parking. There should be the ability to restrict the numb
cars per dwelhg.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. The Council have now adopted a Residential Cycle and Car Parking Design Gu
which guides developers to find a balance between providing the right number of parking spaces and limiting overs
the road network

117

Avant Homes

529

Policy DM5& The Design Process

The proposed preferred approach for Policy DM5a seeks to introduce a requirement for new residential developme
GLISNF2NY LRaAdGA@Stesd 3IFLAyald G§KS . sigporivd of ils use asNiiidance, Be-
consider it appropriate that conformity to Building for a Healthy Life be voluntary as opposed to a mandatory policy
requirement, as meeting the requirements of the guidance can have potentially significant impaaotshepviability and
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the deliverability of sites. This should be reflected in the wording of the policy, or alternatively adherence to Building
Healthy Life guidance should be kept in the policy subtext only.

Further clarity should be providedregdrd/ 3 ¢ KIF G GKS / 2dzy OAf O2yaAARSNJI I & N|
addition to the stated constraints and opportunities. This will ensure that there is as little ambiguity in the desigrs g
possible, particularly in the early siegof the development of the design and in ensuring that these are translated thr
to the latter design stages and eventual submission design.

28 [[dzSNE GKS AyOftdzaAizy 2F (GKS adliadSYSyid aiKS eamnsarawsh
a1Aftft SR ONBFGADBS YR LI aaAiazyladS Fo2dzi ONBFdAy3a 3INB
as this is something of a throwaway comment that is not supported by corresponding paragraph/s in the NPPF.
Policy IM5b - Design

It is acknowledged that Policy DM5b (1. Access) seeks to encourage the integration of sustainable and active mode
travel, however the wording of the Policy should be amended to include reference to the provisions of Paragraph 1(
NPPF. This Paragraph also seeks to maximise sustainable transport solutions; however, it recognises that opportur
GKAa oAff RAFTFSNIOSG6SSY dzNBFEY FYR NHzNI € | NBlFao ! a
planrmaking and decisiomaking".

C2NJt2fA0& 5apdo OH® tIFNJAYy3IO>X NBFSNBYOS Aa YIRS (2
WSAARSYGALFE /@0ftS YR /FNJtIFINJAY3 5Saiday DdzinREng {veith ag
an adopted DPD, which has not been subject to examination and does not itself form part of the emerging Amende
Allocations & Development Management DPD.

t SNJ t F N 3INFLK mMcR 2F GKS bttcCcz [20Ff t { [A¢sutld?tliie wading for
Policy DM5b (2. Parking) should be updated to contain the cycle and car parking requirements, noting that further
information is available in the associated SPD.

NSDC Response¢ KS bt t C Of SIF NI & & i lodd flanniry futhbditied shaulllenslite thabtley have
I 00S&aa G2 YR YF{1S FLIWLINRBLNARFGS dzaS 2F3x (22fa yR L
Ay Ot dzZRSXIFaaSaavYSyid FNI YSg2N] fhe BREGAKO s & a Aulbkritids iniyIvishFta ridr
to the use of specific framewaorks in their policies or supplementary planning guidance that are most relevant to tto
their area, although it is important to ensure that they are used in a proportionayeamnd do not conflict with national or
t 20t LI I (Pafagrdph 018)REf IDOAESI2019100). It is also a nationally recognised standard. Therefore w
consider explicit reference to Building for a Healthy Life in the policy text to be compiihmational planning policy and
guidance.
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2 KIFG GKS [/ 2dzyOAf O2yaARSNI (G2 o06S | WNRodzad aAdsS |yR
judgement.

Reference to the Parking SPD provides increased clarity exibéng policy hook in the Amended Core Strategy and w
tested through examination.

119

Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trus

533

Policy DM5b: Design In accordance with the Requirements of Core Policy 9, all proposals for new development sha
assesseagainst the following criteria:

Ecology

We are supportive of the justification text but we are of the opinion that the policy text requires amending. We sugg
the following is adopted:

Protected and Priority Habitats and Species

Proposals havingdirect or indirect adverse impact on Habitats and Species of Principal Importance identified under
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 including legally protected species, as well as Local Nature
Local Wildlife Sites or Lodakological Sites and their buffer zones and Local Biodiversity Action Plan species will be
to submit ecological information to enable an assessment of their impact, in accordance with relevant national legis
all cases, where the princgbf development is considered appropriate the mitigation hierarchy must be applied so th
firstly harm is avoided wherever possible including consideration of other locations; secondly appropriate mitigation
provided to ensure no net loss or a netigaf priority habitat and local populations of priority species; as a last resort,
compensation is delivered to offset any residual damage to biodiversity; the objective should be to protect, restore,
enhance and provide appropriate buffers around wikdlind geological features at a local and wider landseamade to
deliver robust ecological networks, to help deliver priorities in the Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Opportunity Model fq
Newark & Sherwood District. Establish additional ecological iinitee Nature Recovery Network. All new development
should make provision for at least 10% net biodiversity gain on site, or where it can be demonstrated that for desigr
this is not practicable, off site through a financial contribution. A consdum equivalent to 30 years maintenance will
sought to manage the biodiversity assets in the long term.

following is adopted:

NSDC Respong®Reference is already made to biodiversity net gain in policy DM5 but consideration will be given as
whetheradditional wording is included in the policy to link to DM7.

127

CPRE Notts

0 ndTdo GAGNRYy3If e SyO2dz2NF 3Sa¢ Rpiction dtd§eNWhildme apprgcihle th&
national planning guidance does not require developersrigage with communities and that LPAs can therefore not
themselves make it a firm requirement, we would like to see this aspect strengthened and clarified. It is not clear frg
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current wording in particular what impact if any it will have on how N&Bwew applications if developers have not
engaged with communities in a meaningful way, or what meaningful engagement would consist in. Concerning the
would it for example count as engagement if only immediate neighbours of a proposed newplaeakhave been
notified ¢ which in the case of development in the more rural parts of N&S may be hardly anyone.

b) It is stated on p.46 that planning applications will be refused if scoring of the application against Building fdnyallife
indicatod NB adzZ G6a Ay aid22 YlIyeée NBRa¢ adzyf Sdaa GKSNB I NB
RANBOGAZ2Y KSNBXZ AlG aK2dzZ R 0S YIRS Of SINBENJ ¢gKI G ¢ 2 dz
text would weaken thepolicy because it appears to leave those judgements to the applicant and is also likely to lead
potentially protracted negotiations with developers due to the lack of precision and clarity. Also, developments with
WNBR&aQ aK2dzZ R igreinianyocdse.3A Sy LISNXYA &a

O0 nodTdp YI1S5a I 00Saa G2 LMWzoftAO GNIYyaLRNI | NBI dzA NB
O2dzyd & Wt NAHSNI a0l tSQd LG 6F+a SELXIAYSR |G pakidpatedy
in, that developments of at least 10 units are intended here but that stating this in the text could lead to applicati®ns
units to avoid the public transport access requirement. We appreciate that this is a risk, but our view is tregukeess
of the policy as drafted presents the greater risk.

RO ! NBIddZANBYSyd Aa adriSR 2y Wopn GKFG {dzAadFAylFof S
not explain circumstances in which these would not be possible. It waaiesg at the online consultation meeting on 16
September 2021 that geology or heritage assets may make it impossible. Our view is that this explanation should b
incorporated into the text.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. Prapplication enquiries arereourage and are not mandatory but if developers dg
not demonstrate compliance with this policy, the application may be refused. Assessments against Building for a Hg
gAff O2YS R2gy G2 2dzZRAYSY(H 2F (GKSINBIREXYFSR b QL8NS
RS@PSt2LySyida adzOK a ySg aSiatSySyda 2 & HBEKSNEAEE NI
comes down to a matter of judgement and whether the Case Officer accepts the case prdasethedapplicant to deviatg
from the policy.

128

Historic England

562

Agree with preferred approach, and welcome the reference to conversion oxdgvelopment of buildings which have

I NOKAGSOGdzNT £ 2NJ KA &G 2 NR OLltibn (68)NWelwodld/recanfnsnd ¥at théCotincilRdnsi
reference to Historic Landscape Characterisation too
https://historicengland.@g.uk/research/methods/characterisation/historlendscapecharacterisation/

NSDC RespongeComments noted. Historic Landscape Characterisation will be included within the supporting text 3
reference to good technical tools.
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https://historicengland.org.uk/research/methods/characterisation/historic-landscape-characterisation/

130 [North Muskham Pash Counc North Muskham Parish Council agree with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomes and noted
131 |South Muskham & Little South Muskham & Little Carlton Parish Council agree with the prefepptbach.
Carlton Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomes and noted
Action Required 221 YSYR LRtAOE (G2 NBTFESOU {SOSNYy ¢NByidiQa 0O2YYSyiiua
3. Amend policy to reflect Environment Agency comments on reducing flood risk and run off.
4. Add a section on health and wellbeing to DM5B.
5. Clarify text on providing evidence from the outset.
6. Link DM5 to DM7 in respect of biodiversity net gain.
7. Include HL@ supporting text as a reference to good technical tools for landscape analysis.
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Question17¢ Policy DMsc ¢ Sequential Test Do you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Canment

043

TOWN
PLANNING.CO.UK

078

The lack of a policy framework on the application of the sequential test has been raised at numerous appeals and has led tq
inconsistent decision making. Consequently, a policy framework for consistency is welcomed in principle.

However, the policy reference to distrigtide ignores the findings at Appeal Ref: APP/B3030/W/18/3204708. In that appeal the
Inspector specifically addressed the suggestion of the LPA that distdetwas the appropriate level at which to apply the sedisd
test. The Inspector concluded that the satea level identified in Core Strategy Spatial Policy 1 was the appropriate geographi
level over which to apply the sequential test.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. Policy DM5c intends to provide a pdiemypework for consistency. The consultee is well awg
of a number of appeal decisions which superseded the appeal mentioned above. In particular, the Inspector in his degjgiealf
wSFTY !ttk. ononk? kH RlanoingPraaice @uidance (théSRPG)sEppoits the Council apfentiehlocal
authority level]to the sequential test, noting that it is for local planning authorities, taking advice from the Environment Ageng
appropriate to consider the extent tohich sequential test considerations have been satisfied, taking into account the particula
OANDdzvyaildll yOSa taf r §& S whe/aedtfdeFah @iihia wkich t8 undertake the Testrwitmally be
DistrictwidS Q o6 b { 5/ @ ¥ondfider #his t bedsufficiently flexible to allow the Council to consider various site specific
which may justify restricting the sequential test area of search.

067

Southwell Town
Council

142

STC strongly support DM5(c )
NSD@Response& Commens noted and welcomed.

071

National Trust

159

National Trust believes that through a broader policy on Flood Risk thereojgpantunity for the Council to positively promote
schemes that would assist #ameliorating flood risk both locally and oméder catchment scale. This coulttlude explicit support
for flood betterment schemes and for schemes that enaperopriate forms of rural land management to reduce flood risk.

{ dzOK Iy F LILINE2IF OK A& &adzJJ2 NI SR 0 plankshoulCapplyl-aNdgatihl rdased aparoaghktd\
GKS f20F A2y ¢KISERIAKSAMAIBY RRIGXIKAEAE YR Yyl 3S debimBrdzhatis NJ
required, or likely to be required, for current or future flootanagemedd X OO0 dzaAy 3 2 LILIR Nl dzy A G A S &
improvements in green and other infrastructure to reduce the causes and impaitt®ding, (making as much use as possible of
natural flood management techniques part of an integratet! LILIN2 F OK (G2 Ff22R NAal YIyl 3S
NSDC RespongeComments noted. This policy is a development management policy in relation to the sequential test not a b
strategic policy.

077

Harby Parish Coung

194

Harby Parish Council agrees with the pre¢d approach.
NSD@Response& Comments noted and welcomed.
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078

Collingham Parish
Council

249

Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSD@Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.

087

Tetlow King obo The
Minster Veterinary
Centre

312

Tetlow King Planning consider it to be unreasonably onerous and unjustified to require sequential testsidertaken on a distrig
wide basis. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) at Paragrapht@8Blobd Risk and Coastal @Gba section under the heading

WK2g aK2dzZ R GK$ LABIPNERy GRI LI ¢t ¥ yaS I LILX AOFGA2yaQ adal aSa
GC2NJ AYRAGARdzZE f LI FyyAy3 | LILIX AOI GA2yaXiK SindiviliB tircuingtant¢es Jlitim
tothS O GOKYSyd I NBI F2NJ GKS GeLlS 2F RS@PSt2LIVSyid LINRLRZASR
And that:

G2 KSy FLILX eAy3a GKS aSldsSydart GSaids | LINI Ikeh. frdr éanpledNE |

considering planning applications for extensions to existing basipeemises inight be impractical to suggest that there are mor
suitable alternative locations for the developmedif & S 6 K S NB ¢

The application of the sequential test on a distrigtle basis as a starting point is neither a pragmagiproach and nor havthe
Council provided any evidence of what individual circumstances weaichnt such an approach in Newark and Sherwood Distri
The requirement to apply this on a districtwilasis should be removed from the proposed amendments to Policy DM5(d¥ as it
neither justifiednor has the Council presented any evidence demonstrating such an onerous approach is necesfiary tocal
circumstances.

NSDC Responsgt 2 f A O& 5 a p e aie bf deSrah withi wiiich t# undertake the Testwaitimally be Districtg A RNSD(
Emphasis). We consider this to be sufficiently flexible to allow the Council to consider various site specific issueawjhatym
restricting the sequentialgst area of search.

098 |Hawton Parish 359 Yes

Council NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
115 |Farndon Parish 485 Yes

Council NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
130 |North Muskham 614 Yes

Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
131 |South Muskham & [641 Yes

Little Carlton Parish

Councill

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

Action Required

None
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Question18¢ Policy DMb(d) ¢ Water Efficiency Measures in New Dwelling®o you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
58 |Severn Trent |124 Severn Trent are supportive of the inclusion of the Water Efficiency Standard, we would however note that the majorityihf &
Water Sherwood District is supplied by Severn Trent, it is therefore important that this policy is not limited to the Angksropéaational ares
Water efficient design and technology is important for ensuring the sustainability of the water supply system for thebttuszjpporting
existing customers and future development. NPPF supports the delivery of sustainable des@lopnd the Humber River Bal
Management Plan promotes the use of the tighter Water Efficiency Target within Building Regulations Part G. We would rédbat
this detailed with policy DM5(d) for the whole of the Newark and Sherwood Area so thabfevelre aware of what is expected of th
from the outset of the design process.
To aid with the implementation fop the recommendation we have provided some example wording below:
All development should demonstrate that they are water efficiency, wh@ssible incorporating innovative water efficiency and wal
re-use measures, demonstrating that the estimated consumptidnadolesome water per dwelling is calculated in accordance with
methodology in the water efficiency calculator, should not excke110 litres/person/dy.
NSDC Response! ANBSR® L KI & &aSLI NIiGSte 6SSy oNRdAAKG G2 GKS 5A4A
identified as an area of water stress. The policy wording developed by Severn Trent Watdonvilltive drafting of the final policy.
077 |Harby Parish |195 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
078 |Collingham 250 CollinghanParish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
098 |Hawton Parish |360 Yes.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
107 [Home Builders |434 UnderPolicy DM5(d) new dwellings should meet the Building Regulation optional higher water efficiency standard of 110 litres pe

Federation

per day, or relevant successor standard, as set out through the Building Regulations.

Under Building Regulations, all nelellings must achieve a mandatory level of water efficiency of 125 litres per day per person,

a higher standard than that achieved by much of the existing housing stock. This mandatory standard represents an effiegtig
management measuref the Council wishes to adopt the optional standard for water efficiency of 110 litres per person per day, t
| 2dzy OAf &aK2dzZ R 2dzaiAFeé& R2Ay3 a2 o6& | LILX &Ay3d {KS clénNdcal $edRokcal
Planning Authority (LPA) can set out Local Plan Policies requiring new dwellings to meet tighter Building Regulatidire quuitiement g
Mmma £ AGNBE LIYRI: 568 MNWIBE327) TN NARG dlgo statesthat & oAt 0S  FhzaNlkear negdtbased
existing sources of evidence, consultations with the local water and sewerage company, the Environment Agency and catitiarsdip
YR O2YyAARSNI A2y 2F (GKS AYLI OG 2y @D IB0ASGIE0827) YR K2 dza Ay 3
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LG Aad dzyRSNRG22R GKFEG !'y3IfALY 2F0SNDRa NBaLkRyasS G2 (kéodservel
by Anglian Water is considered by the Environment Agency to be at serious water stress but thedeeméithe District is not. Th
reference is insufficient supporting evidence to justfglicy DM5(d) Before the presubmission Amended Allocations & Developn
Management DPD consultation, the Council should provide further evidence to demonstiat& éocal need across the whole District
Whilst the viability implications of the optional water efficiency standard are minimal (cireQ $@r dwelling), before the presubmissio
Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD consultation ailnec should undertake a viability assessment of the cumul
impacts ofPolicy DM5(d)n conjunction with additional proposed policy requirements un@ere Policies 1 & 8ndPolicies DM3, DM5(a
DM5(b) & DWY.

NSDC ResponseNotedd LG KIF & &aSLINIGSte 06SSy ONRBAAKG G2 GKS 5AaidNJ
identified as an area of water stress by the Environment Agekitypdate to the Whole Plan Viability Assessment taking into account
proposals will be published.

108 [Harris Lamb ob(439 We object to this policy as it is requiring new development to achieve a higher standard of water efficiency than is mguoireeni
CB Collier Building Regulations. This is a duplication of contnal i3 unwarranted. Any policy requiring dictating the form and type of develop
that would have to be achieved through Building Regulations are unnecessary.
NSDC Responsgdn areas of water stress the proposed approach is a legitimate tool for ensugher levels of water efficiency set oul
national planning policy.
115 (Farndon Parish|486 Yes.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

129 [Natural Englan¢596 Natural England would like to highlight the benefits for climataption and resources efficiency that can be achieved by adopti
integrated approach to water management. CIRIA has produced guidance on the design, delivery and maintenance of integr
systems, this would be particularly beneficial on largestrategic sites.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

130 [North Muskham615 Yes.

Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

131 [South Muskhan642 Yes.

and Little
Carlton Parish
Councill

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed ambted.

Action Required

The policy wording developed by Severn Trent Water will inform the drafting of the final policy.
An update to the Whole Plan Viability Assessment taking into account these proposals will be published.
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Question19¢ Policy DM ¢ Biodiversity and Green InfrastructureDo you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Comment

002

The Canal & Rive
Trust

003

The Trust appreciate the need to update policy DM7 to reflect the Environment BulkeReddo enhancements to biodiversity (net ¢
2F ME:0 6AGKAY (GKS ySg LINRPLRASR GSEG 62dzZ R KSt L) YI 1S obrdes
would benefit from net gains to biodiversity on neighbouring sites, andtiist would also (in some cases) wish to discuss with deve
about the potential for offsite improvements where relevant, feasible and practical.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted

053

Coddington Paris
Council

102

Paragraph 4 should beworded: Loss or harm to ancient woodland and ancient or veteran protected or significant trees will not n
be acceptable.

NSDC RespongeComment welcomed and noted. The Policy will be amended to reflect more closely the currenubdleRig.

058

Severn Trent
Water

125

Whilst Severn Trent are generally supportive of the principles of Policy DM7, we would strongly recommend that the Relicylotec
watercourses from development as they provide access to water for wildlifetatgabsustainable methods of conveying water thro
the Landscape and suitable outfalls for surface water from new development sites returning water to the natural water .
Watercourses should where possible be incorporated into Giglele Infrastrgture such that watercourses are protected fr
encroachment, allowing space for extreme weather flows to be conveyed and facilitating ecological links between the veate e
the green infrastructure.

NSDC ResponseComments welcomed and noted. Whili A YL AOAG GKIF G 3INBSY Ay TN aldNHzO
not explicitly set out within the current Amended Core Strategy or Policy DM7, therefore it is proposed to include withippbging
text a definition of Green Infragucture which includes blue infrastructure. The proposed amendments to DM5b on design already
issues in relation to watercourses.

071

National Trust

160

National Trust supports the general approach to biodiversity and green infrastructure.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

075

Persimmon
Homes

174

Policy DM7 relates to biodiversity and green infrastructure and states that development proposals within the districpsbadiel a ne
gain of at least 10% or if different relevargrpentage set out in the Environment Act, as measured by the DEFRA metric or any s
R20dzYSyio® wSTSNBYyOS (2 atid tSradé aKz2dZ R 0S NBY2JSR tha axges
those set out in the bill. e policy should simply refer to the Environment Act to ensure policies directly align future proofing
Furthermore the policy should specify where exceptions will be made e.g. brownfield sites or challenging/highly consxesluguirekn
sites.
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Transitional arrangements spanning 2 years are understood to be proposed. The policy implementation must therefore aligth
government transitional arrangements.

The Environment Bill 2020 is currently with the Lords pending a 3rd reading. Untillthasbobtained royal assent the proposed cha
to Policy DM7, specifically reference to 10% betterment target should at the very least remain guidance until royal daksebitl @ng
as stated implementation observe transition arrangements.

Viability implications posed by biodiversity offsetting must also be considered carefully when establishing the likely impact ors
deliverability. Net to gross acreage implications must also be understood to revise allocation sites plot capacities. dtand
reduction in plot yield arises which is highly likely more housing allocation should be considered.

The Council should allocate sites the number and location of which take into account individual sites capacity to noeitetsibj ne
gain onge. Proposal sites containing high impact to biodiversity reliant on credits should be sequentially put to the backuelihé €
truly sustainable form of development is to be fostered.

NSDC Response Comments noted. Since the publication of the iops report the Environment Act gained royal assent on th
November 2021. The final policy will be amended to reflect this including reference to transitional arrangements.

An updated Whole Plan Viability Assessment will be published

077 |Harby Parish 196 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
078 |Collingham Paris|251 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed amibted.
098 |Hawton Parish |361 Yes.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
107 [Home Builders |434 UnderPolicy DM7 development proposals should seek to enhance biodiversity. This enhancement should be a net gain of at |

Federation

or if different the relevant percentage set out in the Environment Act, as measured by the applicable DEFRA metric measy
document

¢CKS /2dzyOAf aKz2dzZ R y20 RSOAIFIGS FTNRY (GKS D2@SNYYSylQidegidlaick
gAftf NBldZANBE RS@GSt2LISyld (2 FFOKASGS | wmmx: ySi 3 teright Badic
between the ambition for development and reversing environmental decline. 10% gain provides certainty in achieving entai
outcomes, deliverability of development and costs for developers. 10% will be a mandatory national requitgumé is not a cap on th
aspirations of developers who want to voluntarily go further. The Government will use the DEFRA Biodiversity Metric te cheas)d
to biodiversity under net gain requirements established in the Environment Bill. The moapdaquirement offers developers a le
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playing field nationally and reduced risks of unexpected costs and delays. Before-#hebpnesssion Amended Allocations & Developn
al yIaSySyid 5t5 O2yatldzastl | AiIR2dHIR (KSPOPBFAER aF N2 Y

In the Environment Bill, the Government also makes provision for a transition period of two years. The Government wilithv
stakeholders on the specifics of this transition period, including accounting for sites with outline planning perrarsdiwill provide cleg
and timely guidance on understanding what will be required and when. Before thsuraission Amended Allocations & Developnm
Management DPD consultatioRplicy DM7should be modified to include transitional arrangements.

The Council should also carry out a viability assessment of the impBdlioff DM7 There are significant additional costs associated
biodiversity gain. The Government has confirmed that more work needs to be undertaken to address viability caisedhbyr thy
housebuilding industry in order that biodiversity net gain does not prevent, delay or reduce housing delivery. The DEVRgitBiNd
Gain & Local Nature Recovery Strategies: Impact Assessment Table 16 : Net gain delivery costs it geetdipment (residentig
East Midland estimates a cost of £1,011 per dwelling (based on 2017 prices and the central estimate) and Table 17deNeryaionst
per brownfield development (residential) East Midland estimates a cost of £287 pdlirdyébased on 2017 prices and the cer
estimate). There are significant cost increases foisiéf delivery under Scenario C to £3,562 and £943 per dwelling respectively
may also be an impact on the ratio of gross to net site acreage. Befergresubmission Amended Allocations & developn
Management DPD consultation, a viability assessment should be undertaken.

NSDC Response Comments noted. Since the publication of the options report the Environment Act gained royal assent 3y
November 2021. The final policy will be amended to reflect this including reference to transitional arrangements.

2 KAfAG AG A& FYGAOALI GSR GKIFIG O0A2RAOGSNBAGE gAff Koker@dhtridutibng
in this particular area. Schemes which seek to deliver balanced sustainable development, respecting the existing sitesanitiditread
seek to protect important environmental features (e.g. hedgerows and trees), manage drainage in a sustainableaméprovide publ
open space. If these are well designed, managed and maintained they will greatly contribute towards meeting the 10%taregtet
without significant additional costs being incurred.

An updated Whole Plan Viability Assessmetitlvé published.

109

Environment
Agency

445

CKA&d aK2dzZ R Ay Of dzZRS Woft dzSQ Ay FTNI & d NHzOG dzNB o

In addition to avoiding impact and protection of species and habitats and net gain, this should also include a refeneatimpligget
better and more connectedpaces for biodiversity. This needs to include ensuring that habitats are not left or created in isolat
there is an emphasis on facilitating the movement of species through the protection and enhancement of existing and afrewtid
green infragructure (e.g. habitats and habitat buffering, green /wildlife corridors and blue infrastructure). This can also incluee
naturalisation of areas that have been heavily modified by existing or past industrial anddarahd management practicesshould
also prioritise the ddragmentation, restoration, retention and sensitive management of habitats and landscape features.
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NSDC Response/ 2 YYSy (Gad ¢St O2YSR FyR y20SRd 2KAfald AYLX AOAG Gr&itig
not explicitly set out within the current Amended Core Strategy or Policy DM7, therefore it is proposed to include withippbging
text a definition of Green Infrastructure which includes blue infrastructure.

It should be noted that this is the Development Management Policy in relation to Biodiversity and Green Infrastructusipgplisment
the strategic approach to these issues in the Amended Core Strategy which includes creating a green infrastruaitkendtaupport
strategic interventions.

114

Lichfields obo
Bourne Leisure
Limited

466

Bourne Leisure recognises the value of enhancing biodiversity and the importance of protecting veteran trees and ancianty
However, the proposed amendmentsdoaft Policy DM7 are not justified and are unduly onerous in the context of the NPPF.

2 A0K NBIFNRE (G2 GSGSNIYy GNBS& IyR yOASylG ¢22Rfl yRI ttHe hbdg
or deterioration of irreplaceabléabitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless t
gK2ffe SEOSLIiA2YlIf NBlFazya FyR | &dZAidlofS 02YLISyal 3293 &3
63 of the NPPFc&knowledges that the loss of irreplaceable habitats can be justified if the habitat has deteriorated. It is, th
considered that Draft Policy DM7 should add that the loss of veteran trees or ancient woodland should only be permitteth&
impact are outweighed by public benefit and/or the habitat is already lost or has significantly deteriorated [Lichfields emphasis]

The approach to achieving a 10% net gain in biodiversity is unjustified at this time. Whilst national planning policgtaarmd gupports
the achievement of biodiversity net gain, it does not currently set a minimum requirement. In the absence of any juatifibat€
requirements should be removed from this policy, with the extent of biodiversity net gain to be determinedase &y case basis. T
will ensure that developers are not deterred from submitting applications where achieving at least 10% net gain in biodioelgimakg
their scheme unfeasible. Furthermore, the supporting text of draft policy DM7 should atdahgsvthat net gains for biodiversity can
delivered offsite as well as osite.

The wording within Draft Policy DM7 that relates to achieving a net gain in biodiversity should, therefore, be amenddd to rea

oDevelopment proposals in all areas of Dstrict should seek to enhance biodiversity. The enhancement ghravide a net gain il
biodiversity, with the percentage gain dependent on site and project specific considerations, and agreed between the apatidahe
CouncilOn sites of regional or local importance, including previously developed land of biodiversity value, sites supporirwapiiat$
or contributing to ecological networks, or sites supporting priority species, planning permission will only be gtaered can b
demonstrated that the need for the development outweighs the need to safeguard the nature conservation value @b the site

NSDC Response Comments noted. Since the publication of the options report the Environment Act gained Royal Asskatd
November 2021. The final policy will be amended to reflect this including reference to transitional arrangements.

115

Farndon Parish
Councill

487

Yes.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
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116

Woodland Trust

524

| would like to make some brief comments on behalf of the Woodland Trust on your Allocations and Development Managemen
hLiA2ya [/ 2yadzZ GFrGA2yd ¢KS 222RflFYyR ¢NHzad Aa GKS ! yQa dlova
the UK and we have over 500,000 members and active supporters. We are actively working in Sherwood Forest with partners
project to enhance the landscape and specifically to protect ancient and veteran trees.

In that regard, we have a particular a@@rn about Policy DM7 in the options report. We welcome your proposal to include a wordi
giving specific protection to ancient woodland and ancient/veteran trees but we are disappointed with the wording quotedsvasic
follows:

Loss or harm to ancienwoodland and ancient or veteran trees will not normally be acceptable.

Proposals resulting in such loss or harm should only be permitted where these impacts are clearly outweighed by the mdditcofe
the development.

This wording appears to be takénom the wording of the previous National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which gave prote
these habitats but with a caveat about the impact being outweighed by the public benefit of the development. This wagsisdp®yse
Paragraph 175c in theew NPPF adopted in 2019 which gives much stronger protection to ancient woodland and ancient/vetera
albeAy3a GKFG Fye RS@OSt2LISyd OldaAaAy3da RIEYF3AS 2N f2aa 2F (K
We would therefore strongly request that your praged wording be revised so that is at least as strong as that in the NPPF, or yo
run the risk of this part of your plan being deemed to be unsound because of lack of compliance with national planning policy

Unfortunately, we have not had an opportiymito check the proposed site allocations for impacts on ancient woodland or

ancient/veteran trees but we would urge you to apply para 175c of the NPPF in assessing them and also to put in buffeatsitsaost
50 metres between and of these habitatg & I y& RS@GSt 2LIYSyidd C2NJ FdzZNIKSNJ IdzA Rl y (Q
https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2019/06/planersmanuatfor-ancientwoodland.

Looking ahead to your draft local plan, we hope this will include some reference to encouraging planting of new treesdsrabvpaot
of green infrastructure in new development, as well as retaining as many existexjanel woods as possible. In order to maximise 1
contribution of new development to tackling both the climate and the biodiversity emergencies, and to ensure pleasantiainedes
environments for new residents, we encourage adoption of a target et 130% tree canopy cover to be achieved in new housing
estates by the time the trees mature (ie 25 to 50 years hence).

NSDC RespongeComment welcomed and noted the Policy will be amended to reflect more closely the current NPPF wording.

119

Nottinghamshire
Wildlife Trust

534 (also
Q56)

We agree with the inclusion in the policy of wording to ensure ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees are protdcigith dme
inclusion of wording to incorporate biodiversity enhancement into Disfridicy.
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https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2019/06/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland

We do however, think that the following extracts taken from Policy DM7 conflict with each other. There should be presaggitis
development of a SSSI, a site designated for its national importance.

hy {{{LQa& | yvR ahi (i $riance, SigniidBrly\hariful fecol@ghdadl itn@acid should bé laloided through the design
and detailing of the development, with mitigation, and as a last resort, compensation (includsiteaffeasures), provided where tf
cannot be avoided.

For cevelopment proposals on, or affecting, Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), planning permission will not telegsurikd
justification for the development clearly outweighs the nature conservation value of the site.

We also think that wordig should be included to state that there should be a presumption against development of sites of local bio
G fdzSY GKFdG Aazx [20Ff 2AfREAFS {AGSa o[2{0d [2{&a3 LINNEIAIR
alocal, nonstatutory designation, that sits below (but complements) the national suite of statutorily designated Sites of Speciéic
Interest (SSSIs). They are of substantive value for the conservation of biodiversity and are home to rarecargpscas, or represe
the best surviving examples of habitats that were once widespread and typical of the Nottinghamshire landscape. Cotlessivealiye
form an essential ecological network and act as wildlife corridors and stepping stonesnglipecies to migrate and disperse betw
sites. The continued existence of these sites is vital to safeguard wildlife from the pressures of development, inteicsiteragng
climate change. The LWS network is comprehensive (meaning that evewhsite qualifies as an LWS is designated as one), wh
SSSis are representative of the best sites in an area, such that that not all sites which meet the SSSI selectionetieeia, loa will be
designated as a SSSI. Because of this, a number®fadd potentially qualify as SSSls, meaning that LWS are best described
that are of at least countjevel importance for their flora and/or fauna.

NSDC Response/ 2 YYSyia ¢St O2YSR FyR y2G4SR® LG Aa y2id AyGSyRSR
statements have been placed the opposite way around than in the policy text. The first element relating to SSSIs themtespsed

relates to how development proposals should be designed if it is judged that the presumption against development can be oVais
is the first element in the policy text. The text will be amended to make this clear.

The District Council supports the proten of Local Wildlife Sites as set out already in the policy. It is noted however that the la
does not clearly set out a positive approach to protection. It is therefore proposed to amend the policy to clearly betioytdrtance
of Local Wildfe Sites.

128

Historic England

563

We welcome the inclusion of veteran trees within the policy.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
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129

Natural England

597

Policy DM%, Green infrastructure refers to the living network of green spaegger and other environmental features in both urban i
rural areas. It is often used in an urban context to provide multiple benefits including space for recreation, acces® tdloadustorag
and urban cooling to support climate change mitigatimod production, wildlife habitats and health & wéléing improvements provide
by trees, rights of way, parks, gardens, road verges, allotments, cemeteries, woodlands, rivers and wetlands.

Green infrastructure is also relevant in a rural context, wheraight additionally refer to the use of farmland, woodland, wetland
other natural features to provide services such as flood protection, carbon storage or water purification.

A strategic approach for green infrastructure is required to ensure iteptimn and enhancement, as outlined in para 171 of the N
Green Infrastructure should be incorporated into the plan as a strategic policy area, supported by appropriate detaiies!
proposals to ensure effective provision and delivery. Evidehaestrategic approach can be underpinned by Green Infrastructure Str
Natural England are in the process of developing new green infrastructure standards, these will include mapping tootwidsalse
to inform policy. Although there is a timg issue with the development of the plan and the release of the standard and tools N
England would ask that the green infrastructure policy references the forthcoming guidance.

Biodiversity- Ecological networks are coherent systems of natural laébibrganised across whole landscapes so as to maintain ecg
functions. A key principle is to maintain connectivity enable free movement and dispersal of wildlife e.g. badger routes, river cor
for the migration of fish and staging posts faigratory birds. Local ecological networks will form a key part of the wider Nature Re|
Network proposed in the 25 Year Environment Plan. Where development is proposed, opportunities should be explored taectm
the enhancement of ecologicaktworks.

Planning positively for ecological networks will also contribute towards a strategic approach for the creation, protedtamcesmen
and management of green infrastructure, as identified in paragraph 171 of the NPPF.

Natural England welcomtie inclusion of a 10% minimum gain for biodiversity. The reference to the minimum possibly being
depending on the wording of the forthcoming Environment Bill is also welcome.

Natural England also welcome the use of a recognised metric to denabmsiet gains in biodiversity and the minimum period that th

gains should be secured. However as with the minimum level of gains mentioned above the period for which gains shouted
should also be amendable depending on the wording of the Emviemt Bill.

Natural England would encourage the use of nature based solutions to help deliver bet gains for biodiversity and clings
adaptation, this could include green roofs/walls, natural flood management etc.

Natural England would like to higdpht that there is no reference to the Governments 25 Year Environment Plan and the contributi
L2t A08 O2dzZ R YIS (G261 NRaA | OKASGAYy3 GKS LI IyQa 32 f deR®Recovir
Strategy.
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NSDC &sponsec Comments welcomed and noted. It should be noted that this is the Development Management Policy in re

Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure which supplements the strategic approach to these issues in the Amended Core Strategy|

130 |North Muskham (616 Yes.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
131 |South Muskham [643 Yes.

and Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

Action Required

)l

E R

= —a =

Amend the policy to reflect more closely the current NPPF wording in relation to ancient and veteran trees and ancient
woodland.

Proposed to include within the supporting text a definition of Green Infrastructure which includes blue infrastructure.
Amendthe policy to reflect the Environment Act gained royal assent on the@&ember 2021 including reference to
transitional arrangements.

An updated Whole Plan Viability Assessment will be published

Amend the policy to provide clarity on development propssa relation to Sites of Special Scientific interest.

Amend the policy to clearly set out the importance of Local Wildlife Sites.
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Question20¢ Policy DMB ¢ Development in the Open CountrysideDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
021 |Heine Planning|031 I am unclear why this does not include Gypsy Traveller sites given that you are considering sites in open countrysidé@ didaoie ir
Consultancy PPTS seeks to very strictly limit neites in open countryside away from existing settlements but does not exclude them. Traveller §
the open countryside can still be considered an exception to the usual presumption against new development in open auntrysid
Policy should makeclearK I &t A& YSIyld o0& Whgleé FTNRYQ SalLISOAlLftte a GKS
open countryside.
NSDC RespongeComments noted additional text will be added to DM8 to address Gypsy and Travellers sites in the countryside.
043 |TOWN 079 Criterion 3 is more reflect of paragraphs 78 to 80 of the NPPF. Criterion 5 would as proposed encourage owners to aiomaiteev
PLANNING.CO buildings become redundant or disused in order to allow their reuse. This would be an uwlddteonsequence of the policy, rather thg
K allowing a planned transition from one use to another. For example the policy as proposed would not allow a building awmes ah
building in current use but knows that use is to end, to plan for and obtaimplg permission for a new replacement use before the
current use expires. This is not in the interests of good planning.
NSDC RespongeComments noted and accepted we will not continue with the amendment to Criterion 5 which inserts the word s
WNB RA®/ RIWRI WRA&AdzZASR®DQ
053 |Coddington 103 No.

Parish Council

Item 2- the text should include rural worker occupancy conditions being applied to new and replacement buildings. As writtert, the
does not appear to require this except for extensions.

Item 3¢ The text should define the criteriato be usedto assbgsdzi a G YRAY 3 ljdzr t AG@ QX WAYyy20l i
I NOKAGSOGdz2NBEQ®

Item 5¢ The text should specify how architectural or historical merit will be determined.

Item 6¢ Agricultural and rural enterprises need more definition on wisahcluded in scope.

ltem8c&d K2dzf R 65 NBG2NRSRY LINRPLIRAFIfA&A FT2N LINBPLRNIA2YFGS SELNIY
NSDC RespongeOccupancy conditions are applied to all planning permissions for new or replacement rural workeirsggwlanning
permission for an extension to an existing rural worker dwelling is protected by the existing condition applied to tfz prigiarty. The

terminology in item 3 is such to be in conformity with the NPPF. Despite these terms not haleag @efinition in national policy, it is
clear that this terminology excepts proposals to be way above the ordinary and aiming to push the contemporary boundaries of
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construction and design methods. Architectural and historical merit is assessed by digeaion. Proportionality is already include
in the second paragraph.

055

Halam Parish
Council

107

Many local villages are "straggly" or have isolated outlying properties or sections. In these cases it becomes mor difffmdtwhat
would be onsidered the "village" or "settlement". The wording in the current policy "the main-tailtt I NS & 2 FXb &K
the proposed change in the policy wording removes the need for new development to be in the "main part" of the villagelénd co
potentially allow development sites around the very edges of villages, leading to a spread of development into more opgsideun

NSDC RespongeComments noted. During the examination of the Amended Core Strategy, the Inspector expressed congetimeabg
FYOATdAGE AY (KSdAZIKNNBSAWRKSOXEAYISazLt Ay { LI { A Natonly wotilditiide ¢
question arise as to whether an area of a village was-opijtout there would also be an issue as to the mx¢é the main buikdzLJ . N
This was considered sufficient to render Spatial Policy 3 unsound and so the language was amended accordingly. Poliefddé8 th
needs updating to be consistent with Spatial Policy 3 of the Amended Core Strategy.

068

Simons
Development

148

As outlined in our response to Question 24, we consider that additional land should be allocated for employment, ancliiarpfanti
strategic logistics, to increase the supply of sites and offer a greater choice to potential besisesking to locate or expand in the
District.

If no further allocations are identified, any new proposals would have to satisfy Policy DM8 as it is likely that ang strgikryment
development would be located not within the urban area, but on lamatently designated as open countryside.

Whilst the amended wording of Policy DM8 provides some flexibility for larger scale proposals to come forward within the open
countryside and for existing businesses to expand, the policy remainsegtrigtive as it continues to only permit such development
where a need for a particular rural location can be demonstrated and the proposals contributes to providing or sustahing rur
employment to meet local needs. The current Phase 1 proposals ¥@lajament on land east of Newlink Business Park, for example
would not satisfy these policy requirements despite the clear demand for strategic logistics development in Newark whithecaret
in the shortterm within the urban area or existing sitdadations.

It is submitted that the best way to increase the supply of sites and respond to market demands is the inclusion of hddiptmanent
land allocations within the Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD as set out in our resigunsstitin 24.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. Development in the open countryside needs to be strictly controlled.

075

Persimmon
Homes

175

Policy DM8 relates to development in the open countryside. Proposals in the Countryside should not be limited idethtiféed in the
policy, so long as the land subject to a planning application is close to/adjoins the settlement/village and provideasioretdghe
village/settlement, whereby there is still sufficient countryside beyond it to create a gap/limdadtween settlements.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. This suggested approach is not considered appropriate as DM8 recognises the value and vu
of the local countryside and so development needs to be strictly controlled
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077 |Harby Parish {197 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Cound NSDC RespongeComments Noted.

078 |Collingham 252 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments Noted.

087 |Tetlow King 0bq313 ¢Sift2¢ YAYy3I tflyyAy3d oNRIFIRf& adzZllR2NIa GKS /2dzyOAf Qa LINBTS
TheMinster introduction of additional text related to employment uses which supports the construction of bgsidar expanding existing or new
Veterinary businesses in the open countryside in areas such as industrial areas and, where necessary, expansion into adjacenteaitezsvideer
Centre demonstrated that the impacts are acceptable.

The expanded text at DM8(8) isconsidRre i 2 06S | &SyaAofS |yR LINIF3IYFGAO | LILINR I G
settlements existing employment areas (such as industrial estates) are located on, or close to, settlement limits waitlsdimpieefor
expansion of employmednuses other than outside for settlement limits and into open countryside. The increased flexibility built intg
policy will ensure that growth of existing and new businesses in such location is not unduly constrained and will helprtahsip
econonic growth of the district.
NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

093 |Urban & Civic (331 ' NDlFY 9 [/ ABAO adzLIR NI GKS LINBLR2ASR RRAGAZ2Y S dzy RSNJ Wbf@xstin
residentialdwellings to create new dwellings.
| LINRPLI2ASR IRRAGAZ2Y dzy RSNJ W/ 2y @SNRBRA2Y 2F SEAAGAY 3T amdgibe RA Y
acceptable. Urban & Civic support this and consider a consistent approach should bd &ppdiplacement dwellingsthat is, allowing
replacement dwellings to be proportionally larger than those they replace, rather than of a similar size as under thepoliognt
wording.
For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully requesiith § KS L2t A 08 ¢2NRAYy3I 2F WYbSs
as follows:
G X NBLX FOSYSyl RgStfAy3Ia aK2dzZ R Sy K siniarSze dndsSalepidpdrtidnate B khat bethg
replaced andof a similarsitingto® I & 6 SAy 3 NBLI I OSR®E
NSDCResponsel 2 YYSyi@a y2GSRed LG Aad O2y&ARSNBR (KIG GKS SEA&GAY

094 [The Land and 338 LPCo recognises the import of the Core Strategy para 5.2CaredPolicy 6. These provide the visioning and strategic framework for
Planning economic growth. The broad content sets the tone for DM8 and is supported, particularly in relation to:

Company

1 economic growth and prosperity.
9 securing inward investment,
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1 supporting businessrgwth,

9 facilitating and exploiting infrastructure development,

9 supporting key sectors

T GF1Ay3 FTROBFYGF3IS 2F (GKS S5AaGNAOGQa SEA&GAY I AYTFNI &l NHz
Whilst a major focus may be on new economic development on strategic sites planned south of thé& Nevear Area, there may be
existing businesses, perhaps substantial in scale, located on existing sites that may wish to grow, but are otherwise oegirévented
FNRBY 3INRgAYy3I 0SOlIdzaS GKS& Yre& 0SS f 2 0IAib&idnsiayl DeveldpidrNariagemens |
Policies Development Plan Document (DPD): Options Report (subject of this current consultation) do not seem to corssidratios
positively or proactively, and present as being inconsistent with the NPPFQ2dly 2

NPPF paras 81, 82, 85 and 123 are considered relevant and ought properly to be considered as part of the final woringnafeain
Policy DMS8.

t N ym YIF1Sa OftSFENIGKIFIG aLIRfAOASAE aK2dZ R KB LY RBNBRK K § &9
businesses, some of which may be in rural areas. should still benefit from policy that encourages expansion, investntiemtndrow
AYONBIFAaSR LINPRAZOGAGAGED® ¢KS ylFiA2y Il LRSS RNO2LINY NI dzREEA S TE
can be taken to mean such other opportunities not identified as allocations, but providing the necessary policy flerbiltPF para
82) for even substantial businesses to grow, enabling further investiner@w production capacity, recruitment, skills development.
Investment brings direct, indirect, implied and imputed growth/investment across many sectors. Very often such investieatfoen
adding value to sites and changing their use.

The local plamolicy framework should not be cast restrictively in terms of whether land is inside or outside a settlement boundasy
a particularly important point bearing in mind the wider content of the NPPF:

1 positive and proactive encouragement feustainable economic growth (para 82)
9 addressing potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate infrastructure, services or housing, or a poor envircamaer
82)
T flexibility to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan and other circumstgpeea 82)
9 recognise and address the specific locational requirements of different sectors (para 83)
However, it is the particular circumstances pointed out in paras 85 and 123 which warrant consideration as part of treRyparh
consultation:

Para 85states:

oPlanning policies and decisions should recognise that sites to meet local business and community needs in rural areatorbay ha
found adjacent to or beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served by public tram¢ipese tircumstances it w
be important to ensure that development is sensitive to its surroundings, does not have an unacceptable impact on lecel exqiisits
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any opportunities to make a location more sustainable (for example by improving e fec@ccess on foot, by cycling or by public
transport). The use of previously developed land, and sites that are physicaliglatell to existing settlements, should be encourage
GKSNB &dzAa il ofS 2L NIdzyAiArASa SEA&EGE

This reference makes clear the ligabusiness locations are often found outside settlement boundaries and can be made more
sustainable. DM8 is not necessarily in line with this reference. Para 123 is also relevant and opens up a consideratiaiteohaiive
uses of developed land shll be treated positively:

G[ 20t LXFYYAYy3I dziK2NRGASE akKz2dzZ R Ffaz2 GF{1S | L &y\dével@sd bt
not allocated for a specific purpose in plans, where this would help to meet idRntifitS St 2 LIYSy i ySSRaXé
The Policy DM8 (Development in the Open Countryside) indicates that development away from the main built up areas afrvillage
settlements, in the open countryside, will be strictly controlled and limited to types of developmeetation to employment uses, the

amendment is restrictive in and introduces barriers to investment inconsistent with the positive and proactive approaeti potrin the
NPPF:

The amended Policy DM8 is restrictive

development should be small in scale

alarger scale has to be justified

support is limited to particular locations

proportionate expansion is an odd and nebulous term

expansion might be appropriate where there are industrial estates

the focus is on employment land within urban boundaries dagé envelopes

On the basis that NPPF para 2 rehearses the point that applications for planning permission be determined in accordidugce with
development, it is important that the development plan provides the positive and proactive framework tataditivestment relating to
substantial unallocated existing employment sites in the rural area. Policy DM8 does not do this.

= =4 -8 a8 -8 -8 -9

The proposed amendment justification at para 4.12.1 appears somewhat partial bearing in mind the NPPF references above.
Policy DM8&8) can be reduced to the following:

a9 Y I:Jf %-éehre@aprntj de\{elopmgnAt including Ehe e,xparlsion or reIoca}iqn of existing pugirlesses will tge sqpported talging iAnto a
AAUS OANDdzvaulyoOoSa IyR UKS AYLI OuUu 2F RS@St2LISYyu 2y UKS (¢
It should not be a policy expectation that existing businesses, often with particular production requirements, should dataonatr

existing allocations or on land within urban boundaries/village envelopes should is not more appropriate. Howewerpilisyf to be
flexible.

Informative accompanying text could also be introduced:
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G99y O2dz2NF 3SYSyYy il oAttt 0SS AAGSYy (G2 Ay@dSaildyYSyid Ay SEAAQAyhIiteSY
YIed 0SS GSN)¥YSR Whiahd Nddintidn procesies dr Bde@elopment is encouraged. The Council will work with
odzaAySaasSa G2 FILOATCAGEIGS adzOK Ay@SadySyld oKSNB GKAA O2yiaN
NSDC RespongeComments noted. We believe that DM8 piades sufficient flexibility (where appropriate and justified) and therefore
changes are necessary.

098

Hawton Parish
Council

362

Yes
NSDC RespongeComments noted

114

Bourne Leisure
Limited

467

Bourne Leisure endorses the proposed amendments ta éalicy DM8 so that it is better aligned with Core Policy 7. In particular, B
Leisure welcomes the recognition that tourism development (both accommodation and associated facilities) often needsdteble lo
within the countryside and that this isigported¢ in principle¢ by DM8.

NSDC RespongeComments noted

115

Farndon Parish
Council

488

Yes
NSDC RespongeComments noted

119

Nottinghamshir
e Wildlife Trust

535

Many bat species roost in buildings and are extremely vulnerable tadtigities of humans. Bats using a building are directly threate
by building works if they are present while the work is underway or if a demolition is taking place. If bats disturbecdtiatiapy
sensitive time of year (e.g. during hibernationimter or when baby bats are born and raised in the summer), it can have hugely
detrimental impacts on local bat populations.

The legislation that is relevant for protecting bats and their roosts in England and Wales, is the Wildlife and Courtryi984 Xas
amended); the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000; the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (NERC, 2086); a
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2017).

Protected species use mamade structures and barns are impant for bats and birds. There is an increasing trend for barn conversi
The reuse of barns and other associated agricultural buildings can ensure their preservation but the present situation is extreme
unsatisfactory as regards to protected spediesause bat roost sites and bird breeding sites are being lost, often without adequate
protected species surveys and no replacement of lost sites (e.g., bat feeding sites and bird breeding sites). Planmimg sbodid be
used to replace lost bird beding sites (e.g., provision of barn owl nest box). Wording should be included in Policy DM8 that clearl
the requirement for a protected species survey and proposed mitigation to be submitted with the planning applicatiopré-e. a
determinationprotected species survey). Conditions must be placed on planning consents to ensure appropriate mitigation meas
carried out. This should include follow up surveys to assess the effectiveness of the mitigation work.

Wi ff 3LISOASa22a0aRiaSPER ERKSANIAI I NB y2i 200dzLleAy3 GKS NP
aLISOASa FyR Fff 0ANRQa ySada 6KSy GKSe& IINB o6SAy3a o dzapratected)
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specieswii 6S NBIFNRSR a | YIGSNAIFE O2yaARSNIGAZ2Y Ay GKS RE&
species should be undertaken prior to determination of a planning application.

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed. Wélhinclude additional text to outline the requirement for a pdetermination
protected species survey,

128 [Historic Englang

564

Agree with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComments noted

130 [North Muskham617 Yes
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments noted
131 |South Muskhani644 Yes

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC RespongeComments noted

Action Required

1. Additional text will be added to DM8 to address Gypsy and Travellers sites in the countryside.
2. Include additional text to outline the requirement for a pdetermination protected species survey.
3.t NPLRASR | YSYRYSY:d ONARUGSNREVQpl YROWKRRAYA SRRS g4 2 NRF 2 WNJ

114



Question21 ¢ Policy DM ¢ Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environmeii@o you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
002 |Canal & River |004 Heritage Assets in proximity to the River Trent, including within Newark, contribute to its character and appearance. Zbpoged to
Trust the wording of policy DM9 would expand the policy requirements for developers, which may make the plan more éffexthieving itg
aims of ensuring that impacts on heritage assets are fully assessed in line with the National Planning Policy Framework.
NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
071 |National Trust (161 National Trust supports the general approactptotecting and enhancing the historic environment.
NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
077 |Harby Parish {198 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC ResponseComments noted and welcomed.
078 |Collingham 253 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

087 |Tetlow King obd314 Tetlow King Planning consider that the additional wording proposedto PM9O( 4 K G LINR @A RS & FdzNIi KSNJ |
The Minster respect of planning applications that affect heritage assets provides helpful clarification for landowners where thisersub@dtter to
Veterinary address in preparing applications for the proposese&lopment of their land interests.

Centre NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

089 [MLN (Land & (322 Policy DM%; Protecting and Enhancing the Historic Environment: It is considered that the proposed approach in this policy is in
Properties) accordance wh the updated NPPF.

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

098 |Hawton Parish [363 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseComments noted and welcomed.

115 |Farndon Parish|489 Yes
Council NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

128 [Historic Englan¢565 Agree with the preferred approach and the proposed revisions/additions are welcomed.

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
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130

North Muskham
Parish Council

618

Yes
NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

131

South Muskhan
& Little Carlton
Parish Council

645

Yes
NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

Action Required

None
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Question 22¢ Policy DM1( Pollution and Hazardous MaterialsDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |Respondent ResponsgCanment
Number

058 |Severn Trent 126 Severn Trent are supportive of the need to Protect Surface and ground water and welcome its inclusion within Policy DM1
Water NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

077 |Harby Parish 199 Harby Parish Council agrees with fireferred approach.

Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

078 |Collingham Paris|254 CollinghanParish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

098 |Hawton Parish |364 Yes.

Council NSD@Response; Comments welcomed and noted.

109 [Environment 449 In relation to water, this policy only seems to address impacts on ground and surface water. It needs to address poNatencadirse

Agency / water quality. See comments above on the ovepallicy approach and need to address water quality through buffering of watercq
and SuDS.
Diverting clean water to watercourses that suffer from low flows is also needed. It is not understood what this wordiegjfisatly
addressing and what thi Y SI y & A ny indpekt Glioaldt® Yoaladted against the economic and wider social need
developmer® HyWR UNRA &1 aK2dzZ R 06S oFflFyOSR 3FAyad KKLladyGssgughvon @i
Development shold consider environment agency river catchment data for astjac
NSDC ResponseNoted. This is the currently adopted policy within the existing Plan apart from additional wording on air qua
requirement to consider the watercourse and water gtyahowever is noted and it is proposed to amend the policy to reflect thig
type of pollution which the policy should address.

114 |Lichfields obo |468 Whilst we do not seek to provide detailed comments on the prop@adndments to draft Policy DM10, it is important that the suppot
Bourne Leisure text for the policy acknowledges that certain industries, such as the tourism industry, rely on countryside locationsefodethgay fing
Limited it more difficult to mitigate negative impactewards air quality through traffic and travel management. This is because many t

venues in the district, such as Thoresby Hall Hotel, depend on guests to travel via private vehicle as there are litiléctoative
transport methods in the lodarea, such as adequate public transport provision.
NSDC RespongeNoted. It is acknowledged that the nature of accessibility varies depending on location.
115 |Farndon Parish [490 Yes.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
127 |CPRE 550 LG Aa aidlFaSR FdG nomn GKFG adzy OOSLIiFo6fS NARalaé FNRY titutRdn

Nottinghamshire

unacceptable risk and in whose judgement. It was explained at the online consultation meetint) Sedémber 2021 that N&S wol
liaise with Natural England for guidance. Our view is that this explanation should be incorporated into the text.
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NSDC ResponseNotedi KS G SNY Wdzy OOSLIIF6fS NR&1Q NBFSNE rnécdgnifeld ©rmIvhe
considering matters in relation to this particular issue.
128 |[Historic England |566 Agree with the preferred approach
NSDC RespongegComments welcomed and noted.
130 [North Muskham |619 Yes.
Parish Council NSDC RespongegComments walomed and noted.
131 [South Muskham |646 Yes.
and Little Carlton NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
Parish Council
Action Required Amend the policy wording to reflect watercourse and water quality pollution.
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Question23¢ Policy DML1 ¢ Retail and Main Town Centre Use®o you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
043 |TOWN 080 Reference in criterion 3 to local centres should delete reference to ST/LC/1.The development of all of the housing dhitebST
PLANNING.CO Charles Church is complete. The space for a potential retail store is reserved in the planning obligation; althduwvéneibme
K forward as it is too small for the needs of the Lincolnshire@@and other retailers are not interested in the village.
The area covered by ST/LC/1 for a future local centre cannot be delivered as this is open space prevented frometeegl dtbgvthe
planning obligation that accompanied the housing development. Accordingly the proposed allocation cannot be deliveredldrabsh
deleted.
The area identified as ST/LC/1 should in fact be identified as Main Open Area designation asthiansl that the planning obligation
accompanying the completed Charles Church scheme requires to remain undeveloped as open space.
NSDC ResponggThe designations to reflect the situation on the ground will be amended at the next stage of the Planpmadess.
077 |Harby Parish 200 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
078 |Collingham 255 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
098 |Hawton Parish [365 Yes but there should also be a concerted effort to bring empty space above town centre retail space and offies&latitial uses.
Council NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
115 |Farndon Parish|491 Yes but there should also be a concerted effort to bring empty space above town centre retail space and offices intiatesdent
Council NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
1181{ I A y a 6 d2530 Policy DM11 refers to the need for edge and out of retail proposals to be accompanied by a robust assessment of impaatikessds

current and future expenditure capacity. However, tisisnconsistent with national planning policy guidance which no longer require
requirement to demonstrate need for planning applications for retail proposals outside centres.

The tests are those referred to in paragraph 90 of the NPPF relating tetirmpaxisting, planned or committed development, and imj
on town centre vitality and viability.

Policy DM11 also adds that capacity for additional convenience floorspace is not anticipated until the end of the plamvjikribe
delivery of housinggrowth being a particularly important influence.
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However, the policy is overly restrictive, and no justification has been provided to justify why there is a requiremenbtstlate the
need and fundamentally, it is contrary to national policy. On thisid) the draft policy as currently worded is contrary to Paragraph 3
the NPPF.

Moreover, whilst retail impact assessments are only required to assess retail proposals against the sequential and is)Faatttes
assessments can demonstrate need tigh using ugo-date data sources and survey evidence to show if existing stores are overtra
or if there is significant leakage out of a catchment area.

As such reference in Policy DM11 to retail capacity, and in particular that there is no capaaddifional convenience floorspace until
the end of the plan period, is overly restrictive and not positively prepared.

We suggest that Policy DM11 is changed to remove reference to the need for retail impact assessments to have to consifiterexp
capacity and reference to capacity for additional convenience floorspace towards the end of the plan period.

vdzSaGA2y Ho lala AT 6S al ANBS AGK (GKS LINBTSNNBR | LILINGCouDE
to amend thepolicy so that it is in line with the NPPF.

NSDC Respongd KS LINRPLI2ZaSR ySg LRfAOe 02y iSyid I NRdzyR OdzZNNByid Iy
adopted wording of Policy DM14 which already requires for assessments togaccount of current and future expenditure capad
Notably this wording has been previously found sound, and it is not considered that the national planning policy contekteteouha
changed to the extent which would mean this was no longer tsecAmendments proposed through the Review are intended to pr
greater contextual information from the District Councils retail planning evidence base. Expenditure capacity forms d sienazmt o
retail evidence bases produced to support the praaking process, and it is crucial that Development Plans accurately refleg
circumstances. Distriatide the lack of retail capacity expenditure until the latter stages of the Plan Period was a firm conclusig
Town Centre and Retail Study (&) ¢ and reflected in the limited retail floorspace requirements outlined in the adopted Amended
Strategy. The Planning Practice Guidance outlines that impact tests will need to be undertaken in a proportionate ammghpoopliate
way, drawing orexisting information where possible. Clearly expenditure capacity is relevant to the degree of impact a proposal n|
YR GKS / 2dzyOAfa SOARSYOS 61 aS dzyRSNIAySa Ada f 201 S QONIRiNGI
catchment then the Development Management process provides ample opportunity for this to be explored as part of unde
proportionate and robust test of impact.

128

Historic England

567

Agree with preferred approach. Theditional information relating to Newark will also support the High Street HAZ project which is
referred to under Q55.

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

130

North Muskham
Parish Council

620

Yes but there should also be a concerted efforbring empty space above town centre retail space and offices into residential uses

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.
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131

South Muskhan
& Little Carlton

647

Yes but there should also be a concerted effort to bring empty space above towe cetdil space and offices into residential uses.
NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

Action Required

None
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Question24 ¢ DesignatedEmployment Area Do you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Comment

56

Nottinghamshire
County Council

112

The preferred approach for designation of employment areas is that in addition to the employment allocations, there aited
OFiS3I2NRAASR a WFH@IAftlIofS SYLX 28YSyi fehtWévark & SherwoBRdDistkicl Biriploys
Land Availability Study. These sites will be subject to assessment of the ongoing value of the designation and be deéredlioie
Map as part of the Plan review process.

The 2 hectare Bilsthorpe BusinesskPia listed within the employment land availability study. This includes the planning permiss
the Bilsthorpe Energy centre (application reference 3/13/01767/CMW). The County Council would be interested to see thicias
Map in future versionsf the Plan to see what area has been identified.

NSDC RespongeNoted.

68

Delta Planning
obo Simons
Development

149

Paragraph 5.1.1 of the Options Paper states that when assessed against the housing and employment requirements sefmétialéq
Adopted Core Strategy DPD (March 2019) sufficient capacity remains within the allocations which are being carriedNorwaw
allocations are therefore being sought for housing or employment as part of the review of the Allocations & Developmeranviant
DPD.

The consultation document makes clear that several new sites were put forward for consideration in resptreséssues Paper a
these have been assessed through the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELA). Howesiehat
made clear that the housing and employment provision was recently found sound and any new sitesegppropriately considere
as part of the next round of plan making.

Our main concern relates to employment land provision. Whilst the employment land policies were found sound through thed
Core Strategy (adopted 2019), we do not agree thatghisides sufficient justification to discount allocating any new sites for employ
development. An examination into the soundness of the Amended Core Strategy took place in 2018 and some of the evid
documents that underpin the strategy datefas back as 2015. The economic landscape, particularly in respect of logistics, has sig
changed since the evidence that informed the document was prepared and the strategy adopted and it no longer providdasbasig
to guide economic devefpment and the use of land in the district.

¢KS NBOSyidfe LldzofAaKSR Whb2iddAy3IKIY /2NB la! FyR b2ddAayd
adzYYlF N asSa AdG ¢Sttt y2dAy 3-moving sectolNihd odedidas séeikdn inprédedei@et devellofrhange
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growth over the past 12 months or so. In recent years, it has changed beyond all recognition and been a key driver ofaiqiroperty
marketsCY I AYGFAYyAy3 aAIYAFAOLYG tS@Sta 2F RSYFYR FyR FOGADADG

The Lichfields Study notes that prime demand for strategic logistics in the East Midlands is focused on the M1 corridbtiandehaang
within locations like Newark is more subdued. However, the Council recently commissioned another study to provitkerlkeB&nalysi
with regard to a specific proposal for a logistics facility at land east of Newlink Business Park in Newark (Applic2@ifi®Rs2/OUTM
The study was prepared by Fisher German and shows that although Newark is a secondary lbisaitradtive to the market and cou
become a valued location for big box development. Importantly, the Fisher German report concurs with our view that thi
development in Newark is attributable to a lack of deliverable sites suitable for begshaxich has effectively preventelgvelopment ir
this sector since the completion of the Dixons Carphone development and not a lack of demand.

Despite these recent reports identifying a clear demand for employment sites to cater for the increased demlagistics facilities, n
new allocations are proposed and the Local Plan continues to rely on existing sites. Interrogating the existing supphastioevs ig
only one site within the District that is suitable for strategic logistlcand souttof Newark (allocated for employment as part of Strat
Site NAP2a in the Amended Core Strategy). It is widely accepted that the site faceeshatelivery constraints as it is reliant
sufficient access being provided through the completion of Smaithern Link Road. There is therefore currently no supply withi
District to satisfy the immediate demand for strategic logistics sites.

A planning application for the first phase of development on land east of Newlink Business Park in Newarktlg wiith the Council fq
consideration. If granted planning permission this development, which would provide 37,000 sg.m. (400,000 sq.ft.) afflogisiac
with the potential to create circa 500 jobs, would be the first big box development iraNefer some time. The Fisher German rej
considers that this development could provide a sHerim solution to addressing market demands and also kickstart attracting occ
to Newark. We consider that this development would have a positive impath® longerterm prospect of Land south of Newark g
would help to attract occupiers once again to Newark and start the processestablishing it as an important node on the Al corr
for logistics.

We submit that the land east of Newlink Buesis Park should be identified as an additional allocation in the Allocations and Devel
Management Plan to supplement the existing employment land supply and offer a greater choice of sites to potential busae&sy]
to locate or expand in the Birict.

The allocation should cover not only the current Phase 1 proposals, but a wider site to the east of Newlink Businessridary &
approximately 48.3 hectares as shown on Site Location Plan submitted with these representations. We catditisntider site shoul
be allocated to ensure that the mistakes of the past are not repeated. Newark has missed out previously on the growtbgistity
sector as it had no suitable and deliverable sites to offer to the market. The allocatios tHritl for employment will increase the sup
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of sites of a sufficient size to accommodate strategic logistics/industrial occupiers in the District satisfying both iechediand
(through the delivery of the Phase 1 proposal) and supplementing thgetdarm supply of sites. An lllustrative Masterplan has K
prepared which shows the development potential of this site.

Land east of Newlink Business Park, shown on the attached Site Location Plan, should be allocated for employment.

NSDC ResponseThS 9 YLJ 2@8YSyid [FYR bSSRa {GdzZRé NBFTSNNBR (2 0620
O2YYAGGSR IyR Itt20FGSR SyYLXf 28yYSyd fFyRQ GKFG A& Y2NEBlatdfs
suitable forlarge scale logistics developments, NAP 2A (Land South of Newark) and Land off Beacon Hill Road (G Park) togethg
than 65ha. The District Council has confidence that the Southern Link Road will be constructed within a reasonable dimeuatcd
Park is available now. As both these sites may be suitable for large scale logistics developments and there is a sdgplynafdtaothe
employment needs, it is considered unnecessary to allocate further land for employment uses.

077 |HarbyParish 201 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
078 |Collingham Paris|256 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC ResponseComments welcomed ambted.
093 |Barton Willmore |332 Noting that it is confirmed that there is sufficient capacity within the housing and employment allocations being cawaed {paragrap
obo Urban & Civi 5.1.1), Urban & Civic respectfully request that emphagidaised on the delivery of existing allocations, including both the housin
employment land at Newark South. Urban & Civic reserve the right to make further comments when the Strategic Housingognteit
Land Availability Study, as referred to atggraph 5.1.2, is made available, and when designations have been assessed and defin
policies map as referred to at paragraph 5.1.5.
NSDC RespongeNoted.
098 |Hawton Parish |366 Yes.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
115 [Farndon Parish |492 Yes.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
126 [Pegasus obo 546 We do not support this approach as clarification is needed as to the status of a designated employment area and if #éstequl
Thoreshy employment allocation. However, regardless of the status of sites, the approach is flawed as it is not bas¢d-datepvidence as t
Settlement the full extent of the employment needs in the District and therefore it is unlikely that the quantum of employment sité&adewill

meet the future needs of the District. It is considered that additional employment sites are neededlire that the District has the abil
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to grow economically at similar rates to the national average. There is a particular need to allocate additional emplagsen
Edwinstowe in order to reflect the housing growth allocated in this settlemedttanensure a correct balance of homes and jobg
provided.

Further information is set out in our submitted Economic Needs Assessment which highlights the current economic poséibnstrfic
and justification as to why additional employment allboas are needed. Detailed points in relation to a potential employment s
Edwinstowe.

NSDC ResponseDesignated employment areas are not being introduced by this stage of the Local Plan Review, merely carrig
subject to assessment of the going value of the designation. The preferred approach is to show the designated employment &
the Policies Map to clarify their locations and boundaries. The Nottingham Core HMA and Nottingham Outer HMA Employriveets
Study (ELNS), publishedMay 2021, found that more than 160ha of employment land were available within Newark & Sherwood
which was considered more than adequate to meet even the highest possible levels of future demand. In line with thetiSpedia
much of thidand is located in the Newark Area, although there are several employment sites with land available in the Sherwog

128 |Historic England [568 LG Aa y20 OfSIFENI TNRY GKS AYyF2NXNIGAZ2Y | @I At | @ipSl742rebitests/tGthelpl
review document. We would welcome further opportunity to discuss with you ahead of the next iteration of the Plan.
NSDC RespongeNoted

131 |South Muskham [648 Yes.

and Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

Action Required

None.
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Question25¢ NUA/HO/1- Land at Alexander Avenue and Stephen Redab you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |179 Agreed
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 234 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
098 |Hawton Parish (344 No Comment
Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
115 |Farndon Parish|470 No Comment
Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
Action Required None required
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Question26 ¢ NUA/HO/2-[ | Y R { 2 dzli K 2 FDo yodragoes Wwith teipreferrey &poproach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |203 Agreed
Council NSDResponse& Noted
078 |Collingham 258 Agreed
Parish Council NSDResponse& Noted
098 |Hawton Parish |368 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
115 (Farndon Parish|494 No Comment
Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
128 [Historic Englan(569 We note the preferred approach and welcome the retention of tbguirements for potential archaeology.

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

None required.
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Question27 ¢ NUA/HO/3¢ Lincoln Road Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
017 |Winthorpe 019 | would like to once again respectfully request that Cedar Avenue Park is removed from all documentation regarding detzelopmert
EstateResidenty NSDCResponse; Noted. The site is to be dallocated.
Group
077 |Harby Parish |204 Agreed
Council NSD@Response Noted
078 |Collingham 259 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response& Noted
098 |Hawton Parish |369 No Comment
Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
101 |Resident 409 Agreed
NSD@Response& Noted
115 |Farndon Parish|495 No Comment

Council

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

None required

128



Question28 ¢ NUA/HO/5¢ North of Beacon Hill RoadDo you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Canment

020

Persimmon
Homes

022

Persimmon confirm an interest in the site with work on ptdmission reports already ongoing. Confirm that delivery of the site can
place with commencement on site being anticipated late 2022. Also promotes additional adjacent land.

NSDCResponse The site was being reesignated due to uncertainty over likeery. With a developer now confirmimpgogress towards
an application, the uncertainty has been removed. The LPA are not seeking new land for allocations as part of thisWwlan Rev
NUA/Ho/5 to retain allocated status.

056

Notts County
Council

113

The preferred option for this site is to make it an opportunity site to provide additional flexibility. The County Cowtdihigblight that
the site is within the Mineral Safeguarding and Consultation Area for gypsum. In accordance with Polich&Rpttihghamshire
Minerals Local Plan, any application would need to demonstrate it will not needlessly sterilise the mineral resource arttisvbannot
be demonstrated, and there is a clear need for fmimeral development, prior extraction should beught where practical. In some
cases, large scale prior extraction might not be practical, however consideration should also be given to the poteritraineals
extracted as a result of esite ground works rather than simply treating them as ate/asaterial.
NSDCResponse Add criteriontod G S G LINB LI &l fa gAftf ySSR (2
GKA&a OlFlyy2i 08 RSY2yaidNl GSRZT LINA2NI SEGNI OGAzy YI @&

RSY2yaiNY
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075

Persimmon
Homes

167

Persimmon Homes contracted the site referred to as North of Beacon Hill Road this year with the intention or pursuirgdapdiataing
submission. It is therefore imperative the site remain a formal housing allocation under alternative Option 2.theleedpe of our
interest regarding the sites limits also extend north to include British Gypsum owned land currently outside the alloo#sion |
Persimmon Homes understand the bounds of the allocation area for NUA/HO/5 are unlikely to be adjustgt thie DPD consultatior
Therefore a SHELAA submission has been made to keep this future allocation opportunity on British Gypsum land on $hé poli\a|
radar for future plan reviews.

NSDC ResponseThe site was being réesignated due to uncertaintyver delivery. With a developer now confirming progress towatr
an application, the uncertainty has been removed. The LPA are not seeking new land for allocations as part of thisWwlan Rev
NUA/Ho/5 to retain allocated status.

077

HarbyParish
Council

205

Agreed
NSD@Response& Noted

078

Collingham
Parish Council

260

Agreed
NSD@Response& Noted

093

Urban and Civig

333

Proposed Policy NUA/@SOpportunity Sites identifies three Opportunity Sites of which two are reallocations (NUAL@BENorth of
Beacon Hill Road & NUA/OS{BISK Factory) and one (NUA/O&/Tarmac Site) is an additional site proposed as part of the Bowbrid
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Road Policy Area (NUA/Ho/7). Between them, the three Opportunity Sites have capacity for around 620 dwihiggacity of aroung
270 dwellings at the Tarmac Site, which is located at Hawton Lane/Bowbridge Road in the immediate vicinity of Newark South.
Spatial Policy 5 (Delivering the Strategy) of the ACS provides the basis for the identification of @y®ites, which are to be brought
F2NBFNR a2 KSNB Al 6S02YSa Of SINJ GKNRAAK (KS Y2yAil2 NeyrayuikdN
Xéd ¢KAA A& NBAGSNIYGSR 6AGKAY (K South)Ndddidictos Has corenfeic@iandhhousing de]ivd
is underway.

i 2RRa 6AGK GKS 10620383 G(KS LINRPLR2ASR adzZJR NIAy3 &S Eglo pledeit)
0KSAaS aArAiGSa O2YAy3a F2NBIFNR F2N K2dzaAy3ad RS@GSt 2 LIYS yhat mayibe used d
bring Opportunity Sites forward. Furthermore, proposed amendments to Policy NUA/Ho/7 Newark UrbayBanghridge Road Policy
Area sets out that the Council will work with stakeholders within the Bowbridge Road Policy Area inclimling forward
redevelopment of Opportunity Site 1 the Tarmac site (see response to Question 29).

Urban & Civic is concerned about pressure from additional housing in the vicinity of Newark South on both the highwayametwork
services and facilitesp@®A RSR a4 LI NI 2F GKS bSgFN] {2dziK RS@St2LISyidsx
not come forward that may affect delivery of Newark South.

The Newark South development is delivering significant infrastructure, not least. RevBich is to facilitate planned wider growth in
Newark and not just Newark South. Moreover, delivery of dwellings at Newark South is dependent on delivery of the SbR, includ
occupation of more than 600 dwellings being dependent on Phase 1 of theeBigRcbmpleted and occupation of more than 700
dwellings being dependent on commencement of construction of Phase 2 of the SLR. Urban and Civic object to any Opp®rtunity
coming forward that increase demand on and takes any available capacity irgtieayi network whilst development at Newark South
constrained.
Furthermore, Newark South is delivering services and facilities including Middlebeck Primary School, which opened Sd)énitias |
provides additional school places to meet the demamarfithe Newark South development only, and Urban & Civic is, therefore,
concerned that should children from Opportunity Sites, notably the Tarmac Site, take school spaces at Newark Southwiiierghisin
the needs of children at Newark South notitgimet.

It should be noted that this additional pressure would be combined with pressure from other new housing in the immediiye \‘ata
the appeal for up to 322 dwellings on Land at Flowserve Pump Dicisigmeviously proposed Opportunity Sitdeing allowed in June
2021 (Ref: APP/B3030/W/20/326097), and also proposals within this Options Report if taken fqiwgatticular, the proposed gypsy
and traveller pitches at Belvoir Ironworks North and extension to Site NUA/HQ/&6d North of wfield Lane.

For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully request that the proposed supporting text for Policy (NDi#gQ&unity Sites i
revisited and revised to confirm that delivery of Opportunity Sites will only be supported whereaighat delivery of allocated sites
not taking place at the rates required.

NSDC RespongeAll of the opportunity sites lie within the Urban Boundary and have already been identified in some way on the
Proposals Map. Spatial Policy 5 sets out that the LPA will actively seek to bring forward opportunity sites where Houesings aeot
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progressing at the required rates. However, if development proposals were to come forward without assistance from the LPA the
need to be considered against the provisions of the Development Plan. Where housing development is considered acctmdtlbe
supported. To do otherwise would be contrary to the Governments objective of significantly boosting the supply of hashesitbis s
Paragraph 60 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

098 |Hawton Parish
Council

370

No Comment

NSDC RespongeNoted

115 |Farndon Parish
Council

496

No Comment

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

NUA/Ho/5 to retain allocated statysAdd criterionta G I 0 S & LINR LJ2 &
A0SNAfAASR YR 6KSNB G(GKAa OFyy2i o086
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Question29 ¢ NUA/HO/7 ¢ Bowbridge Road Policy AredDo you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Canment

056

Notts County
Council

114

The preferred approach outlined within the Options Report is to amend the existing NUA/Ho/7 policy stightike reference to the
new Opportunity Site 1, NUA/OS/Tarmac Site, which is a new site identified, not allocated, as a potential area for residential
development where, if NSDC are not able to meet their housing requirements, measures may becedraiich as compulsory
LIJZNOKIF aSs (2 &aS0Odz2NBE GKS aAdiSQa RS@St2LIYSyld G2 YSSG GKAA R
Policy NUA/Ho/7 currently states that for redevelopment in this area, the impacts of neighbouring use should be fullytta&ecoiunt.
In between the allocations MUA/HO/8 and NUA/HO/9 and adjacent to the Opportunity Site is a permitted waste transfer site ope
by East Midlands Waste. Whilst not currently active, the site does have extant permission to operate as a waste traastesaitkit
was to becomeperational, this could lead to adverse impacts detected at the development sites proposed by NSDC.

Ly | O02NRIYyOS gAlGK (GKS WF3ISyid 2F OKIy3aSQ LINAYOALX S Xxbvided N
appropriate and adequaS YA GA Il GA2y LINA2NI 2 GKS RS@GSt2LI¥SyiQa O2YLX S
waste facility and so satisfy Policy WCS10 of the Waste Core Strategy, the County Council would recommend that furthes wordir
included wthin the policy or justification text to make it clear that the applicant for any future development will be requiredvmero
suitable mitigation of any adverse impacts from the neighbouring use such that it may continue to operate without furtttietiors
introduced which could render the operations unviable.

NSDCResponse&; Noted.Add text to the justification to make it clear that the applicant for any future development will be required
provide suitable mitigation of any adverse impacts fritva neighbouring use

077

Harby Parish
Council

206

Agreed
NSD@Response& Noted

078

Collingham
Parish Council

261

Agreed
NSD@Response& Noted

093

Urban and Civig

334

Urban & Civic object to the proposed wording for Policy NUA/Ho/7 in tisateks to bring forward redevelopment of Opportunity Site
the Tarmac Site. This site, which has capacity for around 270 dwellings, is located at Hawton Lane/Bowbridge Road iditiie imme
vicinity of Newark South, and Urban & Civic is concerned abosgspre from additional housing in the locality on both the highway
network and services and facilities provided as part of the Newark South development.

In accordance with Spatial Policy 5 (Delivering the Strategy) of the ACS and proposed PolicycdNpddti8Bnity Sites, Opportunity Site
should only be brought forward where it is clear that delivery of allocated sites is not taking place at the rates réquaslect of
Newark South, construction has commenced and housing delivery is underway.
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The Nevark South development is delivering significant infrastructaa,least the SLR which is to facilitate planned wider growth in

Newark and not just Newark Soutioreover, delivery of dwellings at Newark South is dependent on delivery of the SLR wiplatbmcu
of more than 600 dwellings being dependent on Phase 1 of the SLR being completed and occupation of more than 700 dimglling
dependent on commencement of construction of Phase 2 of the SLR. Urban and Civic object to an Opportunity Sitereerdng the

immediate locality that increases demand on and takes any available capacity in the highway network whilst developmeatkat Ney
South is constrained.

Furthermore, Newark South is delivering services and facilities including Middlebeck F3irhan}, which opened September 2021. T
provides additional school places to meet the demand from the Newark South development only, and Urban & Civic is, therefore
concerned that should children from the Tarmac Site take school spaces at Newarlkteauthis will result in the needs of children at
Newark South not being met.

It should be noted that this additional pressure would be combined with pressure from other new housing in the immediye \Wdta

the appeal for up to 322 dwellings on Laatd-lowserve Pump Divisia@ra previously proposed Opportunity Sitdeing allowed in June

2021 (Ref: APP/B3030/W/20/326097), and also proposals within this Options Report if taken fqiwgatticular, the proposed gypsy
and traveller pitches at Badir Ironworks North and extension to Site NUA/HO£I0and North of Lowfield Lane.

For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully request that the proposed wording of Policy NUA/Ho/7 is amefideitthate
Opportunity Site 1 the Tarmac Siteostd only come forward where it is clear that delivery of allocated sites is not taking place at th
required.

NSDC ResponsgAll of the opportunity sites lie within the Urban Boundary and have already been identified in some way on the
Proposals Mp. Spatial Policy 5 sets out that the LPA will actively seek to bring forward opportunity sites where housing detitzery
progressing at the required rates. However, if development proposals were to come forward without assistance from they WA th
need to be considered against the provisions of the Development Plan. Where housing development is considered acctuallde
supported. To do otherwise would be contrary to the Governments objective of significantly boosting the sumphesfds set out in
Paragraph 60 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

098 [Hawton Parish |371 No Comment
Council
NSDC ResponsegNoted
115 |Farndon Parish|497 No Comment

Council

NSDC RespongeNoted
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128 |Historic Englan¢570 Noted. No furtheromment.

NSDC RespongeNoted

Add text to the justification to make it clear that the applicant for any future development will be required to providblsuititigation

Action Required
of any adverse impacts from the neighbouring use
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Question30¢ NUA/HO/8¢ Land at Bowbridge RoadDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
056 |Notts County 115 The preferred approach within the Options Report is to increase the number of dwellings alletakes site from 66 to 86. As mention
Council in response to question 29, the soudiastern corner of this proposed allocation site lies immediately adjacent to the permitted wast
transfer site operated by East Midlands Waste. Whilst not currently actieesith does have extant permission to operate as a waste|
transfer site and so if it was to become operational, this could lead to adverse impacts detected at the allocationmissdioy NSD(
This was raised with NSDC when determining an applicatibmitted for this site (20/00580/FULM).
Policy WCS10 of the Waste Core Strategy seeks to safeguard permitted waste management facilities. The policy howeveeekd¢s
restrict development but to take a flexible approach to accommodating developmbkatever possible. For example, by taking into
consideration any nearby waste management facilities in a site plan layout, which could include using parking or laratsaapiffgr
zone from any existing or potential waste use. By increasing the nuaflpeoposed dwellings at this allocation site, the County Coun
would question whether this would limit the ability to provide adequate buffers between the residential element and thdatpenvaste
site and would therefore pose a sterilisation risldére contrary to Policy WCS10.
NSDCResponse&; Noted.Add text to the justification to make it clear that the applicant for any future development will be required
provide suitable mitigation of any adverse impacts from the neighbouring use.
077 |Harby Parish |207 Agreed
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 262 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
098 |Hawton Parish |372 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
115 (Farndon Parish|498 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
128 [Historic Englan¢570 Noted.

NSDC ResponsgNoted

Action Required

Add text to the justification to make it clear that the applicant for any future development will be required to providbleuititigation
of any adverse impzs from theneighbouring use.
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Question31 ¢ NUA/HO/10¢ Land North of Lowfield LaneDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
056 |Notts County |116 The County Council would highlight that the site does lie withirMireeral Safeguarding and Consultation Area for gypsum. In accor
Council with Policy SP7 of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan, any application would need to demonstrate it will not negelidisslyhe
mineral resource and where this cannot be dentoai®d, and there is a clear need for nomneral development, prior extraction will bg
sought where practical. In some cases, large scale prior extraction might not be practical, however consideration shmilghsado
the potential use of mineralextracted as a result of esite ground works rather than simply treating them as a waste material.
NSDCResponsg! RR ONAGSNA 2y (2 adlFdS aLINRLRalrta gAft ySSR (2 RS
this cannot be demonsNJ 4 SRZ LINA2NJ SEGNI QlGA2y YlIeé 0S8 &a2dAKG 6KSNB  LINJ
077 |Harby Parish |208 Agreed
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 263 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
093 |Urban and Civi¢335 Urban & Civiobjectto the extension to Site NUA/HO/10 Land North of Lowfield Lane, which lies to the east of Newark South. Th¢

proposed extension increases the capacity of Land North of Lowfield Lane from 120 dwellings to 170 dwellings and Uiban & Civ
concerned about prssure from additional housing in the locality on both the highway network and services and facilities provided
of the Newark South development.

Newark South is delivering significant infrastructuret least the SLR which is to facilitate pladneider growth in Newark and not just
Newark South. Moreover, delivery of dwellings at Newark South is dependent on deliverySifRhéncluding occupation of more than
600 dwellings being dependent on Phase 1 of the SLR being completed and occupaitioa tifan 700 dwellings being dependent on
commencement of construction of Phase 2 of the SLR. Urban & Civic object to further housing being allocated in the itocaditjate
that increases demand on and takes any available capacity in the highwayrkethitst development at Newark South is constrained

Furthermore, Newark South is delivering services and facilities including Middlebeck Primary School, which opened Sdjféniias |
provides additional school places to meet the demand from the Nkwauth development only, and Urban & Civic is, therefore,
concerned that should children from additional housing at Land North of Lowfield Lane take school spaces at Newark Sbighwilier
result in the needs of children at Newark South not being.me

136



It should be noted that the additional pressure on the highway network and services and facilities from development ajrtfanfl N
Lowfield Lane would be combined with pressure from other new housing in the immediate locality, with the appeabf@2@mwelling
on Land at Flowserve Pump Division being allowed in June 2021 (Ref: APP/B3030/W/20/326097), and also proposals witioinsthis
Report if taken forward, in particular, the proposed gypsy and traveller pitches at Belvoir Ironworks ldodt©pportunity Sites, notabl
the Tarmac Site within Bowbridge Road Policy Area.

For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully request that the proposed extension of Site NUA/HO/10 LandoMdietdof L
Lane is not taken forward.

NSDC Respoag The area that will be added to the allocation could already be developed as it lies within the Urban Boundary. T
Council is seeking to amend the site area and numbers to ensure that comprehensive development of the whole site inttiagulitty
aims.

The Council does not believe that this small change reflect facts on the ground will have a demonstrable impact on theth and S
Newark development.

098 |Hawton Parish [373 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
115 |Farndon Parish{499 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
128 |Historic Englan¢572 Preferred approach, including retentions of requirements for archaeology, noted

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

!
R

R ONRUGSNR?2
Y2yaidNr G§SR

y (2 & (denibBstrateltid Bihd2abréséutce ignbtinéedlgsdyStBriliseé®and where this cannot be
2z

R
S LINA2NJ SEGNF OlGAz2y YI& 68 &a2dAKG gKSNB LINI O A
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Question32 ¢ NUA/MU/2 ¢ Land at Brownhills Motor HomesDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |209 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
078 |Collingham 264 CollinghanParish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
098 |Hawton Parish (374 No comment
Council NSDC RespongeNoted.
115 |Farndon Parish|500 No comment.
Council NSDC RespongeNoted.
Action Required None
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Question33 ¢ NUA/MU/3 ¢ Land at NSKDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |210 Agreed
Council NSDResponse& Noted
078 |Collingham 265 Agreed
Parish Council NSDResponse& Noted
093 |Urban and Civig336 Proposed Policy NUA/@SDpportunity Sites identifies three Opportunity Sites of which two are reallocations (NUA/OS/2 Land Nor

Beacon Hill Road & NUA/OS{BISK Factory) and one (NUA/O&/Marmac Site) is an additional site prepd as part of the Bowbridge
Road Policy Area (NUA/Ho/7). Between them, the three Opportunity Sites have capacity for around 620 dwellings, wittotapawitgl
270 dwellings at the Tarmac Site, which is located at Hawton Lane/Bowbridge Road in trdiatenaieinity of Newark South.

Spatial Policy 5 (Dellverlng the Strategy) of the ACS prowdes the basis for the identification of Opportunlty Siterg tehishl@ought
F2NBINR G2 KSNB Al 0S02YSa Ot SFNJ KaMhEeﬂieHﬁtesplsfmSttaMr@wacelaﬁmé\rafeﬁ redpdis
Xéd ¢KAa Aa NBAGSNIYFGISR gAGKAY (GKS LINRPLRASR t2ftA0e b! !delivefyd
is underway.

At odds with the above, the proposed supportJE G F2 NJ h LILIR2 Nl dzy AGé {AGS& 6 LI NF INF LK
0KSAS aAiGSa O2YAy3a F2NBIFNR F2N K2dzaAy3ad RS@GSt 2LIYSy( lybe usedt
bring Opportunity Sites forwd. Furthermore, proposed amendments to Policy NUA/Ho/7 Newark Urbanieavbridge Road Policy
Area sets out that the Council will work with stakeholders within the Bowbridge Road Policy Area including to bring forward
redevelopment of Opportunity Site the Tarmac site (see response to Question 29).

Urban & Civic is concerned about pressure from additional housing in the vicinity of Newark South on both the highwayametwork
ASNIAOSE YR FILOATAGASE LINPGARSR a LI NI 2F GKS b SdgtésNfould 2
not come forward that may affect delivery of Newark South.

The Newark South development is delivering significant infrastructure, not least the SLR which is to facilitate planrgraweildén
Newark and not just Newark South. Moreover, defywof dwellings at Newark South is dependent on delivery of the SLR, including
occupation of more than 600 dwellings being dependent on Phase 1 of the SLR being completed and occupation of more than 7
dwellings being dependent on commencement of constian of Phase 2 of the SLR. Urban and Civic object to any Opportunity Site
coming forward that increase demand on and takes any available capacity in the highway network whilst development at dehv el
constrained.
Furthermore, Newark South is dedring services and facilities including Middlebeck Primary School, which opened September 20
provides additional school places to meet the demand from the Newark South development only, and Urban & Civic is, therefore
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concerned that should childn from Opportunity Sites, notably the Tarmac Site, take school spaces at Newark South then this will
the needs of children at Newark South not being met.

It should be noted that this additional pressure would be combined with pressure fromm péve housing in the immediate locality, wit
the appeal for up to 322 dwellings on Land at Flowserve Pump Digisigmeviously proposed Opportunity Sitdeing allowed in June
2021 (Ref: APP/B3030/W/20/326097), and also proposals within this OptigpwstRf taken forwardg in particular, the proposed gypsy
and traveller pitches at Belvoir Ironworks North and extension to Site NUA/HQ/aad North of Lowfield Lane.

For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully request that the propggealting text for Policy NUA/QSOpportunity Sites i
revisited and revised to confirm that delivery of Opportunity Sites will only be supported where it is clear that delalegatiéd sites is
not taking place at the rates required.

NSDC RespongeAll of the opportunity sites lie within the Urban Boundary and have already been identified in some way on the
Proposals Map. Spatial Policy 5 sets out that the LPA will actively seek to bring forward opportunity sites where Huesings awt
progressing at the required rates. However, if development proposals were to come forward without assistance from the LPA the
need to be considered against the provisions of the Development Plan. Where housing development is considered acctdtlbe
supported. To do otherwise would be contrary to the Governments objective of significantly boosting the supply of haghesitais s
Paragraph 60 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

098 |Hawton Parish
Council

375

No Comment

NSDC RespongeNoted

115 |Farndon Parish
Council

501

No Comment

NSDC RespongeNoted

128 |Historic Englang

573

Noted

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

None
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Question34 ¢ NUA/E/3 ¢ Land off Telford Drive Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |211 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
078 |Collingham 266 CollinghanParish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
098 |Hawton Parish |376 No comment
Council NSDC ResponseNoted.
115 [Farndon Parish|502 No comment.
Council NSDC ResponseNoted.
128 [HistoricEngland574 The preferred approach to include the separate parcel of land which previously benefitted from planning permission. is noted

NSDC RespongeNoted.

Action Required

None
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Question35¢ So/MU/1 ¢ Land at Former Minster SchoeDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseCanment
Number
067 |Southwell Town144 Agreed
Council NSDC RespongeNoted
077 |Harby Parish |212 Agreed
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 267 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
087 |Tetlow Kingobo 315 Tetlow King Planning client agrees with the preferred approach to delete this policy as it will no longer be developiésigiates as
local business Higgons Mea@pen space.
NSDC RespongeNoted
098 |Hawton Parish |377 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
102 |Richborough |411 As set out by the consultation document, the land at the Former Minister School is no bragble for development thus the
Estates (c/o continuation of the allocation would not have been sound, in that it would have been neither effective, justified or acunsitte
Fisher German national policy. As such the proposed removal of this allocation for 13 dwellingssisled to be entirely sensible.
NSD@Response; Noted
112 |Norwood Park |452 As set out by the consultation document, the land at the Former Minister School is no longer available for developméet thus t
Estate c/o Fishe continuation of the alloction would not have been sound, in that it would have been neither effective, justified or consistent with
German national policy. As such the proposed removal of this allocation for 13 dwellings is considered to be entirely sensible.
NSDC RespongeNoted
115 |Farndon Parish|503 No Comment
Council NSDC RespongeNoted
128 |Historic Englan¢575 Noted

NSDC ResponsegNoted

Action Required

None required
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Question36 ¢ So/Ho/7 ¢ Southwell Depot- Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
067 |Southwell Town145 The sites to the south of the former Depot were available in the 2009 SHLAA and an agent for the southernmost site toat&oted
Council Council recently enquiring if it was to be incorporated into treégkbourhood Plan allocations. This implies that it was available at tf
time. Have recent enquiries been made? Incorporating the sites to the south would not only allow potential accessds soeitsi of
Crew Lane but would allow a reasonable lay@ther than a linear development to which the current site restricts plans.
NSDC RespongeAs set out in the report, no new land is being identified for development other that for the Gypsy and Traveller
population needs. Proposals to facilitate anylididnal housing needs in this location will be addressed through the next iteration of]
Plan where it can be done in a comprehensive manner. The Plan Review proposals at this stage are seeking to protédor thueuiand
consideration and ensure #t development opportunities are not negatively impacted by the current allocations.
070 |ClIr Harris 155 Sites to the south east of the former Depot were available in the 2009 SHLAA. The site should now Incorporate the sibeitio fsethis
would allov potential access to the sites south of Crew Lane with a far better layout and access.
NSDC RespongeAs set out in the report, no new land is being identified for development other that for the Gypsy and Traveller
population needs. Proposals facilitate any additional housing needs in this location will be addressed through the next iteration ¢
Plan where it can be done in a comprehensive manner. The Plan Review proposals at this stage are seeking to protédor thueuiand
consideraion and ensure that development opportunities are not negatively impacted by the current allocations.
077 |Harby Parish |213 Agreed
Council NSDC RespongeNoted
078 |Collingham 268 Agreed
Parish Council NSDC RespongeNoted
087 |[Tetlow King obq310 ¢SGft26 YAy tflyyAy3d adzll2NIa GKS / 2dzyOAt Qa NBDAS G ySensible dnd
TheMinster appropriate approach to this Plan Review process.
Veterinary
Centre The commentary at paragraph 5.17.3 that in the next round of Plaking after the current review i.e. within 5 years of the adoption

this Plan Review, will require the Council to look beyond 2033 and require the provision of housing and employment adistsicttlas
part of which decisions about the locationfature new development will be considered alongside the review of the Neighbourhood
is noted.
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It is our understanding however that the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan is currently under review by the Town Council éore tinere
detailed local policg JNA 2 NA GASaA Ay NBtFGA2y G2 fFyR a2dzikK 2F / NBg [ |y
Review in circa 5 years time.

Tetlow King Planning welcome the Councils approach at paragraph 5.17.4 whereby they support an apptatesthot hinder the
long term future planning of Southwell and is therefore sympathetic to protecting So/E/2 from development that could uredtisin

In respect of the approach to the Southwell Depot site itself, the expansion of this allocaacndmmodate additional residential
RSOSt2LIYSyid A& oONRIFIRfe& adzZJRNISR® 2KAfad ¢Sift2¢ YAyJtobef Iy
provided from Fiskerton Road to residential development south of Crew Lane the praetizcahgdifficulties, not least in terms of land
ownership, are recognised with the field that separates So/Ho/7 and the former So/E/3 allocation south of Crew Lane hotheing
ownership of the Town Council, County Council or District Council.

As wadirst set out in our February 2017 representation to the Preferred Approach Sites and Settlement Consultation, and has b
NEFf SOGSR Ay 2dzNJ NBLINBaSyidlGAz2ya i SHOK adlr3asS 2F Gdopmalts ¢
Management and Planning Policy Officers in May 2020, my client has had a potential highways access route from Fislexthane C
designed by highways engineers which would provide an alternative and achievable means of access between FiskeandrJRead
[FYS GKNRdzZZK Y& OfASydQa flyR AydSNBadad ¢Sif2¢ VYA gehil witlh they
District Council and Town Council to aid the delivery of the growth ambitions of both the District and_bowcil.

NSDC RespongeNoted

098 |Hawton Parish |345 No comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
099 |Southwell Civic|403 Agree- There is no requirement for extra housing in the near future and we think the Council should avoid setpingcident of

Society

extending the urban boundary and the de facto allocation of further land for development. The Southwell Community Aidileolog
Group response to consultation on the Conservation Area Appraisal review below is also relevant. (see attachments)

Southwell Conservation Area Appraisal 2021
Information on the Easthorpe area.

There is a small field just north of Spring Hill near the eastern extremity of the Easthorpe conservation area at coditifate 853550
and marked on Mago in yellow. Its & corner is approximately 70m from the conservation area boundary measured along the gre
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shown on Mapl0. It has some unusual rectangular markings, visible only in QGIS Lidar and Google Earth Pro 2000. @hbexhas
suggestion that there malye some evidence of a Roman Road in this area). (Attachments provided)

NSDC ResponggeThe allocation as originally identified was artificially contained by the safeguarded line of the proposed bypass.
Extending the allocation to reflect the situation the ground will prevent the land becomitandlocked and would lead to a more
STFAOASYUG dzasS 2F tFLyR Ay | O0O2NRIyOS 4AilGK (KS Si K2 anapbteniigk S
archaeology onthe sitteandanynécé I NB LJ12ad RSOUSNNAYLFGA2Y YAGAIFGA2Y YSI &dz)
acknowledged that the level of previous industrial use will have led to considerable disturbance across the whole ofahddpaonsite,
however it is conidered that it would be appropriate to amend the archaeological criterion cited above to make it more consistent
GKS bttCo Y- &trRindiich arbldadol&yical evaldation submitted as part of any planning application and post
determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely to be required.

The employment allocations include the area of enclosure remains of the Easthorpe Medieval Shrunken Village. At thisypoitie
area does not fornpart of the Southwell Conservation Area or of a scheduled ancient monument. This land was originally allocat
Development Plan for Employment use. The land is now proposed as Reserved Land for the next iteration of the Developnient |
future allocation will be based on the up to date situation and evidence available at that time. However, it is likely totmelneed for
a predetermination archaeological evaluation submitted as part of any planning application and post determinditi@tiom measures
secured by condition on any planning consent.

102

Richborough
Estates (c/o
Fisher German

412

The District Council has proposed that due to the bypass being removed, So/Ho/7 (Southwell Depot) should be increafednii Sika
18 dwellings, and that the boundary of So/E/2 (Land east of Crew Lane) and So/E/3 (Land south of Crew Lane) should be moveq
existing urban edge. As noted at paragraph 1.8, we consider that the whole of Southwell should be considered afresth@ebgtsirn
edge of the town.

| 2Y&ARSNAY3I {2kl 2kT 0{2dziKgStf 5SLIRG0OI A0 Aa TAN-A iforotBedi®ys 4
was refused on the basis of reasons related to housing mix, density, design, impast®nrtrpact on privacy of existing dwellings,
archaeology and highway safety. Some of the reasons for refusal seem to contradict each other. For example, the dendity reaso
refusal sets out that the site does not make efficient use of land, thus stilggdisat further dwellings should be located on the site.
However, increasing the number of units would undoubtedly worsen issues relating to impacts on trees, highway safeta@and priv
Whilst the officer has set out some forms of development which begcceptable, there has been no master planning provided thatf]
KIS aSSy 6KAOK RSY2yaidNliGSa K2g | O2YLINBKSyair@S fle2dzi (¢
Following refusal of the 2016 planning application, the applicant sought to appeal the decision. However, the appealisseddism
September 2021 due to inappropriate housing mix, impacts on Southwell Conservation area, impacts on trees, impaetsyampriv
highway safety. A second application was submitted in May 2021 for 13 dwellings but was withdrawn due to the Council rdoagnm
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refusal of the application. Outstanding issues related to parking, design, impacts on conservation area, issugsoréledis, lack of
ecology evidence and drainage.

On the above basis, it is clear that the site is proving difficult to deliver and as such the key question for thisHltirersownot the site
should continue to be allocated at all, let alone thia¢ thotional capacity of the site should be increased. If the Council are to persist
this allocation, then it will be incumbent on the Council or promoter to provide a layout which shows how a scheme carelbeddsh
the site having regard for the yniad of issues demonstrably present on site with no solution. This site has been allocated since 20
the fact that so many fundamental issues remain demonstrates that the site is likelgeiorrable. Many of the issues would logically
lead to theconclusion at the very least the notional capacity of the site should be reduced. Despite this the Council are now atten
increase delivery on the site. This approach, and the allocation more generally, is not sound, as it is not justifietiver. effe

Having regard for the clear issues with the site it should balbeated. If the Council are to persist with an allocation, significant
evidence will be needed to satisfactorily address all known issues. Given the site is brownfield, and thosmeedtetward under norms
windfall rules, the need for an allocation is questioned, particularly given the known issues relating to the-aitec&@n would not
preclude the site coming forward but would only require that any application satisfieska#ls relating to the redevelopment of the sit
As such, unless evidence is provided, the site should be removed as an allocation.

Notwithstanding the above, we do not agree with the preferred approach adopted by Southwell Town Council in respesita@fithe
particular the request that an access road be placed through the depot site to facilitate residential development taihSucin a
request would reduce the developable area of the site to serve access to a site which the Town Coundlbiy®S | & WCd
We have not seen any evidence that such a link is required. Moreover, such a requirement would not be permissible ner could b
guaranteed to be fully delivered, without ransom payments. The Council are therefore entirely ¢omrejetict such a requirement.

2 0K NB3IFNRa G2 (GKS ¢2¢y [/ 2dzyOAf Qa &dzZ33SadaSR tfly eiarftr G Fd
supported. As set out by the District Council, land to the south of the Depot is not kndvenaeailable for development. In any event,
this part of Southwell forms a highly attractive entrance to Southwell on Fiskerton Road, as noted by the Inspectomooétherdioned
appeal, and concern is raised as to any proposals which would damag@pnigach and the impacts this would have on the Conservi
Area. Moreover, concern is raised that any significant development south of Fiskerton Road will damage the historifiel®listingture
and character of this attractive area. Whilst this Mebalways have an impact on nalesignated heritage and character, clearly given
AA0S A& GAUGKAY {2dziKgStftQa /2yaSNBFGA2y | NBI I KA aerzhsisada 3
result of the Town Council seie to direct all future growth in one small part of Southwell, without any obvious justification other tk
prevent development elsewhere in the town. Clearly this is not an appropriate approach nor one endorsed by any formad.evideng
NSDC ResponseNoted. The Local Planning Authority is satisfied that the allocation remains deliverable. The allocation as origir
identified was artificially contained by the safeguarded line of the proposed bypass. Extending the allocation to eefliéetitin on the
ground will prevent the land becomirgndlocked and would lead to a more efficient use of land in accordance with the ethos of thg
NPPF.

146



112

Norwood Park
Estate c/o Fishe
German

453

The District Council has proposed that due to the bypass Weimgved, So/Ho/7 (Southwell Depot) should be increased in size from
18 dwellings, and that the boundary of So/E/2 (Land east of Crew Lane) and So/E/3 (Land south of Crew Lane) shoulddthmove
existing urban edge.
Considering So/Ho/7 (Southviel 5SLI2 10X AG A& FANRIG ySOSaalNR (2 O2yaiRSNJ
was refused on the basis of reasons related to housing mix, density, design, impact on trees, impact on privacy ofveigtiyg d
archaeolgy and highway safety. Some of the reasons for refusal seem to contradict each other. For example, the density reasor
refusal sets out that the site does not make efficient use of land, thus suggesting that further dwellings should beolotadesie.
However, increasing the number of units would undoubtedly worsen issues relating to impacts on trees, highway safetg@and priv
Whilst the offlcer has set out some forms of development which may be acceptable there has been no masterplannm@maiwvhe
KIS aSSy 6KAOK RSY2yaidNl}iGSa K2g || O2YLINBKSyaAiA@S fle&2dzi (¢
Following refusal of the 2016 planning application, the applicant sought to appeal the decision. However, the appisinesed in
September 2021 due to inappropriate housing mix, impacts on Southwell Conservation area, impacts on trees, impacts angbriva
highway safety.
A second application was submitted in May 2021 for 13 dwellings but was withdrawn due touheilCGecommending refusal of the
application. Outstanding issues related to parking, design, impacts on conservation area, issues relating to treesdagly @vidence
and drainage.
On the above basis, it is clear that the site is proving diffioutieliver and as such the key question for this Plan is whether or not the
should continue to be allocated at all, let alone that the notional capacity of the site should be increased. If theaCetmgiersist with
this allocation, then it wilbe incumbent on the Council or promoter to provide a layout which shows how a scheme can be deliver
the site having regard for the myriad of issues demonstrably present on site with no solution. This site has been alhoea?®d 3 and
the fact tha so many fundamental issues remain demonstrates that the site is likekdelwerable. Many of the issues would logicallyf
lead to the conclusion at the very least the notional capacity of the site should be reduced. Despite this the Counwiladtenmating to
increase delivery on the site. This approach, and the allocation more generally, is not sound, as it is not justifietivar. effe
Having regard for the clear issues with the site it should ballbeated. If the Council are to persist with @focation, significant
evidence will be needed to satisfactorily address all known issues. Given the site is brownfield, and thus could comarfdena@mal
windfall rules, the need for an allocation is questioned, particularly given the known isdatisg to the site. Dallocation would not
preclude the site coming forward but would only require that any application satisfied all issues relating to the redewntlofptine site.
As such, unless evidence is provided, the site should be remowdal®cation.
Notwithstanding the above, we do not agree with the preferred approach adopted by Southwell Town Council in respecteafithe si
particular the request that an access road be placed through the depot site to facilitate residential aegetdp the north. Such a
NEIljdzSad ¢2dzZ R NBRdzOS (KS RS@GSt2LI10tS IINBFI 2F GKS aA6SI a8z
We have not seen any evidence that such a link is required. Moreover, such a requiremethheblbé permissible nor could be
guaranteed to be fully delivered, without ransom payments. The Council are therefore entirely correct to reject suchesnegjuir
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2 0K NBIIFNRa G2 GKS ¢26y [ 2dzyOAf Qa & dexdld BelinSl®led, thidisfurtiieKroti ¥ d
supported. As set out by the District Council, land to the south of the Depot is not known to be available for develapamgnevent,
this part of Southwell forms a highly attractive entrance to Southwell skelion Road, as noted by the Inspector of the aforementior
appeal, and concern is raised as to any proposals which would damage this approach and the impacts this would have serh8d
Area. Moreover, concern is raised that any significant traent south of Fiskerton Road will damage the historic existing field stry
and character of this attractive area. Whilst this would always have an impact edaesignated heritage and character, clearly given
aA0S A& g AGKDA yatioh AreaiitiiscoSy eimghasisés hy idaPpiddriateness of this suggestion. As discussed later, this
result of the Town Council seeking to direct all future growth in one small part of Southwell, without any obvious jostifittar than tg
preventdevelopment elsewhere in the town. Clearly this is not an appropriate approach, nor one endorsed by any formal eviden
NSDC RespongeNoted. The Local Planning Authority is satisfied that the allocation remains deliverable. The allocation as origir
identified was artificially contained by the safeguarded line of the proposed bypass. Extending the allocation to eefliéctitiin on the
ground will prevent the land becomirgndlocked and would lead to a more efficient use of land in accordance with the ethos of thg
NPPF.

115 |Farndon Parish
Council

504

No comment

NSDC RespongeNoted

128 |Historic Englang

576

It is not clear hw the additional area of land has been assessed in relation to the enclosure remains associated with the shrunke
medieval village of Easthorpe. The limit of settlement is defined by ridge and furrow.

NSDC Response The allocation as originally idendifl was artificially contained by the safeguarded line of the proposed bypass.
Extending the allocation to reflect the situation on the ground will prevent the land becdarid¢pcked and would lead to a more
efficient use of land in accordancewithk S S K2 & 2F (GKS bttCod t2fA08 {2kl 2kT AYy(
archaeology on the site and any necessary post determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any plannirig ¢onse
acknowledged that théevel of previous industrial use will have led to considerable disturbance across the whole of the former dej
however it is considered that it would be appropriate to amend the archaeological criterion cited above to make it ma&nbngh
thS btt Cod Y S-gleRrmin&ionNiSHaddlogical B\Bluation submitted as part of any planning application and post
determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely to be required.

Action Required

AmendtheONRA G SNRA2Y &aSS1Ay3 a¢KS Ay@SadAaaridizy 2F LRGSyaAlrt N
YSIadaNBa aSOdzNBR o0& O2yRAIGA 2 ydetargiinatioy @rchadbldgigay evaluatiorsabyhiitedl visipart ofia
planning application and post determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likisl§sty twzA
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Question37 ¢ So/E/2¢ Land East of Crew Lan®o you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Comment

67

Southwell Town
Council

146

Yes, but see answer to Q28 sic (Q387?) belBWC agree with the preferred approach, however we have lost site So/E/3 in this proce
have suggested replacing it east of site So/E/2 buthhsnot been done. Has the need for employment site area been reduced?

STC support the reservation of the land for housing but without an access from Fiskerton Road the site would be appnaagitedn
employment area, a situation which we understoodsithought to be unacceptable when the Allocations DPD was first produced. It
certainly have a detrimental impact on the approach to houses there so we request that the option of access from FiskdrbensRdousl|
reconsidered.

There is some awern that reserving land for housing in the future might make it more vulnerable to being granted approval before
of the plan period. Is there any means of protecting it in the short term?

NSDC RespongeThe LPA is satisfied that sufficient emphent land remains available to meet the requirements both District Wide
within the Southwell Area. The reserved land remains under the control of the District Council and any future allodatled imithin the
next iteration of the Development &h will be based on the up to date situation and evidence available at that time. A policy for the rq
land will be included within the next stage of the Plan Review to set out its reserved status and that the land shouldenfireard
without prior allocation in a Development Plan.

71

National Trust

162

Land East of Crew Lane is located to the southeast of Southwell Workhaussted building within registered parkland owned by
National Trust. National Trust has no objection to the ret@mtof this employment allocation provided that any future developme
sensitive to the setting of The Workhouse (for example, tall structures are avoided). We explicitly support the remadahat is subjed
to flood risk associated with the Riv@reet from the northern part of the site.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted. The District Council seeks to protect and enhance the setting of Thurgarton
Workhouse through Policy So/Wh, of the Allocations and Development Management DPD, to which no changes are proposed.

077

Harby Parish
Council

214

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

078

Collingham
Parish Council

269

Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
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87 |[Tetlow King obq317 ¢SGft26 YAYyI tflyyAy3d &adzL2 NI GKS /2dzyOAf Q& LINBT S NNS Bediby fods
The Minster Vel risk.

Centre NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

098 |HawtonParish |379 No comment.

Council NSDC ResponseNoted.

102 (Fisher German |413 The approach in respect of So/E/2 is supported and it is considered that Crew Lane remains the most logical approaelenaiotgmen
obo land delivery irthe Southwell. As discussed below, Crew Lane is the only real area of employment land within Southwell, so for the
Richborough economic selksufficiency of the settlement, it is of vital importance that sufficient employment land is safeguarded, inclugongllibg
Estates next Plan period. It is however noted that the reduction of employment area will mean other employment sites should leg tetairtect

such a loss.
NSDC Responge The LPA is satisfied that sufficient employment land remains available to meet the requirements both District |
within the Southwell Area.

112 (Fisher German |454 The approach in respect of So/E/2 is supported and itrisidered that Crew Lane remains the most logical approach to future employ
obo Norwood land delivery in Southwell. As discussed below, Crew Lane is the only real area of employment land within Southwéile sorftntieq
Park Estates economic selsufficiency of the settiment, it is of vital importance that sufficient employment land is safeguarded, including beyo

next Plan period. It is however noted that the reduction of employment area will mean other employment sites should leel retiotect
such a loss.

NSC Response The LPA is satisfied that sufficient employment land remains available to meet the requirements both District \j
within the Southwell Area.

115 [Farndon Parish|505 No comment.

Council NSDC ResponseNoted.
128 |[Historic Englan(¢577 It is not clear how the additional area of land has been assessed in relation to the enclosure remains associated withkibe isledieve

village of Easthorpe. The limit of settlement is defined by ridge and furrow.

NSDC RespongeThe allocatioras originally identified was artificially contained by the safeguarded line of the proposed bypass. E
the allocation to reflect the situation on the ground will prevent the land becorfanglocked and would lead to a more efficient us

landinl OO0O2 NRIIyOS 6AGK GKS SiK2a 2F (GKS bttCod t2fA0& {2kl 2yon
0KS aAGS YR lyeé ySOSaalNRE LRald RSUGESNNYAYFGAZ2Y YAlGAIwédge sha

the level of previous industrial use will have led to considerable disturbance across the whole of the former depot stesrhibvg

considered that it would be appropriate to amend the archaeological criterion cited above to make itomgistent with the NPPF. Ame
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02

measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely to be required.

NB kd&erminatiddarchaeological evaluation submitted as part of any planning application and post determination m

Action Reguired

)l

' YSYR (KS ONRGSNRA2Y &aSS{Ay3d G¢KS Ay@SaidAaararzy 27F LI
YAGAIFGAZ2Y YSI adz2NBa aSOdz2NBER o6& O2-deRiminatignyarchagblodicgl @valldfion vy
submitted as part of any planning application and post determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any pl
Oz2yaSyid IINB fA(1Ste (2 0S NBIjdANBR®E

A policy for the reserved land will be included within the next stage of the Plan Review to setm@seitved status and that the
land should not come forward without prior allocation in a Development Plan.

151



Question38 ¢ So/E/3¢ Land South of Crew Landdo you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Comment

067

Southwell Town
Council

147

STC agree with the preferred approach, however we have lost site So/E/3 in this process. STC have suggested replatsitgitSedEl!
but this has not been done. Has the need for employment site area been reduced?

STC supmt the reservation of the land for housing but without an access from Fiskerton Road the site would be approached th
employment area, a situation which we understood was thought to be unacceptable when the Allocations DPD was first ptodouiel
certainly have a detrimental impact on the approach to houses there so we request that the option of access from FiskdrbensRdousl|
reconsidered.

There is some concern that reserving land for housing in the future might make it more vulrterbblag granted approval before the e
of the plan period. Is there any means of protecting it in the short term?

NSDC RespongeThe LPA is satisfied that sufficient employment land remains available to meet the requirements both District V|
within the Southwell Area. The reserved land remains under the control of the District Council and any future allocatiosh withirdéne
next iteration of the Development Plan will be based on the up to date situation and evidence available at that fioliey for the reserve
land will be included within the next stage of the Plan Review to set out its reserved status and that the land shouldenfireard
without prior allocation in a Development Plan.

070

ClIr Peter Harris

156

| support the pred¢rred approach, but do not support the loss of site So/E/3 in this process. It should be replaced by a site east of%
| support the reservation of the land for housing but this has to have an alternative approach as access through an ermplegnig
unacceptable.

Reserving land for housing in the future will make it vulnerable to being granted approval before the end of the plarbyetie
Inspectorate, and the community cannot take significant rapid expansion as was demonstrated inth@#® L F f | YR A
there must be a way of protecting it in the short terratherwise this approach is not supported.

NSDC RespongeThe LPA is satisfied that sufficient employment land remains available to meet the requirementsdioth Bide ang
within the Southwell Area. The reserved land remains under the control of the District Council and any future allodatied imithin the
next iteration of the Development Plan will be based on the up to date situation and evidenladbbevat that time. A policy for the resery
land will be included within the next stage of the Plan Review to set out its reserved status and that the land shouldentireard
without prior allocation in a Development Plan.

71

National Trust

163

National Trust has no objection to the -dlocation of this site and its use as a reserve site for housing. However, any future prop
housing development should be subject to assessment of traffic impacts on the road network in the vicinity.

152



NSDC 8&sponse¢ Comments welcomed and noted. Traffic impacts from any proposed development would be assessed a
development management processes.

077

Harby Parish
Council

215

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComnents welcomed and noted.

078

Collingham
Parish Council

270

Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

87

Tetlow King obg
The Minster
Veterinary
Centre

318

Tetlow King Planning support the2 dzy OA f Q& LINB T Salde&iRy lahd doikiPofF Qdv Lang asR@ployment land ar
designating it as reserved land So/RL/1 for future housing development. Given the representations made by the Town Queawicilig
stages of the Plan Revidveplicated below) this appears to accord with their aspirations for the future eastwards growth of the towr
includes my clients land interests as potential future housing, albeit noting that the Council has indicated that thésawifialter fo
consideration at the next stage of Plan Review in circa 5 years times.

It is important to note of course that in the intervening period should the reserved land south of Crew Lane be develbpedifay ther
my clients land interests will then be immetily adjacent to the settlement boundary and builévelopment which in turn opens up t
potential for my client to pursue development options such as Elnéwel Exception Housing under emerging Core Policy 2A, or in thq
that the Council is unablk® demonstrate 5YHLS at that point a market housing led development may be appropriate.

DAGDSY 2dzNJ dzy RSNBUIFYRAY3 2F (GKS GAYAYy3Ia 2F GKS bSAITKO 2ilxkies
by their previous representan above, [image not included] there is the potential that more detailed locally focused policy will em
address the reserve land at So/RL/1 and any future development eastwards beyond this through the Neighbourhood Plan Révieay
take prece@gnce asthe mostu-RIF S 5S@St 21LI¥Syd tfly R20dzYSyid &akKz2dz R Ad 0

¢KS SYSNHAY3 tfly LNROARSA y2 RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F 6KI i YwbcadisDSE
also provides no such reference point. Tetlow King Planning would welcome the opportunity to comment on what the Cowsab
I RSFAYAGAZY 2F WwSASNBSR [FYRQ Ay (GKS O2yGSEG 2F GKS /2
Consequatial Changes to So/E/1

¢CSGft2¢6 YAy tfFyyAy3a &adzZlR2 NI GKS /2dzyOAf Qa LINRPLIZASR I ¥/3ght
So/E/3 all of which are also supported.

NSDC RespongeA policy for the reserved land will becinded within the next stage of the Plan Review to set out its reserved statt
that the land should not come forward without prior allocation in a Development Plan.

098

Hawton Parish
Councill

380

No comment.
NSDC RespongeNoted.
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102

FisherGerman
obo
Richborough
Estates

414

The proposedrd f £ 20 GA2y 2F SYLX 2eYSyid flIyR (2 GKS Sraid 2F (GKS a
consistent with the rest of the Plan, where no such designation is present. @othveil are well aware, the allocation of any land, inclu
earmarking land for Future Housing, would need to be undertaken in accordance with a wider assessment of all availablé/\ipts
the land in question is within the settlement boundary stis only by virtue of its allocation for employment uses. It does not stand to r
that this automatically makes it appropriate for residential development, particularly having regard for neighbouring uses.

The removal of the employment land in lietiamiditional housing is again something which we would consider to be entirely inappro
When looking strategically at Southwell, particularly in the long term, the area at Crew Lane is the only area of sigmfitcmhent ir
the town. As such, itepresents the most appropriate location for future employment growth. We would object to any approach
would serve to sterilise this area for future employment growth. Future housing growth could be delivered, more serisitbtby, partg
of the town, whereas we do not consider that future employment provision could. Whilst the landowner may have more imi
aspirations for the delivery of residential development, and the Town Council keen to ensure future residential develepeaof sigh
of existing properties, these are not material planning considerations. The need for land to be retained south of Crewdmpkymen
uses is further demonstrated by the presence of areas of flood risk to the north of So/E/2 which reduces th¢hsizetained allocatior
If the land to the south is lost to residential development, this could sterilise employment generating uses to the rortlwdfane b
adding new sensitive receptors immediately adjacent to retained allocated employment land.

If the Council are to release the land to the south of Crew Lane from employment generating purposes, the Council @gtl édscamside
and evidence future locations for employment growth. Whilst the Plan period is up to 2033, it is incumbent upbartthe consider issu
post plan period, in particular where the Council is promoting an action which will likely sterilise future employmentigrinstSouthwel

We fully disagree with the assertion at paragraph 5.20.2 that continuing to allocdte tRS @St 2 LIYSy & & A { Scouid
prejudice the comprehensive future planningSafuthwef @ C2 NJ G KS NBIl a2y a aSad 2dzi o208
planning in a manner which would lead to the removal of one of the few neimgareas suitable for employment development in South
this would constitute an action which would prejudice the comprehensive future planning of Southwell. As mentioned eaitigrrdgar
for the sensitive nature of Southwell, the delivery of @oyment in other locations would be very challenging. Residential develop
however, can more sensitivity be located elsewhere in Southwell, in particular this has been demonstrated through thg plgpnaval
east of Allenby Lane (built by MilleeRr Sa 0 FyR fFyYyR SFad 2F YANJfAyYy3Id2y w2l R® h
a suitable location for future residential growth. In this regard, unless significant evidence is provided regarding-taeriarapacity fo
Southwdl to deliver employment land post 2033, we would object to any policy which would seek to prevent the natural use d
being realised.

In the event that the land to the south of Crew Lane is considered for residential development, significaist\watikel need to be includg
to the north and west to ensure new residential development does not unduly impact existing and allocated employment denelt
would not be appropriate for residential development to be delivered to the south of Crew tatteen restrict of employment land to tf
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north, particularly given growth to the north is restricted by flood risk. Residential development is a sensitive recdpmsrsarch it mu
be located away from potentially noise generating uses, includiagtliacent existing employment provision.

In respect of employment provision in Southwell, the current adopted approach remains the most robust. At paragraph & RIag fet
out that the Council are obliged to update the Local Plan every 5 yearsgsasdch this offered a suitable opportunity to look at fut
changes in policy or land use. We consider that the Council should not seek to alter the current allocations to thdedstar tintil this
time, when further information is received on likeemployment provision and needs. Certainly, there is no justification for the pro
removal of the employment allocation and the addition of essentially an entirely new designation to the overall Plans &hesk that i
FaaAIYyAy T iidds tKYRIAVMIGF A KS / 2dzy OAf I NB Ay SaaSyOoS I NB a

times where land is designated as a reserve site, and there are a number of appeals to show the risks of this apprdpaeth tidtesiage
the Council has not conducted the proper due process to establish whether this site is the best location for future hodidimg
designation would in effect prejudice any future discussions on this matter througtigiegmination.

Having regardor the above, we conclude that the proposed changes to the Allocations & Development Management DPD are n
in that they are not justified or effective. Whilst there might not be as large of a requirement for employment landRtatiigeriod, that
in itself does not justify the loss of the only available employment land in the settlement for growth beyond the Plan [péhie€ounc
remain of the position that a change can be made, this should be delivered as part of the next Local Plan Revie

Consequential Changes to So/E/1

Having regard for the above, we consider any discussions on potential alterations to Policy So/E/1 are premature. Weakisvecalou
I N> y3aS 2F 2062S00GA2ya yR AaadzSa grsioKplainikgprincigleayiditelisSuds assoz@tad
the sterilisation of the only logical remaining employment land in Southwell, but also in terms of the procedure undertio®iCwuncil i
putting forward this suggested amendment, without due eyid®S 2 NJ LINP OS&dad ¢KS | ff20FGA2Y
in accordance with an appropriate process, including the consideration of alternative land, not just in Southwell buistribe which
would be appropriate for such a desidiwa, supported by an appropriate methodology. It is not clear why this approach has no
applied uniformly across the District. In terms of justification, simply being suggested it by the Town Council doessfiyoths
requirements of the NPPF oPB as an approach to Plan making. Should the Parish Council wish for this to be included within {
Plan, they are fully entitled to undertake the appropriate stages of reviewing the Neighbourhood Plan.

NSDC ResponggThe proposal to remove the laricom employment allocation and reserve it for future use post the current round of
making does not prejudice the future planning employment or otherwise of this area of Southwell by virtue of the face tlaaucthwill ng
longer have proposals on iDecisions about future housing and employment growth can then be made at the appropriate time b
the up to date situation and evidence available
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Fisher German
obo Norwood
Park Estates

455 [ 456

The proposedrd f £ 20 GA2y 2F SYLX 2eYSyid flIyR (2 GKS Sraid 2F (GKS a
consistent with the rest of the Plan, where no such designation is present. As the Council are well aware, tienadtbaay land, includin
earmarking land for Future Housing, would need to be undertaken in accordance with a wider assessment of all availablé/\ipts
the land in question is within the settlement boundary, this is only by virtue of its albwchtti employment uses. It does not stand to rea|
that this automatically makes it appropriate for residential development, particularly having regard for neighbouring uses.

The removal of the employment land in lieu of additional housing is again sarmgethich we would consider to be entirely inappropri
When looking strategically at Southwell, particularly in the long term, the area at Crew Lane is the only area of sigmfitcmhent ir
the town. As such, it represents the most appropriateakian for future employment growth. We would object to any approach w
would serve to sterilise this area for future employment growth. Future housing growth could be delivered, more serisitbtby, partg
of the town, whereas we do not considerathfuture employment provision could. Whilst the landowner may have more imme
aspirations for the delivery of residential development, and the Town Council keen to ensure future residential develepeof sigh
of existing properties, these ar®t material planning considerations. The need for land to be retained south of Crew Lane for emp
uses is further demonstrated by the presence of areas of flood risk to the north of So/E/2 which reduces the size oftn atitecation
If the land to the south is lost to residential development, this could sterilise employment generating uses to the north of Grdw
adding new sensitive receptors immediately adjacent to retained allocated employment land.

If the Council are to release thend to the south of Crew Lane from employment generating purposes, the Council will also need to
and evidence future locations for employment growth. Whilst the Plan period is up to 2033, it is incumbent upon the Btesidier ¢ssue
post planperiod, in particular where the Council is promoting an action which will likely sterilise future employment growth intineeio

We fully disagree with the assertion at paragraph 5.20.2 that continuing to allocate the development site for empléymefeBuld
prejudice the comprehensive future planning of Soutliwell C2 NJ 6§ KS NBIF az2ya aSd 2dzi | 620S3s

in a manner which would lead to the removal of one of the few remaining areas suitable for emplogevetopment in Southwell, th
would constitute an action which would prejudice the comprehensive future planning of Southwell. As mentioned earlienduarimép
the sensitive nature of Southwell, the delivery of employment in other locations woellgery challenging. Residential developm
however, can more sensitively be located elsewhere in Southwell. In this regard, unless significant evidence is provitiegl tfegjéong
term capacity for Southwell to deliver employment land post 2033ywwald object to any policy which would seek to prevent the nat
use of the site being realised.

In the event that the land to the south of Crew Lane is considered for residential development, significant buffers wotdtdbeeimclude
to the north ard west to ensure new residential development does not unduly impact existing and allocated employment develog
would not be appropriate for residential development to be delivered to the south of Crew Lane, to then restrict emplogmaketat the
north, particularly given growth to the north is restricted by flood risk. Residential development is a sensitive recepasrsarath it mus
be located away from potentially noise generating uses, including the adjacent existing employment provision.
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In respect of employment provision in Southwell, the current adopted approach remains the most robust. At paragraph 5.17184b¢
out that the Council are obliged to update the Local Plan every 5 years, and as such this offered a suitable oppolbokitat thuture
changes in policy or land use. We consider that the Council should not seek to alter the current allocations to thénedstaf tintil this
time, when further information is received on likely employment provision and needs. Cert&iatg, it no justification for the propos
removal of the employment allocation and the addition of essentially an entirely new designation to the overall Plans ahésie that i
FdaA3dayAay3ad GKS tFyR Fa a&T7dzi dzZNBng st e site/igstii@blefok i®using Tais ek dccukredBum
times where land is designated as a reserve site, and there are a number of appeals to show the risks of this apprdpeth tidtestag
the Council has not conducted the proper dpmcess to establish whether this site is the best location for future housing an
designation would in effect prejudice any future discussions on this matter througtigiegmination.

Having regard for the above, we conclude that the proposed clatméhe Allocations & Development Management DPD are not s
in that they are not justified or effective. Whilst there might not be as large of a requirement for employment landRfatiigeriod, thg
in itself does not justify the loss of the ordyailable employment land in the settlement for growth beyond the Plan period. If the C
remain of the position that a change can be made, this should be delivered as part of the next Local Plan Review.

Consequential Changes to So/E/1

Having regardor the above, we consider any discussions on potential alterations to Policy So/E/1 are premature. We have alrea
I NIy3aS 2F 202S0GA2ya FyR AdadzsSa ¢AGK (GKS / 2dzy OAf Qasodatdhin
the sterilisation of the only logical remaining employment land in Southwell, but also in terms of the procedure undertio®iCwuncil i
LdzG GAYy3 F2NBINR (GKAA adz33SA0GSR ' YSYRYSyYyds gAl&amNB Rz 5P1
in accordance with an appropriate process, including the consideration of alternative land, not just in Southwell budistribe which
would be appropriate for such a designation, supported by an appropriate methodolagyndt clear why this approach has not b
applied uniformly across the District. In terms of justification, simply being suggested it by the Town Council doessfyoths
requirements of the NPPF or PPG as an approach to Plan making. ShouldgheCBaricil wish for this to be included within their g
Plan, they are fully entitled to undertake the appropriate stages of reviewing the Neighbourhood Plan.

NSDC ResponggeThe proposal to remove the land from employment allocation and resefee fititure use post the current round of pl
making does not prejudice the future planning employment or otherwise of this area of Southwell by virtue of the face tlaacthwvill ng
longer have proposals on it. Decisions about future housing and emplalygrowth can then be made at the appropriate time base
the up to date situation and evidence available.

115 |Farndon Parish|506 No comment.
Council NSDC ResponseNoted.
128 |Historic Englan(578 It is not clear how the additional area of lahds been assessed in relation to the enclosure remains associated with the shrunken n

village of Easthorpe. The limit of settlement is defined by ridge and furrow.
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NSDC ResponggThe allocation as originally identified was artificially containgthie safeguarded line of the proposed bypass. Extet
the allocation to reflect the situation on the ground will prevent the land becortanglocked and would lead to a more efficient us
land in accordance with the ethos of the NPPF. Policy So/HoA y Of dzZRSa | ONRGSNRA2Yy &aSS{Ay3
0KS aAGS IyR lye ySOSaalNE LRad RSISNNYAYIGAZ2Y YA(A I weédyetha
the level of previous industrial use Wilave led to considerable disturbance across the whole of the former depot site, howeV|
considered that it would be appropriate to amend the archaeological criterion cited above to make it more consistent WiPihe Amer
02 NI kd&erndinatiNdSarchaeological evaluation submitted as part of any planning application and post determination mi
measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely to be required.

Action Required

~ 2 ~ I3 7 A Y. A A ~

e S dzZA NBR® €
1 A policy for the reserved land will be included within the next stage of the Plan Review to set out its reserved stalias trd
land should not coméorward without prior allocation in a Development Plan.
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Question39 ¢ Bi/Ho/1 ¢ North of Kirklington Road Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |216 Agreed
Council NSD@Response& Noted
078 |Collingham 271 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response& Noted
098 |Hawton Parish {381 No Comment
Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
115 |Farndon Parish|507 No Comment
Council NSDC ResponseNoted
128 [Historic Englan(579 Noted
NSDC ResponseNoted
Action Required None required
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Question40¢ Bi/Ho/2 ¢ Wycar Leys Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
056 |Notts County |118 The County Council would highlight that the site does lie withirMireeral Safeguarding and Consultation Area for gypsum. In accor
Council with Policy SP7 of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan, any application would need to demonstrate it will not negelidisslyhe
mineral resource and where this cannot be dentoai®d, and there is a clear need for nomneral development, prior extraction will bg
sought where practical. In some cases, large scale prior extraction might not be practical, however consideration shmilghsado
the potential use of mineralextracted as a result of esite ground works rather than simply treating them as a waste material.
NSDCResponsg&! RR ONAGSNA 2y (2 adlFdS aLINRLRalrta gAft ySSR (2 RS
this cannot be demonsNJ 4 SRS LINA2NJ SEGNI QlGA2y YlIe& 068 &a2dAKG 6 KSNB  LINJ
077 |Harby Parish |217 Agreed
Council NSD@®Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 272 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
098 |Hawton Parish |382 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
115 |Farndon Parish|508 No Comment
Council NSDC RespongeNoted
128 |Historic Englan(¢581 Noted
NSDC RespongeNoted
Action Required !VI:QQ C)NJ\CISN\P:%)/ 02 é[j|'(§§,C'XLJl§LZi Lzatta oAttt YySSR (2 ?@liﬁf(ﬂalyﬁétﬁd}l\]"u
RSY2YaUNF USRXZ LINA2NJ SEUNI OUA2Y Yl e 0S az2dzZAKU ¢gKSNBE LINI OuA
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Question41 ¢ BlI/Ho/3 ¢ New Lane Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |218 Agreed
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 273 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
098 |Hawton Parish (383 No Comment
Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
115 |Farndon Parish{509 No Comment
Council NSDC RespongeNoted
128 |Historic Englan(¢581 Noted
NSDC ResponseNoted
Action Required None required
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Question42 ¢ BlI/Ho/4 ¢ Dale Lane Allotments Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |219 Agreed
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 274 Agreed
ParishCouncil NSD@Response; Noted
098 |Hawton Parish (384 No Comment
Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
115 |Farndon Parish|510 No Comment
Council NSDC RespongeNoted
128 |Historic Englan(582 Noted
NSDC ResponseNoted
Action Required Nonerequired
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Question43 ¢ BI/E/1 ¢ Land on Blidworth Industrial ParkDo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |220 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSD@®Respons& Comments welcomed and noted.
078 |Collingham 275 CollinghanParish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
098 |Hawton Parish (385 No comment
Council NSDC RespongeNoted.
115 |Farndon Parish|511 No comment.
Council NSDC RespongeNoted.
128 [Historic Englan(583 Preferred approach noted
NSDC RespongeNoted.
Action Required None
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Question44 ¢ Opportunity Sites- Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
047 |Sport England |089 NUA/OS/1 Tarmac site Hawton Lane. The development of this site should be assessed against the impact on the YMCAysmits
the impact of noise from the Artificial Grass Pitches at the YMCA and noise separation requirdémaddstion the allocabn boundary ig
not consistent with the planning application boundary for the YMCA Sports Village site.
NSDC RespongeNoted. Boundaries to be checked.
056 |Notts County |119 This new policy identifies, not allocates, sites within the urban boonddich are considered suitable for residential development wh

Council

if NSDC are not able to meet their housing requirements, measures may be introduced, such as compulsory purchase,Ko03secirg
development to meet this demand.

As outlined in que$bn 29, to the west of Opportunity Site 1 (NUA/OS/1) is the permitted, though not currently active, waste transf
operated by East Midlands Waste. In accordance with Policy WCS10, the Waste Core Strategy seeks to safeguard permitted wa
managemenfacilities for norwaste development. The policy though does not seek to restrict development but to take a flexible

approach to accommodate development wherever possible. For example, taking into consideration any nearby waste managem
facilities in a ge plan layout, which could include using parking or landscaping as a buffer zone from any existing or potential wag
Any application within this opportunity site therefore will need to address Policy WCS10 and ensure, as per the agegedgircicgrie
AY LI NFIANFLK Myt 2F GKS bttcCx (GKFG FRSIljdzZ- S YAGAZI (AR wasted
facility is not sterilised by the proposed development.

In relation to sites NUA/OS/2 and NUA/OS/3, both sitegvithin the Mineral Safeguarding and consultation area for gypsum. In
accordance with Policy SP7 of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan, any application would need to demonstrate rieedlesstly
sterilise the mineral resource and where this nahbe demonstrated, and there is a clear need for fmoimeral development, prior
extraction should be sought where practical. In some cases, large scale prior extraction might not be practical, howigecatimms
should also be given to the potentiade of minerals extracted as a result ofsite ground works rather than simply treating them as g
waste material

NSDC ResponsegNoted
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058 |Severn Trent |127 Severn Trent would note that the sites now identified as Opportunity sites havE€é&rtainty of being delivered as such we would not
Water able to consider these sites early and in a strategic way. Where capacity improvements are required it therefore mayssibleetp
deliver the improvements ahead of development as such this apprimacbases the likelihood of Grampian conditions being request
on these development sites. Please keep us informed when your plans are further developed when we will be able to offetaitede
comments and advice.
NSDC Respons#Noted
077 |HarbyParish |221 Agreed
Council NSD@®Response Noted
078 |Collingham 276 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
086 |Harworth Groug309 | write on behalf of Harworth Group plc, in relation to their land interests at the former Rufford Colliery, Rainwortand @érest is

c/o Pegasus

identified on the Site Location Plan provided at Appendix 1. These comments have been prepared in responséto 43usfsthe
Amended Allocations & Development Management Development Plan Options Document which seeks comments on the preferr
approach to Opportunity Sites (Policy NUA/OS).

Harworth Group plc is one of the leading land and property regeneration coiegeoperating across the Midlands and the north of
England, owning and managing circa 16,000 acres across 100 sites. Harworth specialise in redeveloping brownfieldesites into n
employment areas and homes. Harworth is an experienced developer of bedavafies, with a proven track record and a large portfg
2F SYLX 28YSyid IyR NBaAARSY(GAlFT aradGaSad | I NB2NIKQa Ff lakidKALl
national economic significance and are at the forefront of regation in the UK. Harworth work closely with local communities, publ
bodies, developers and other professionals to bring forward previously developed sites into employment areas and new homes.

Harworth secured planning permission for 800 new homesettogy with a new primary school, commercial and leisure space in 201
the former Thoresby Colliery, located in Edwinstowe. The site was promoted through the Newark and Sherwood Amended €iyyre
and forms a strategic site allocation at Policy ShAfadworth has subsequently sold serviced land parcels to housebuilders and wo
commenced on the first two phases of residential development at Thoresby Vale. The site is an important regeneratidrirsiteewit
District.

Draft Policy NUA/OS Opportity Sites advises that sufficient sites have been allocated to more than meet requirements for housin
employment. The draft policy confirms that three opportunity sites have been identified; NUA/OS/1 Tarmac Site, HawtormitzaidyB
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Road, Newark (aund 270 dwellings), NUA/OS/2 Land North of Beacon Hill Road (former NUA/Ho/5), Newark (around 200 dwelli
NUA/OS/2 NSK Factory (former NUA/MU/3), Northern Road, Newark (around 150 dwellings). The proposed supporting textraint
the sites arenot the subject of formal housing allocations as although they are still considered developable, they are subject tanty
over timescales for delivery. The policy wording confirms that the Council will keep these opportunity sites under revigay &hehtify
additional opportunity sites within the settlements central to delivering the Spatial Strategy through the annual morptogegs. This
approach is supported. It is important that the Local Plan allows for additional such opportunitipdiesielivered, particularly
brownfield sites within sustainable locations, such as land at the former Rufford Colliery.

Harworth Group plc own land at the former Rufford Colliery, Rainworth. The Colliery closed in 2003 and the site has baky grad
rea i 2NBR 20SNJ GAYSET 6AGK (GKS a2dziKSNYy LI NI 2F GKS F2aSNI O
recreation programme, totalling over 100 hectares, which was completed in 2019. The site the subject of these represeotafiosss
the former coal staking yard. Access to the site is provided from the A617 Rainworth Bypass (dual carriageway) viararsiggdl c

junction onto Rufford Colliery Lane. The existing site access can accommodate HGV traffic. Access to ihahd1A6M7 Rainworth

Bypass and the A38he Mansfield and Ashfield Regeneration Route (MARR). The MARR is a mayeestagirridor between the M1

and the A1, and the route plays an essential role in delivering growth in the area. Rainworth vilbagéeid immediately to the south of
the A617. Also located to the south of the A617 lies a circa 6.7ha site employment allocation (Policy Ra/E/1) thatlis loeimgnt
marketed for potential residential uses. The site at the former Rufford Colliery{tafient connections to the strategic highway netwg
together with a suitable existing access onto the A617 MARR, which can accommodate HGV traffic.

Harworth has proposals for employment development on the former coal stocking site of Rufford Celietyextends to approximate
26.8ha. A Proposed Sketch Plan by The Harris Partnership has been produced which shows that the site can be develogpeddome
817,000sqft of storage and distribution and office units. The Sketch Layout includes@@fit@d storage and distribution units, to
include ancillary office accommodation, together with 17,000sqft of office units. The Sketch Plan is provided at Appendix 2.

The role of ecommerce, which has accelerated due to the €®jghndemic, has resuliien the continued growth of the storage and
distribution sector, particularly within the East Midlands. This move away from traditional High Street retail towardsegaling
expected to continue for the foreseeable future. Online retail increasesil®y from December 2019 to December 2020 and has cres
an increased demand from@mmerce occupiers to find appropriate units to meet consumer demand. 2020 was a record year for
transactions in the storage and distribution sector at the national leared, at the regional level, the East Midlands represented the
strongest regional market, with over 25% of all take up in the UK. The East Midlands has been the dominant region svés\thgdars
and whilst the majority of this activity has taken pladeng the M1 corridor and the 'Golden Triangle', demand and take up in secon
locations, with the benefit of good transport connections, has also improved. The lack of storage and distribution sitesrknaxd
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Sherwood is considered to be partly @iiutable to a lack of suitable sites in the District, and there is the potential for Newark to be
valued location for the sector, providing the potential to attract occupiers to the District. To summarise, the marketdgesind
distribution units § currently very strong, particularly in the East Midlands, and this is expected to continue.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) confirms that strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for acagmmodat
objectively assessed needs, iway that makes as much use as possible of previaleshgloped land. Paragraph 120 notes that plann
policies and decisions should give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlemenmtefahd othe
identified reeds, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable lang
Amended Core Strategy confirms that the Mansfield Fringe Area, comprising Rainworth, Blidworth and Clipstonesficiseif for
daily needs, however, notes that they are closely linked to Mansfield for major services. The Core Strategy advises thatrthes
settlements grew as a result of rapid exploitation of coal reserves, however since the 1970s the area has seen maialr ¢hdnge and
large scale job losses. The Core Strategy confirms that the need to combat unemployment, diversify the economic baseotnd pro
regeneration have therefore been important priorities. Policy MFAP1 confirms that the Council will seekedrelopchent of key
regeneration sites in the Mansfield Fringe Area to aid the development of the area. Rainworth is included as a ServiagtiGe it
Settlement Hierarchy (Spatial Policy 1) whereby residential and employment opportunities are tmntatexa.

Land at the former Rufford Colliery presents an opportunity for the Council to identify the site in order to positiuetyadongstanding
brownfield site and facilitate its sustainable redevelopment for employment uses. The accompanying Eddeoefits Report by
Pegasus Group (Appendix 3) presents the economic benefits of developing the site for employment uses. In terms of comapacts]
the proposed development would support approximately 403 temporary roles and contribute an edligizée5m of gross value adde(
(GVA) during the-8ear construction period. In terms of operational impacts, the proposed development would support up to 1,36
permanent fulltime equivalent jobs once built and occupied. Additional GVA once fullypmztis estimated at up to £38.7m per annu
with an estimated £39m per annum generated in wages for onsite employees. Business rates generated by the scheme ¢beld bg
region of £1.3m per annum. The proposed development will provide employment appbess for people with a range of different skill
in different occupations. The site at Rufford Colliery also represents an opportunity to mitigate the potential lossea#rihe n
employment allocation, south of the A617, which we understand is cuyrérging marketed for potential residential uses.

The Local Plan Review can play an important role in bringing forward brownfield land, which is a core principle of thee\s¥eHs
located adjacent to Rainworth, a Service Centre located within theshiteld Fringe Area, whereby the Core Strategy confirms that th
redevelopment of key regeneration sites will be sought. Rufford Colliery provides the opportunity to deliver a high gquabiyneent
development, conveniently located within close proxinufythe strategic highway network, including the MARR, maximising the
regeneration benefits of redeveloping a brownfield site. Draft Policy NUA/OS confirms that opportunity sites will be leepeuiesy,
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particularly within settlements that are key to likering the spatial strategy. Rufford Colliery lies adjacent to Rainworth, which is ide
as a Service Centre whereby new housing and employment opportunities, together with the redevelopment of key regenerstisn S
sought. The site should bedluded as an Opportunity Site within Policy NUA/OS.

NSDC RespongeNoted. All of the opportunity sites are alreadyentified on the Proposals Map in some form and are located within
existing Urban Boundary. No further sites are currently beingtgdiog allocation as part of the review process and Village Envelope
Urban Boundaries are only being proposed for amendment where it brings existing development proposals within the boundary.

093

Urban & Civic

337

Proposed Policy NUA/@SOpportunity Sites identifies three Opportunity Sites of which two are reallocations (NUA/OS/2 Land Nor
Beacon Hill Road & NUA/OSJBISK Factory) and one (NUA/O&/Tarmac Site) is an additional site proposed as part of the Bowbrid
Road Policy Are@NUA/Ho/7). Between them, the three Opportunity Sites have capacity for around 620 dwellings, with capacity of
270 dwellings at the Tarmac Site, which is located at Hawton Lane/Bowbridge Road in the immediate vicinity of Newark South.

Spatial Polig 5 (Delivering the Strategy) of the ACS provides the basis for the identification of Opportunity Sites, which are tghie |
F2NBIFNR G2 KSNB Al 06S02YSa Of SINJ GKNRBAAK G(GKS Y2yAil2 Nksiauired
X¢éd ¢KAA Aad NBAGSNIFGISR gAGKAY GKS LINRPLRASR t2ftA0& b! !delivefyd
is underway.

At odds with the above, the proposed supporting text for Opportunity Sites (paragraph 5.328)8ta G KI 0 b X (G KS]
0KSAS aAiGSa O2YAy3a F2NBIFNR F2N K2dzaAy3ad RS@GSt 2LIYSy( lybe usedt
bring Opportunity Sites forward. Furthermore, proposed amendments to Pélid/Ho/7 Newark Urban AreaBowbridge Road Policy
Area sets out that the Council will work with stakeholders within the Bowbridge Road Policy Area including to bring forward
redevelopment of Opportunity Site 1 the Tarmac site (see response to Question 29)

Urban & Civic is concerned about pressure from additional housing in the vicinity of Newark South on both the highwayametwork
ASNIBAOSE YR FILOAfAGASAE LINPOARSR lFa LI NI 2F GKS b Ssitesshould 2
not come forward that may affect delivery of Newark South.

The Newark South development is delivering significant infrastructure, not least the SLR which is to facilitate planrgraweilén
Newark and not just Newark South. Moreover,idety of dwellings at Newark South is dependent on delivery of the SLR, including

occupation of more than 600 dwellings being dependent on Phase 1 of the SLR being completed and occupation of more than 7
dwellings being dependent on commencement of comstion of Phase 2 of the SLR. Urban and Civic object to any Opportunity Site
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coming forward that increase demand on and takes any available capacity in the highway network whilst development at dethv el
constrained.

Furthermore, Newark South is dedring services and facilities including Middlebeck Primary School, which opened September 201
provides additional school places to meet the demand from the Newark South development only, and Urban & Civic is, therefore
concerned that should chitdn from Opportunity Sites, notably the Tarmac Site, take school spaces at Newark South then this will
the needs of children at Newark South not being met.

It should be noted that this additional pressure would be combined with pressure froar adw housing in the immediate locality, wit
the appeal for up to 322 dwellings on Land at Flowserve Pump Digisigmeviously proposed Opportunity Sigdoeing allowed in June
2021 (Ref: APP/B3030/W/20/326097), and also proposals within this OfRiemaert if taken forward; in particular, the proposed gypsy
and traveller pitches at Belvoir Ironworks North and extension to Site NUA/HQ/aad North of Lowfield Lane.

For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully request that the propggeatting text for Policy NUA/QSOpportunity Sites i
revisited and revised to confirm that delivery of Opportunity Sites will only be supported where it is clear that delalgaiéd sites i
not taking place at the rates required.

NSDC RespongeNoted. As set out in theAmended Core Strategy, if sufficient housing delivery is not being achieved the LPA will
use appropriate measure to help bring forward opportunity sighould those site come forward in the meantime without assistance
the LPA they would need to be assessed against the policies of the Development Plan@nodifiensof the National Planning Policy
Framework.

098 |Hawton Parish (386 Agred
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
113 |Gladman 462 'ad LINIG 2F GKS [201f tflyQa LINRLRalfas GKS /[ 2dzy OAf wevel,itig 2 (

noted that a number of allocations are now being deallocated. This serves as a reminder that sites can lapsetygrad reasons and g
such, flexibility needs to be built into the emerging Local Plan to ensure a flexible and responsive supply of housiagddable.

Df I RYFY y23GS (GKS /2dzyOAt A& &aSS{Ay3a G2 veprBoslybandlitet froph agaatdmih
previous plans and/or planning consents, however development of these sites has not materialised. For instance, propatatit®pp
{A0S Wheh2hIiKk@T . SIFO02y | Aff w2l Re&aloaiidn @sSad Oppdttdhity ISieTy el thaxkahhBsRees
recent contact with the owners and delivery of the site within the plan period is no longer certain. Similarly, Oppoitemity &MU/3¢
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Land at NSK states that there is currently no fixed tiamag for the transfer of the existing NSK engineering plant to a new site withi
Newark Urban Area and therefore the delivery of the site within the plan period is no longer certain.

Df F RYFY RA&IFINBS gAGK (GKS [/ 2aeSe\dpmddaunity Sit@shtaipkoidé exiraflexibilityl biécausd tRe§
no certainty that these sites will be available or deliverable during the plan period. Should any slippage occur on sedpatpoated
sites then these sites do not provide theagssary contingency to ensure that housing needs can be met.

Gladman consider that additional housing allocations are required across the settlement hierarchy and it is importaet toagtPlan

Review provides a sufficient amount and variety of dal@asites which are available and deliverable and are able to come forward w
they are needed and to ensure that these respond to the housing needs of groups with specific housing requirements aittd land v
permission is developed without unnecessaryage

NSDC RespongeNoted. The LPA is satisfied that sufficient flexibility is available

115 [Farndon Parish|512 Agreed
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
123 |Gascoines 542 The inclusion of opportunity sites is supported and is considered an appropriate response to providing additional hoasitygstequld
Group c/o the proposed and extant allocations not progress as anticipated. It is, however, considered that additional oppsitiemihould be
Pegasus included to provide sufficient buffer to deal with any undiglivery from the allocations.

Whilst the principal of opportunity sites is supported it is unclear how they have been selected. In addition, it is abted th
deliverability from these sites is uncertain (Consultation document, paragraph 5.32.3). Their inclusion is therefore questionablédd
adequate flexibility opportunity sites should be capable of delivery within the plan period.

Furthermore, it is important thathe plan does not unduly constrain other sustainable sites which are well located in relation to exig
settlements, be they within or adjacent the urban boundary/village envelope. For example, it is noted that only minoioakesiet
proposed to theurban boundary/village envelopes and that there is no policy proposed which considers development adjacent to
urban boundary/village envelope.

A supportive policy framework to bring forward such sites in instances where the Council has either étteadiing Delivery Test or ¢
no longer demonstrate a fivgear housing land supply would provide additional flexibility and certainty to the plan.
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NSDC ResponseNoted. All of theopportunity sites are already identifiash the Proposals Map in some form and are located within
existing Urban Boundary. No further sites are currently being sought for allocation as part of the review process arienviliages an
Urban Boundees are only being proposed for amendment where it brings existing development proposals within the boundary.

128 |Historic Englan(584 Noted
NSDC ResponseNoted
130 [North Muskham621 Agreed
Parish Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
131 [South Musham|649 Agreed

& Little Carlton

Parish Council

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

Boundaries of the YMCA Sports Village and the Opportunity site will be checked and amended as necessary.
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Question45 ¢ Newark Urban Area Open Breaks Do you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Canment

021

Heine Planning
Consultancy

032

| struggle to see how open breaks help settlements retain their separate identitieshandcteristics or what those are. That can be
achieved even as suburbs. All the Open Break policy appears to do is prevent the coalescence of settlements and stugroittaggs
suburbs of the nearest large town. | remain unconvinced that they seryeeal planning purpose. It is hard to reconcile the desire t¢
focus new development in and around Newark yet retain some artificial and arbitrary break between Newark and edge of town
settlements which to all intents and purposes are already functioagguburbs of Newark. The open break policy is simply safegua
the transport corridor connecting settlements.

The proposed revording does not go far enough. All development appropriate in rural areas outside settlement boundaries shoul
permittedin Open Breaks. It is somewhat bizarre to impose a stricter policy for areas that are sustainably located. | fail tandwaess
there is a need for a different policy approach to DM8?

The likely impacts of the dualling of the A46 needs to be giveenaigpnsideration as this will surely have considerable impact on thé
open break policy areas.

| do not think you are offering sensible or realistic options. In my view it is morally unacceptable to require Travedte@ndiving on a
functional flood plain whilst more suitable land exists around Newark. Instead of spending huge sums of money to keep Traveller
functional flood plain, why not save this money, retain parts of Tolney Lane undeveloped and suitable for rewildingfees thartiver
corridor to benefit residents in Newark, and relocate pitches elsewdfarecessary within the Open Break land which will be blighted
the A46 roadworks.

NSDResponse It is considered that the principle of Open Breai&mains appropriate, and geer the supporting evidence baseeir
use is consistent ith national policy. They are viewed as an important policy tool for shaping and managing development in and g
the Newark Urban Areaassisting in retaining the separate nature and charadtsuaounding villages. The consultation document
clearly sets out that the NewaWinthorpe Open Break will be further reviewed to take account of the emerging A46 progdbals
findings of this will then inform the future of that specific designation.

077

Harby Parish
Council

222

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

078

Collingham
Parish Council

277

Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

095

001 Hardy Ltd

339

The proposed extension to the Newarkarndon Open Break is not supported. The link in the preferred options document to the ey
doesn't work because rather foolishly the Council fex®nfigured its website using altered webpage titles. The current plan review |
does not include the evidence document which undermines the consultation process. The evidence alongside that relatinyg taie
has been placed on a webpage headeevious stages of plan review' which is highly misleading.
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The Newark Farndon Open Break is somewhat odd in that it actually separates part of Newark from the remainder of Newark as
from Farndon.

The evidence appears to lack clarity on whahes purpose of the open break. The current open break is based on the existinfphmilt
rather than the planned form. The preferred approach document in paragraph 6.1.12 discounts consideration of-areagdretween
Newark and Hawton because 'developm@ressure does not yet exist at this location and no detailed landscape analysis was und
due to planned changes in the area.' The same position applies between Farndon and the future Newark South urban exitension
nonetheless the evidence trig¢s justify extension by referring to the future development of Middlebeck. The LPA is being inconsist
this matter.

The methodology is mixing up two elements, it is looking at the juxtaposition between Newark and Farndon; along witlinidpefsee
River Devon. The setting of the River Devon has no role to play in the concept of coalescence which the open brealipahetpying
to prevent. In fact probably the most appropriate notation for the northern part of the open break separatingrthéoR Road part of
Newark from the rest of Newark would be 'Main Open Area’ designation rather than 'Open Break'. Historically the FarnguantRdad
Newark up to the River Devon was still part of the Parish of Farndon; we are unclear as to whemdoa Raad area transferred to th
Parish of Newark.

The policy seeks to resist all forms of built development within the Open Breaks. Any proposal to increase the areahmreévesl has
serious consequences for any additional land included. A sigriataount of land included in the existing open break is important
agricultural land and the proposed extension would cover substantial areas of additional important agricultural land wbon whi
appropriate agricultural development may need to be undertake

As the LPA is aware excavations and engineering operations reasonably necessary for agriculture are permitted develogm@assi
of Part 6 of Schedule 2 of the GPDO 2015. Some of these can be undertaken without even the need for prior natfitetibPA. The
erection of buildings reasonably necessary for agriculture are also permitted development. As confirmed in Appeal Decision
APP/R1010/W/20/3265080 there is no ability to impose conditions on a prior approval nor to request informatiom lvdyat the GPD(
states. The land is important agricultural land and we are concerned that the LPA will seek to resist agricultural deveiahinemea
on the basis of this notation. This would be inappropriate given that agricultural developmetitwissspermitted development under
Part 6 even within open breaks or similar; and the prior approval process is not intended to undermine or revisit thie mfiincip
acceptability set out in the GPDO. The policy seeks to be more restrictive than GrepaliBgwhich is inappropriate for large tracts of
land. A restrictive policy seeking to resist all development should cover the absolute minimum land, for example aldingle fie

The Open Break between Newarkarndon and NewarkWinthorpe are to undego significant structural change through the propose
dualling of the A46. The alignment that this will take is still to be decided but this will fundamentally change the h#iarkaind use an
the relationship between the settlements. As such no remid the open breaks should be undertaken until the implications of the A4
dualling is known. The policy as currently written seeks to resist built development; in literal terms therefore it cagttilie resist the
provision of the important infrastrcture of the A46 dualling and the provision of the southern relief road.
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The Newark Farndon open break is also to undergo further change at a point that is unknown in relation to the provision of the S
Relief Road and the western end of the LandtB of Newark urban extension. The proposed extension of the open break overlaps
allocated for housing development in the Land South of Newark which already has outline planning permission; togethed with la
allocated for the Southern Relief RoatlisTapproach is wholly inconsistent within the DPD and the preferred approach would not b
conformity with policies NAP 1 and NAP 2A of the Amended Core Strategy.

The methodology for the open breaks refers to having considered three headings: phggaralti®n; perceptual separation; and
landscape value. Policy NUA/OB/1 in the existing DPD does not set out what factors were considered and there is no esigeect (
shown in the evidence base for the 2012 public examination. The DPD only refepsitatsedentities which implies it relates to
coalescence; this would only relate to physical or visual separation. There is no suggestion that the existing poliesyimasybased o
landscape value; as such this appears to be an entirely new factor.

Table 4.1 in the methodology includes four categories of assessment; there is no explanation as to what 'Contributiotteakpen
means'; and as identified earlier in our view it also incorrectly assesses ‘'landscape value'. The key factors amnirphwysidal
separation' and 'perceptual separation’. These factors have as referred to above incorrectly included the setting of hevRive

The preferred approach is to include part of unit 10 and all of units 11 and 12; the evidietuoment assesses these as follows:

* Unit 10- physical High; perceptual Medium

* Unit 11- physical Medium; perceptuat Low;

* Unit 12- physical High; perceptuai Low

The LPA evidence does not support the suggested extension, 'Low perceptigdihed in the evidence methodology as ‘Land unit do
not contribute or only makes a weak contribution to the sense of separation of Newark and Farndon'. Accordingly this siogganbt
the inclusion of units 11 and 12 in the proposed extended ogeal Even 'Medium perceptual' or 'Medium physical' is defined as 'L
unit partially contributes to the sense of separation of the two settlements'. This again does not suport the inclusidrobtipids 10 ang
11 in the open break.

Units 10, 11 & 120 not site between the existing settlement of Farndon and Newark. The units are also in parts a very significant
from the urban areas. The southern end of unit 12 is at the maximum 1.25km away from the edge of Newark and 0.62km filgm dff
Farndon. The southern end of unit 11 is 1.34km from the edge of Newark. These units do not even fall within the spaceHaehseean
and the planned edge of the Land South of Newark. Given these distances the assessment of units 10 and 12 are assassetyas
being high in relation to physical separation.

The conclusions in the methodology in paragraph 5.12 refer to the justification being that Middlebeck will extend towaials Fibere
is no mention of Farndon and the evidence overall does nppstt any extension to the open break between NewaRarndon. The
reserved matters for the western end of Middlebeck is yet to be submitted and approved; therefore the amount of new green
infrastructure to be provided to the east of the River Devon isnanmvn. However, in parts flood zones 2 and 3 extend over 100m to t
east of the River Devon; as such the actual built housing development will have to stop some distance east of the River Devon
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The open break should either be retained in its currenaagement (save for excluding the parcel of land associated with no.77 Fos
Road, Farndon and the southern extent being amended to follow defined features on the ground); or the open break shoeilat®mdy
the existing part actually between Newark aRdrndon with the northern bit separating the main part of Newark from Farndon Road
Newark replaced with Main Open Area designation. We have submitted an annotated diagram to indicate what we mean.

NSDC RespongeComments are noted, it is consideredaththe designations remain consistent with national planning policy, and thg
review has followed an appropriate methodolodyotwithstanding this lhe detailed commentsaised by the respondent will be reviewsg

098

Hawton Parish
Council

387

Given tte level of development at Middlebeck, it is considered that there will be pressure to develop closer to the village attacgne
point. The Parish Council would welcome the introduction of an Open Break to keep its identity separate and unique frarotwhimg
conurbation.

NSDC RespongeCommants are noted, this matter was considered as part of the review of the designations and concluded to not
necessary at this stage. This is a matter which would be more appropriately investigated and cdresdaset of future rounds of plan
making.

115

Farndon Parish
Council

513

The Parish Council is pleased that the Open Break that protects the village from being integrated into Newark has bessh @&xiend
Parish Council does not, however, support the change to the wording. If it is considered important in policy that thitdslam Open
Break to protect identity no development should be allowed, other than enhancing the areas as a green space, i.e. playadthad or
made into a community park.

NSDC RespongeComments are noted and the qualified support welcomeds ttansidered that the proposed wording strikes the righ
balance and that the suggested exceptions are necessary to provide a realistic basis for implementation. The poli@pabtmlyfc
dealing with change that requires planning permissjonhwill not be able to prevent this from occurring where that is not the case.

128

Historic Englang

585

Agree with preferred approach and it is noted that the proposed open breaks also have the potential to sustain or enhaoge Haw
moated site (Farndon) and @dington moated site Scheduled Monuments which is welcomed
NSDC RespongeNoted and welcomed.

130

North Muskham
Parish Council

622

Due regard should be taken to the views of the communities that those Open Breaks serve to protect.
NSDC RespongeComments noted.

131

South Muskhan
& Little Carlton

Parish Council

650

Due regard should be taken to the views of the communities that those Open Breaks serve to protect.
NSDC RespongeComments noted.

Action Required

Carry out a review of the impact from the emerging A46 proposals on the Newdkthorpe Open Break, aratldress the detailed
methodological comments raised by respondent 095.
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Question46 ¢ Policy NA/MOA Newark Urban AreaMain Open Areas Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish 223 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSD@®Response& Comments noted and welcomed.
078 |Collingham 278 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSD@®Response& Comments noted and welcomed.
098 |Hawton Parish [388 Yes
Council NSD@®Response& Comments noted and welcomed.
115 |Farndon Parish|514 Yes
Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
128 |Historic Englan(586 The proposed revisions and preferred approach are noted
NSD@®Response& Comments noted and welcomed.
130 [North Muskham623 Yes
Parish Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
131 |South Muskhan 651 Yes

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSD@Response& Comments noted and welcomed.

Action Required

None
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Question47 ¢ Policy NUA/TC/X, Newark Urban Area Newark Town Centre Do you agree with the preferred approach

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment ?
Number
077 |Harby Parish 224 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSD@®Response& Comments noted and welcomed.
078 |Collingham 279 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
098 |Hawton Parish [389 Yes
Council NSD@®Response& Comments noted and welcomed.
115 |Farndon Parish|515 Yes
Council NSD@®Respons& Commentsoted and welcomed.
128 |Historic Englan(¢587 The proposed revisions and preferred approach are noted.
NSD@®Response& Comments noted and welcomed.
130 [North Muskham624 Yes
Parish Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
131 |SouthMuskham|652 Yes
& Little Carlton NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
Parish Council
Action Required None
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Question48 ¢ Policy So/DC/X; Southwell¢ Southwell District Centre Do you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish 225 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSD@Response; Noted.
078 |Collingham 280 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted.
098 |Hawton Parish [390 No comment.
Council NSD@Response; Noted.
115 |Farndon Parish|516 No comment.
Council NSD@Response; Noted.
128 |Historic Englan(588 The proposed revisions and preferred approach are noted
NSD@Response; Noted.
Action Required None
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Question49 ¢ Policy OB/DC/1 & OB/LC/AOllerton District Centre & Boughton Local Centr®o you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish 226 HarbyParish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDResponse Comments noted.
078 |Collingham 281 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Parish Council NSDRespons& Comments noted.
098 |Hawton Parish (391 No comment.
Council NSDRespons& Comments noted.
115 |Farndon Parish|517 No comment.
Council NSDRespons& Comments noted.
128 |Historic Englan(589 The proposed revisions and preferred approach are noted
NSDRespons& Comments noted.
Action Required None
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Question50 ¢ Open Space Do you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Comment

007

Resident

009

My view is there is not enough decent open space in Newark, this was also reported not many weeks ago saying amaweneof
football pitch sizes short of open Spaces in the area. It appears any green patch is being built on at the moment, Newatkhdoe thg
infrastructure to cope and as the town grows our resources are cut, like hospital, police, courts e mamtion the continued road

issues. We need much more good quality accessible green spaces, for our physical and mental wellbeing. Less talk more action

NSDC RespongeComments noted.

009

Resident

011

| support the group's goal of securing openggrespaces for the population of Newark and Sherwood. | am a residence in Boughton
am concerned about a meritorious site that will negatively impact green space.

Are you aware of the proposed new houses set to be built in Ollerton and Boughtonviitithiey of the Retford Road estate, Hallam R
estate and Dukeries Academy sports fields?

The proposed new large housing estate between Benting Close on the terrors road estate and Hallam road which is cuteestisutrg
land makes sense, and willilhg an otherwise unusable piece of land into practical use.

However, the smaller amount of newly proposed houses set to be nestled in the small space between Ferndale Close, MaMaMar,
and the back of the Dukeries Leisure Centre, serves no rationgbge other than to squeeze in more houses when the above propo
sight is yards away and is already substantial. These houses will also require a road to be built in front of Stepeatididigghan
otherwise safe green space used by locals andrehildotentially dangerous, increasing pollution and pressure on the green space.
will also reduce the usability of the site which before Covid was used as an events space, hosting fairs and the circus.

¢KS TFT2NXSNI YAYSNRA ¢ Diiicd deMds théi purpdSe o afi everisspage & lleftdn ubhas since been lost to
housing. It would be a shame for this space to be lost as well when there are few open areas remaining in the town thahgared.

Although the planning application byelWark and Sherwood seeks to purchase land from the Dukeries to act as green space, this 1]
little sense and will only remove much needed educational and sports land. The growing population of the local and \hitent aica
of the secondary schook likely going to require the land to accommodate an increased number of secondary students. The level
build taking place will inevitably lead to a larger child population making educational land all the more precious amatyecess

NSDC ResponseComments noted but this is outside the scope of the Open Space Strategy.

011

Resident

013

You're rightthis is a long document!
I would like to comment on Coddingteipage 93 ff.
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Firstly Millennium Garden. | have lived 400 yards from thiadarly five years and had no idea it had an official name. Asfaras|a
concerned it is a bench overlooking a main road! Welcome at times, certainly, but I wouldn't let my dog off his leadvrenchlild to
run free there. | struggle to accept dgfinition as amenity green space.

Secondly, please note on p. 96 at the bottom of the Typology column, it should read Coddington and neo&ditent.
Thank you for doing this project. It sounds a really good idea and I'm sure will prove immengdlinube future.

NSDC ResponsegComments welcomed and noted. In respect of Millennium Garden, sites like this are assessed on a site by site
some cases open spaces have been included where they provides public benefit or visual ametyipo ®hgage 96 will be amended
accordingly.

047

Sport England

084

Open space provision and protection is a matter for Newark and Sherwood District Council, however we would make the followir
comments on the Assessment and Strategy

Local planning authdties are required by law to consult Sport England (the brand name for the English Sports Council) when they
planning applications for development affecting playing fields. Our role is therefore to protect playing fields whicbhpertlassessmeér
confirms are covered in a separate Playing Pitch Strategy. The Newark Playing Pitch Strategy dates from 2014 but viewddllyre
2017, it is understood that the PPS is to be updated shortly to ensure that it remains robust and up to date imaeceittapara 98 of
NPPF 2021.

The relationship between the Open Space Assessment/Strategy and the PPS is important this is covered in the final faregraph
introduction and within other references within the report.

There is clearly a number of sitevhich have an overlap between its formal sports function and its function as an open space (man
multi-functional). Sport England will continue to protect those sites which meet the definition of a playing field and congitiesr BPRAS
the primay evidence in this regard in our role as a statutory consultee.

Sport England notes that the Developer Contributions and Planning Obligations SPD contains a standard for outdoor fministéhe
and the reference to the Sport England Playing Pitchu@ats confirms that Sport England does not support standards , but does su
locally derived evidence which secures the right facilities in the right place or an appropriate off site contributionsrbasexksessmel
of the demand generated from delopment and evidence of the available capacity or shortfalls.

It is noted that in table 11 a number of sites which may have potential for climate change resilience, which could ieelpténtmg are
also playing fields. The planning of tree plantihgudd be carefully considered with regard to the formal sports function of the site
including pitch locations, layout flexibility and usability. Just because parts of a site are not currently marked oiithethdgoes not
mean that they are surplus. Ouwle is to protect the whole of the playing field area. Sport England would be happy to discuss appi
locations for tree planting.
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It is noted that Turner Lane Park (280) is referenced as Amenity Green Space, but further evidence confirmsstivadeled a playing
FASER O2YyFANNSR 6@ SNAIFf LK2G23INI LKE YR NBAARSYyld 0O02YYSy
YSAIKO2dzNK22R &GN} dS3é& FyR GKS Fyy2aGFrGA2y & WLXIF&Ay3d FAS§
In addition site 209 East of Dukeries Academy is clearly formal playing field not Amenity Green Space.

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed. The Council have double checked the status of the two sites mentioned (Turn
Park and East @ukeries Academy) and we are believe they fall under the typology of amenity greenspace for the purposes of th
Space Strategy owing to the fact that they are publicly accessible and can be used for recreational purposes. It isdihderst@o that
they have a multfunctional role and this is reflected in the report.

048

Farnsfield Paris|
Council

090

Thanks for the opportunity to give feedback on the draft Open Space Strategy. | have some comments in relation to Farnsfield.

1. The size of site 459 Fesfield Allotments is incorrect. The allotments only takes up part of Reynold's Field, the rest of the fig
used for recreation. Could this be reassessed please? It was pointed out when the parish council gave their feedbackhea
year.

In Table 23.1.3: Sites of low quality and/or value Farnsfield is spelt incorrectly as Farnsifeld.

3. Site 461 Bellway at Farnsfield is in fact a SUDS and has no amenity value. It should be secured against public adeess. T
the SUDS are steep sided ambsld the SUDS fill with water there would be a danger to life. The whole area has not been
designed for public access and is only visible from two properties. Please refer to correspondence between planning efq
and myself. Can this be reassessad eemoved as an amenity area in the Open Spaces Strategy as planning enforcement
indicated the area cannot be improved to be of amenity value?

4. Part of site 143 The Acres (identified as amenity greenspace) is used as a football pitch and tHemxadig cooms on site.
Should this be included in Table 15.3: Key to outdoor sports sites mapped and the associated map?

NSDC RespongeComments noted. Part of the allotment site is currently turned over to amenity greenspace at the moment but h
included in the allotment site. The typo has been corrected. Site 461 falls below the site size threshold and will be renwdéetyly.
Site 143 has been assessed as AGS as it has a dual use and the public can walk across it.

N

058 |Severn Trent (121 With regards to the Open space strategy we do not have many comments to make, we would however recommend that wherarp
Water made relating to Open Spaces that polices do not restrict the development of Flood Alleviation projects, provided thegdgensety
impact on the primary function of the Open Space. We would note that in a number of cases SuDS Based Flood alleviatgsnsasch
be installed within open spaces resulting benefits to both amenity and Biodiversity.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
065 |Protect 135 twhe¢9/ ¢ b92! wYQ{ DwuwshZdmminity Fbcas{Groap fdrniefl i 2018 with a Facebook page and 378 followers,
bSél N Q have consistently campaigned in Newark, holdinglig events and protests and started a petition, garnering 1,770 signatures, whic
Spaces presented to N&SDC in March 2019 about the planned destruction of trees in order to build a carpark at Library GardeaukinNéew

182



have been active in opposing theskoof EIm Avenue Playing Field and loss of green spaces on Bowbridge road, Clay Lane and Beg
to name a few. We were promised consultation on a Car Parking Strategy for Newark which has not happened.

CLIMATE CRISMe know that Newark & SherwoodsBDict Council (N&SDC) publishe@aIMATE EMERGENCY STRANEEPT 2020
but we feel this valuable strategy does not go far enough. Their targets for reducing carbon emissions in Council proqitigs,
practices, development practices, theirveBidc I yR | YSy A2y 27F a2F¥FasStidAiay3ae G2 NB
note that in this Strategy document, they consistently ignore the biggest carbon reduction asset in Newark and SherwisatieThis
already existing mature treegpunger trees, shrubs and green spaces; especially in Newark itself, which includes Balderton, there
making it by far the largest conurbation in the district.

While plans are made to destroy mature treds the Town Centre at the Library Gardens to tacrit@e green space so as to make an
unnecessary carpark, just three of those mature trees are sequest@293 tonnes of carbon (Natural Resources Wales carbon
calculator using tree measurements).

How many tonnes of CO2 are stored in all the tresgd_brary Gardens and Beaumond Gardens? And in all the mature trees on the
aLl OS ySEG (G2 {dd al NBEQa tINARAK / KdNOKK ' yR Ay (KS avehdydeNB
done and published by N&SDC. These areotitg public green spaces in the town centre.

Tree planting we have seen that N&SDC have been active over the past 2 or 3 years planting young saplings and offering very s
saplings to locals to plant in their gardens. These trees are often not waterart weather (e.g., 2020 summer) and so do not survive
their first year or they are snapped off and mown down by vandals. We have plenty of photographic evidence of this acGlag La
other areas. Therefore, the Greening of Newark and Sherwood Ageefdered to in the Engagement page of the Climate Emergency
Strategy will take at least 480 years to result in any kind of meaningful extra carbon capture provided proper care is given to sapl
planted.

We will now turn toCLIMATE SPEC)ALcompendim of information and resources compiled by thational Federation of Parks and
Green Spacess part of their Great Big Green Week, 18th to 26th Sgbich forms Part Il of our response

PART Il
Challenges faced by parks and green spaces
Changes to weather patterns will impact on our parks and, without investment now, could pose significant harm to preasus are

w Continuing declines in funding overall into the parks sector limits strategic approaches to environmental improvem@nt
own research highlights how stretched parks teams are and how this limits collaborations. This loss of funding exacel
declining quality of infrastructure, adds to pressures to sell, and increasingly, concessions aisddirgents are being
used to make up shortfalls (Ref 1).
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Parks and green sgas are essential

Whilst the challenges are concerning, green spaces, and wider green and blue infrastructure, can also play a hugevpdirign pro
answers. Parks, green and blue spaces across the UK can be part of the solutions in different ways.

Redlience against extreme weather

w

Sustainable solutions

w

Extreme weather impacts parks environment€limate change in the UK will bring intense rains and stronger winds; in {
past 10 years the impact of flooding has been seen and felt. There are hotter, drier summers. (Raht&)and wildlife will
need support, particularly through the linking of habitat sites, to be resilient (Ref 3 and 4).

Plant and animal pathogens are increasings not just Covicl9 for humans; plants and other wildlife are severely affectg
by incoming pests and diseases (Ref 5 and 6). A changing climate changes the range of pests and their ability to take
different areas (Ref 7).

Urban green spaces reduce the 'heistand’ effect As global temperatures rise, the temperatures in cities and towns sog
Increasing the number of street trees, and adding other greenery, parks and ponds throughout atreetsighbourhoods,
improves shading and reduces the amount of heat conduction (Ref 8).

Green spaces can protect properties against floodildany urban parks already function as flood mitigation spaces,
protecting homes and businesses against floodiref &R Additional green infrastructure, such as gardens, green roofs o
street trees, can also slow the flow of water through built up areas, helping to manage localised rainfall (Ref 10).
Rural green spaces can be better managed to prevent downstreamdieg. Many partnerships of NGOs, water companie
farmers and environmental groups, are transforming their estates and catchment areas to better manage intense rain
prevent downstream flooding (Ref 11).

Carbon sequestratiorcan be delivered in green spacds addition to providing space for new trees and woodlands, our
existing trees play a significant role in holding carbon and regulating air pollution (Ref 12). There is also emergatg res
about how managed parkgreen spaces and urban soils can help absorb carbon (Ref 13).

Parks could help in the transition to clean energgome parks could become places where renewable energy is generai
helping deliver localised power solutions (Ref 14 and 15).

Greener strets encourage more active travel choicedew pocket parks and planters can be carefully placed to reduce
through traffic, improving the environment for walkers and cyclists (Ref 16). Improving the health of communities by r¢
air pollution and encouwging active travel is recommended by health experts (Ref 17 and 18) and will also reduce carf
emissions (Ref 19).

Public green spaces provide attractive alternative travel rout&ncouraging active travel and achieving healthier
communities is a priaty for local authorities. There is also a great map for those in London, showing how to travel fron
to park (Ref 20).
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Benefits for wildlife

w Parks and green spaces, including private gardens, are havens for wildlife combined network of greenages across
towns and cities, supports urban wildlife populations (Ref 21).
w Planned well, new developments can bring our communities and wildlife closer togetfiéiere are many ways to build th

contribute to better living spaces for people and naturef(R2). A requirement to leave natural areas improved after
development, called Biodiversity Net Gain, is likely to become mandatory in future (Ref 23).
w Even humble verges can support pollinators and wildflowesd the bottom of the food chain insects ugrghin healthy
ecosystems yet have declined hugely in the UK in the last few decades (Ref 24). Changes to management can creatg
corridors, networks in and out of urban areas, in addition to looking more beautiful (Ref 25).
Benefits for people

w Paks and green spaces support good physical and mental hedltte pandemic saw a huge increase in the use of our lo
parks and green spaces (Ref 26). Estimatedhvedtlg benefits of access to parks and green spaces is £34.2 billion a yeq
annual sivings to the NHS of circa £100m, just in reduced GP visits alone (Ref 27 and 28). According to the NHS, hea
populations and reductions in healthcare needs also translates into carbon emission reductions (Ref 29).

w New parks can revitalise town cents2 Changes in shopping habits, and latterly the pandemic, have left empty retail sp
with opportunities provided to create new parks and green spaces (Ref 30 and 31).
w Green and blue spaces can build resilience into our food systdieveloping new aresafor food growing, for example

community allotments or open orchard areas in parks, rooftop farms or food gardens, can provide a good proportion (
fruit and vegetables (Ref 32). Growing food locally provides more nutritious food with a lower dadorint (Ref 33).
Consumers want sustainable products (Ref 34), which could provide a ready market for cordetliaitigemes (Ref 35).

w Public green space provides unparalleled opportunities for promoting environmental education, awareness and
volunteering. The experiences of our Friends groups and environmental volunteers across the UK, show the range an
of projects and improvements undertaken (Ref 36). All this work brings education, awareness and opportunities to be
for the future.

* The resources for all the above references are included at the end of this document

PART llI
We now turn to points and questions raised by PNGS members:

1. ¢KS at! . [ L/ /hb{![¢!¢Lhb bh® H ht9b {t!/9{€& /[/hb{!][¢!
YR FoAfAGE 2Ly aLI OS OFy LINRGARS Ay KStLAyYy3 G2 iled
look forward tofinding out exactly where and how this priority will be realized in trgffromed, tree and green space
deprived Newark town centre, and would like to stress that this should be a very urgent priority. It is difficult to disgerr
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data on the vital cofribution green spaces and trees make to the mitigation of climate change in terms of their carbon
capture function.

2. 28§ [ fa2 NBIFIR GKIFG aGKS LIXFYyyAy3d aeaidsSy akKkz2dzZ R adzLJLa N
account of food risk and coastal change. It should help to: shape places in ways that contribute to radical reductions i
greenhouse gas emissions, minimize vulnerability and improve resilience; encourageufeatexisting resources, includ
theconversionoB EA alGAYy 3 o06dzZAf RAYIAT | yR &dzZllLl2 NI NBySglotS |yl

Assuming that one of the outcomes of the survey will be to identify land that can justifiably be developed, how will NQSRE om its
current developmerd ¢ KA OK Y2ald OSNIlFAyfteée R2 y20 O2yGNRodziS G2 aNIR
existing buildings in an environmentally sound way should also be an urgent priority for Newark town centre.

3. One of the problems withthiswe® RSGFAf SR FyR aeadSYlFLGaAO adz2NBSe Aa
various locations surveyed. For example, Collingham is shown to be very deprived of open space (rating 1.23h). Locg
knowledge tells us that the majority of lngham residents feel that they live in a very pleasant, green village with easy
walking access to open countryside, two large nature reserves and the village is home to many ancient trees that are
protected. We have a large, green, welhintained chRNSy Qa LI NJ FyR aSS KI @gSya ¥F2
Newark (with a rating of 2.84h) has a town centre that is seriously deprived of open green space, trees and havens jfq
the trees and green spaces it has are now in danger of destrufiifcdevelopment. Not to mention the damaging levels of]
traffic and traffic jams, the nature of the building development (which is not cafte®), planning decisions that add to
carbon emissions, and evidence of deprivation/neglect everywhere you&mkhe survey presents a misleading compatri
of these two locations, and | assume others, by completely failing to reflect the lived experience of residents or thefju
life offered by the two locations and their contribution to the mitigationctimate change.

4, Finally, some specific questions on this section:

G¢tofS Hnomdo aSia 2dzi GKS AYLI OGa FTNRBY (KS 1y26y YR Iyl
settlement. It highlights that the NUA will see an increasééndverall provision level for open space (from 2.94 to 4.65 hectares pel
1,000 population)l 2 6 SGSNE F2NJ LI NJ & & RSONBIFAS O2YLI NBR (2 OdzZNNByi
Q. Why? Parks are the ideal open space for the health of people te planet.

a! 3aSaasSR F3rFAyald GKS [20Ff {GFyRINRA F2NJ DNBSY { L)} GS8oted. 2y
However, for play provision the decrease is likely to be less than shown when surrounding amenity gestargpacalso included. This
further supported by the increases in amenity greenspace observed (+0.68). The quantitative decrease in naturat{sairgreenspact
is also likely to be less Hwe settlement is served in terms of access to some extbgtthe proximity of significantly large sites such ag
Stapleford Wood (92 hectarés @ €

Q. People living in Newark, Balderton and Fernwood without cars have access to Stapleford Woods? This type of nonsemsical cl
damages the validity of the report.

186



CONCLUDING REMARKS

twhe¢9/ ¢ b92! wyQ{ Dw99b {t!/9{ OFYLIAIYSNE 0StASOS GKI G bS§
Planning and Policy and Finance Committees (most of whom do not actually live in Newark) rely on SherwooddFbwestigat, small
towns and villages pattern of most of the District to delude themselves that the Newark / Balderton conurbation (prob%boat 7
residents now, we must await the results of the census in 2022) has a lot of green space and havestwdglinotd experience reports
from the District.

Meanwhile theFields in Trusfigures quoted in The Newark Advertiser show a different picture entirely. Their figures show that,
nationally, the recommended benchmark is 4.0 hectares of open green spad@@e people.

The District Council has admirably set a target of 11.85 hectares per 1000 people.
However:

Newark has 2.84 hectares per 1000 residents.

Balderton has 2.65 hectares per 1000 residents.

Coddington has 2.22 h.

Collingham has 1.23 h

Farndon las 8.53 h

Fernwood has 4.83 h

Which means only two areas near to the Newark/Balderton conurbation borders, have more than the recommended area.

geegeeeg

We recommend that

w These figures of below 4 hectares per 1000 be raised as soon as possible.

W Thecutting down of mature trees which are not diseased is banned and Tree Protection Orders enforced. (See receni
negligence in Appletongate)

W While we are consulting, we need input fradewark Town Councivhich manages Newark Cemetery and some o#meall
open green areas in the Town Centre.

w N&SDC stops granting permission for home building development on green spaces and uses brownfield and empty

shops/offices in the town centre for housing.
w The plans to develop the green space and destroy somemmateies at Library Gardens MUST NOT BE AGREED
NSDC RespongeComments noted. The Open Space Strategy document is a starting point which is intended to form part of a wig
management strategy and additional work needs to be undertaken to allow for ni@tegic thinking to take place. Whilst some open
spaces contain trees owing to their nature, the role of the Open Space Strategy is to detail what open space providiothexistsa, its
condition, distribution and overall quality. The Open Spacat&gy also highlights the importance of parks and open spaces by inclu

187



an assessment of future anticipated development and anticipated population growth to make it possible to identify wheomalddit
intervention beyond that which can be reasonabdggred from new development may be needed.

In response to Point 2 of Section 3, as explained above, the Open Space Strategy has a very specific role which aiteglrithin
management strategy and it is not the role of this particular document to redueenhouse emissions.

In response to Point 3 of Section 3, the Open Space Strategy needs to have a quantitative benchmark to allow for cobgiargsons
aStlitSYySyida G2 200dzNJ (12 SadlofAdaK ¢KSNBE dogshdiKE Inthb Codsidérafion Butui§
need for open space as population grows.
In response to the questions in Section 4:

f CANRGEE GKS 2Ly &aLJ OS (GelkRft23ASa 2F WLINJa g 3l NR&ghi ¢
YR O2YYdzyAile S@SyiaQeo ¢KAa AyOfdzRSa F2NNIffe& YIFAYyGlr Ay
does not include Country Parks, which are included within the natural /-sataral typology. Parks & Gardens are integrahte
urban landscape but the rural nature of the District means it is less common to see new formal parks & gardens being de
outside urban areas.

1 The report does not say that Stapleford Woods is accessed by all residents and is very cleardbtitetinent is serve (i 2
extent by the proximity of significantly large sitegchaq I L STF2NR 2 22Ra 6dH KSOGI NB&av

The Open Space Strategy sets quantity standards to identify areas of shortfalls and help with determining requirementatfoethe
quantity standards applied to open space have been set using a locally based approach. Whilst there are no formal aatiandd st

established, the Fields in Trust standard is a4esigblished benchmark for open spaces, originally known a¥’tbe ! ONB { G |
aSiidAy3a GKS 5AaGNROGQa 21LISy aL) OS adlyRFNRAZ Al ¢ @e. Kghey)ioA
NEFfSOG (GKS 5AaGNROGQa 2LISy &LJ OS I &dldsra ta ensudzisusthifiabiligy fod fétwred A
generations. As such, the standards applied by the District Council are far more aspirational than the Fields in Truathbhenchm

066 |[Newark Town [136 We have some feedback from a To@ouncillor, who wished NSDC to be notified, regarding the Options Report Consultation timin
Council follows:
WL GKAY1l GKIFIG GKS hLISy { LI OSa O2yadZ GFradAz2y Aa @S Niactitdo2ing &
consultatoy & Ay GKAa ¢l &8Qad
NSDC ResponsegComments noted. The consultation period ran for a total of eight weeks, three of which were outside of the sum
holidays and was undertaken in full accordance with the Statement of Community Involvement.
069 |Green Souttvell| 150 | write with reference to the above plan and specifically the use of 'natural andrsaiomial greenspaces' whose 'primary purpose is
and STC Climal wildlife conservation, biodiversity and environmental education and awargnes
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Change Workin
Party

| would like to see a thoughtful management plan put in place to enhance the value of all public footpath margins in theaddwa
Sherwood area as this represents a potentially massive area of land which is presently managed with a default miaveiroegor
twice per year, the main purpose being to ensure public access and safety. There seems to be no consideration for thievpaterdf
the land for wild flowers and wildlife.

My recommendations below were written with specific reference tatBwell where | live but should be applied across the district, in
opinion.

We have over a hundred numbered footpaths in Southwell and its immediate environs. We have an environmental policy imjibern]
plan which commits us to review and suggestiioyements to these footpaths to encourage their use as an alternative to the car. W
Ffa2 O2YYAUGUGSR G2 6AfRAYI FLIWNBLNAFGS INBlra (2 KStLI 2FF4a9
Given this, | propose that STC work with NCC, Via, the district council ahcekidents to manage the footpath verges in a way that
maximises their potential for both pedestrians and wildlife.

This would involve:

One cut of the immediate edge of the footpath up to 70cm from+didl to end of August. This allows flowers tosasd and is
NBEO2YYSYRSR o0& tflyuftAFS KIGLAYKkkgosgDLIE I yif ATSP2NA DA
help that vegetation is cut and left. This adds nutrients to the ground and encourages nettle and bramble to ttireve to
RSONAYSY(d 2F GAftRTE26SNRAQ o0dzi AF GKAA AayQi LI aaAppeSent
a hazard.
Considered and intelligent use of the mower and strimmer. If tall nettles, thistles or briars overhgpatith¢hese should be
taken back, even if they originate further back than 70cm from the path edge as these present a hazard. Most wildflowers
Honesty and Cow parsley do not present a hazard or obstruction to pedestrians, however, and should bedst&iound if in
flower or setting seed.
NCC and Via to be responsive to complaints about footpath obstruction from residents or STC and tackle any overhangir
vegetation in the most conservative way possible so plants are not unduly damaged. Howeveatiorgttould not be cut back
F2NI NBlFrazya 2F WalfFSde yR | O0OSaaroAfAleQ gAlGKz2dzi Fye
A publicity campaign aimed at residents living next to footpaths advising them against the dumping of garden wasteofind
chemical sprays along public footpaths. STC/other councils to follow up on contraventions and remove fly tipping if &@prg
Where possible, seeding of gaps in the footpath verges with low growing native wildflowers to enhance its value foresgdfl
and wildlife.

In conclusion, we need a template for footpath verge management, agreed by all councils involved and publicised to rgkidants,

would serve to protect and enhance the value of these footpaths for local flora and fauna and the Eedestio use them. The aim

would be to develop a network of green wildflower corridors around the town in our efforts to tackle climate change onat\wetee.
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NSDC Respons€Comments notedThe Open Space Strategy document is a starting point whicteisled to form part of a wider
management strategy and additional work needs to be undertaken to allow for more strategic thinking to take place. Whilspeom
spaces will include public footpath verges, the role of the Open Space Strategy isitevtlataopen space provision exists in the area,
condition, distribution and overall quality.

073

Resident

165

Il OO2NRAY3A (2 bS6IN] 9 {KSNB22R S5AAGNROG / 2dzy OAf Qa wnnamd DN
various cocerns raised by residents in the Newark Advertiser (2019) the impression is given that there appears to be a lack of gr
spaces, and with some given over to housing. | accept that there is a need, particularly for social housing as wetrasg hbusing,
and there has to be a balance between the two.

Developments have already occurred on green spaces as at hear Coddington Primary School for example which was a snmalhcal
that school, but as a result some parents now park on a bendeoAftY, thus possibly causing a road safety issue in the morning an(
afternoon!

HEALTH ISSUES:
LG aSSya @SNE OfSINIGKFdG hLISy {LIO0Sa YI1S I LRaAlGABBved2Y (]
suggested that a 20 minetwalk in a park or (large) garden has a positive effect.

In this aspect perhaps more trees (of suitable type) could be planted in larger Open Spaces as they transform urbandamiktizpe
lives of town dwellers.

Collectively trees in parks a@lF NRSy asx 2y FYSyAde fFyR FyR f2y3 NRBIFIR& 61 a
have many benefits as they absorb pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide, and act as barriers to soot, dust and noise.

In addition, they can support dlife, including birds and mammals. Given the ongoing problems of Climate Change we need to crg¢

MORE Open Spaces, and where possible plant more trees in them. This should be done NOW as it takes some years fortgoung
grow into maturity and therabsorb the many pollutants in the air.

SUTTOMONTRENT

| noted that Sutton on Trent has six open spaces totalling 1.81 (0.59) population which appear to be Sternthorpe CltsmrpSt€inse
Play area, Sternthorpe Close Basketball area, Sternthorpe Blimsments, All Saints Churchyard (closed) and Ingram Lane Cemetry

No mention is made of the Pocket Park which is at the junction of Crow Park Avenue and the Meerings.

There is also a reference to Besthorpe Nature Reserve (North) which suggestsithanteof Sutton on Trent is likely to be served by
site, even though the village of Besthorpe is on the A1133 and the other side of the River Trent.

At Annex | show a suggested layout for housing which surrounds a Green Space. This could beigtesuéedble trees, or just left as
grass.
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NSDC Respons&Comments noted. The pocket park has not been included as it falls outside of the site search parameters (typicé
greater than 0.2ha in size), but will still protected under Policy SP8 hoviavitie purposes of this Strategy has not received an indiv
site assessment. The Strategy also promotes the planting of trees to support climate change resilience. The Strategyesitidzbto
remove reference to Besthorpe Nature Reserve North.

077

Harby Parish
Council

227

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
With regard to the Open Space strategy consultatjghe Parish Council cannot be sure that all land has been included.

L5 ydzYoSNJ mTtn &dbesh iNtLdé both the allomseyt Sitdsé(Wigsley Road and Millfield Close) and the wood which
adjacent to the Wigsley Road allotments? The description is not as informative as it might be and without any supporting, mapp
clarification is available.

Thesizd K 0 R2S& ' LIISENI G2 6S AAYAEFNIAY &A1l S G2 Ittt 27F i é&pear
to include Jowetts Wood.

All of these sites are valuable open spaces within the community and should be recorded.

NSDC Re®nsec Comments noted. As explained in previous email correspondence, KKP have confirmed that both allotments sit|
0SSy aaSaaSR a 2yS aAGS dzyRSNI L5 mTtTnd ¢KS RSaONR Llibeay 2
natural / seminatural open space typology and does not meet the parameters to be assessed in the study (typically based on sitg
this typology). All open space is protected under Spatial Policy 8.

078

Collingham
Parish Council

282

Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach. With regard to the Open Space strategy corgsthieaBanish Council
has no comments to make as we have been in discussion with officers previously and amended all the issues thatiege Idbasfjust
200dzNNBR G2 YS GKIG GKSNB A& | yS¢g LWzt AO 2LISYy aLl OS tegy I
Consultation. It has only recently been finished/planted. | assume that you will be able to pick this updrplanning application for T
Hedgerows?

NSDC RespongeComments noted. The site visits for the Open Space Strategy were undertaken in February / March 2020 and tk
current baseline date for the report. As the site was not completed at the difrthe site visit assessments, it will be picked up and
included in the first revision to the Strategy.

089

MLN (Land &
Properties)

323

Firstly, it is highlighted that the rationale behind the preparation of the Open Space Assessment and Stratagit, wilt provide the
Council with a better understanding of the existing and future open space requirements in the District, is supported ufientioc
provides detail on what open space provision exists in an area, its condition, distribution ant qualigy.

Whilst the Strategy will therefore be a useful in assisting with the implementation of Spatial Policy 8, it is notedatiditiooal or
amended policies are proposed. Development proposals will continue to be assessed against the samwisiiterallow for the loss of
existing community and leisure facilities providing it can be clearly demonstrated that, inter alia:
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w Continued use as a community facility or service is no longer feasible, having had regard to appropriate marketing, th
demand for the use of the site or premises, its usability and the identification of a potential future occupier; or
There is sufficient provision of such facilities in the area; or

That sufficient alternative provision has been, or will be, meldewhere which is equally accessible and of the same qua
or better as the facility being lost.

The document provides a useful baseline of the types and amounts of open space in the district, it is noted howeverdbaspotts
facilities do not fom part of the assessment as this is to be carried separately in line with Sport England guidance. Therefore, whi
F2NYSNI LI F@Ay3ad FASERA aa20AFGSR 6AGK Yé Ot ASyidQa fity, gniount N
and supply is undertaken. Given the value of playing fields has not been assessed, the Strategy cannot be used to &diuiliti essitie
highest level of protection. As set out above once evidence has been produced in relation to outdoor plahipgaguiision, we reserve
the right to provide additional representations.

W
W

Notwithstanding the point made above relating to the lack of evidence relating to outdoor sport provision, Tables 222 2ZBahdhow
the position of each settlement against thergent standards contained in the SPD for each type of open space. Newark is pretty m
standard for parks and gardens and over for amenity grassland. However, current deficiencies are identified for alldtiteratsyound
LIS2 L SQ& LINRaPehdisknngtural spacesy |

Pages 13836 set out the suggested approach to developer contributions. It advocates that the requirement for open space shou
based on the number of persons generated by the proposed development. Given the approdmiaod®Obligations set out in the NP
as set out in relation to Draft Policy DM3 above, contributions should only be provided where they are justified and tkate t
development proposed.

Therefore, the suggestion that the provision should be undemtaik conjunction with the accessibility and quality of existing open sp
provision is welcomed. This means that if an existing form of open space is located within access to the developmenythetdena
requirement to provide orsite spaces or offite contributions.

Ly (KS O2yGSEG 2F 2dz2NJ Ot ASydQa aAadsS Id GKS €2 NIXSNJI dgnbppdrtgdy
to provide new orsite open spaces where current deficiencies have been identified in thefDiafNd G S d ¢ KA & 02 d
and natural & semhatural greenspace among other spaces. Such provision would benefit the wider community as well as providi
residents with an attractive living environment and convenient access toougatypes of open space.

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed. The Council believes existing open spaces are afforded enough protection un
Spatial Policy 8 of the Amended Core Strategy

098

Hawton Parish
Council

392

Yes

NSDC RespongeComments wlcomed and noted.
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099

Southwell Civic
Society

406

¢KS &a0NXdS3e R20dzySyd adrdaSa Id tF3IS 1 GKIFEG a{AGSa fadettlemént
Any sites located outside the settlement but which lkely to help serving the settlement are highlighted within the settlement
adzY Yl NA Sa oé

However the map on page 45, for Southwell, excludes the new allotment site on Lower Kirklington Road towards Maythdrag. Thi
been developed to replace the site ¢irklington Road, (487 on the map) which has been allocated for development as Land east
Kirklington Road (So/Ho/4).

Allotments 487 should therefore be removed from the map.

Similarly there does not appear to be any reference to the Norwood Golf CaAndeery Ground or the Brackenhurst Cricket Ground.
Why has Westhorpe been exclude from the map? Although it is outside the urban boundary it is considered part of Southviailaihy
amenities.

¢KSNBE A& I LASOS 27F dal A ye. rarniBgyfrom thelitban bovddangavest alohd\tBe YWWesihkrSe Dvrhblel

There also appears to be a small allotment piece missing from the map on the opposite side of Crink Lane to the maintdbotmen
there.

This new study does not adequately consider tlistance of some open space categories from existing or proposed development. A
SFNIASNI b{5/ &adadGdzRé aK2¢gSR GKIG {2dziKgSttQa b2NIK [ yRtisstlhé
case that residents from Westgate Westhorpe will have to drive across town to reach an allotment, for example.
NSDC ResponseComments noted. The new allotment site to the north of Lower Kirklington Road is the allotment site that has be
assessed but the mapping has not been updateckflect this. We will ask KKP to amend the mapping accordingly. Norwood Golf G
Archery Ground and Brackenhurst Cricket Ground have not been included in the study as they constitute formal sportsgmdvision
the view of the consultants thidahey do not provide a muHiunctional role (i.e. amenity greenspace role) to be included. Main Open
is not the same as Open Space and is therefore outside the scope of the study.

101

Resident

410

I would like to comment on the Open Space Stratdgcument.

Firstly, | would like to state that this was a very dull and fairly inaccessible 204 page document and should you rg@smahhumbe
of comments from your consultation, this is likely to be why. This will not be a reflection of dpatbgal people or a lack of passionat
feeling about their open spaces. A list of figures with writing in between which does not invite anyone to delve deeptrasdeal way
to present the information. | know there were sessions put on invitingopeto attend and ask questions, but these are unlikely to ap
when the initial document suggests those involved will make no attempts to make the information meaningful. An accompanying
patronising video which says very little does not increase thesatgility.

Having looked through the report, it is clear that there is a disparity in the open space provision across the distecthRatsee a list g
open spaces with various percentages and coloured boxes, | would like to see information @papemsage, such as who is using tf
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and how much benefit is gained from them. It is clear that some of the areas with the greatest need for access to quadipaopere
least well served.

| have concerns about recommendation 3 on pages 126 and 187F 2 NS (G KS L2 2NJ ljdz- t AG& F NBI A
would recommend that residents are engaged in high quality consultation. This should He-face and residents need to be engage
in the discussion, not just invited by a boripage on a website that many probably won't want to read. | do not know all other areas
the District well, but conversations with many local people in Newark in recent years suggest that they do not feel agdpquatigd
with good quality open spadeut they want what they do have to be protected and improved, not sold off for development. Public
opinion on issues such as the trees between the library and the old Municipal building, the allocation of Clay Laneofundavahd
the Cedar Avenue playg fields as been widely expressed in recent years. People feel that the little green space that they can acd
under threat. Newark Town centre has many beautiful buildings but the lack of trees or greenery is readily apparent tgpasgioge
through, and detracts from the aesthetic value of the Town.

Much of the Green Space that there is, is not readily accessible to all. Everyone should have easy access by fooateamtlitedre ha
been a great deal of research on the mental health benefits of time outdoors, exercise and access to natuen gpaop elsewhere in
the district, or even across town, is not sufficient. The green spaces we have need to be protected and improved as gossilyle.
Rather than focus on percentages and hectares per 1000, please focus on the actual lived expéiieral people. What do they valug
and what do they want to change?

Developments of pockets of open space such as the current, recent or imminent projects at the Municipal Gardens, Elnlaywegue
field, Lord Hawke Way and Clay Lane (to name lesvacurrent or allocated sites), need to end. | realise there is a need for housing
the current strategy is turning Newark into an over developed town. More imagination and proper consideration of the rbedstadle
town are necessary.

It would have been open, helpful and informative for the report to show how much open space has been built on in the past 10 yg
how much is likely to be lost through current allocations in the next 5.

This report is a start but it's not a good consultatiortdment to engage public dialogue, it doesn't give the full picture and it doesn't
reassurance that the true value of open space is recognised by the district council.

NSDCResponse 2 YYSy (a y20SR® Ly NBALISOG 27T ddB G2Y WHYj R NB2S ydiza Qa
actually means that the quantity standards for a particular open space typology may have been met and so a low quajigoepanght
be more appropriately converted to another open space typology whieeeetis a shortfall in provision (for example a low quality amg
greenspace to natural / senmiatural greenspace). This absolutely does not mean that an open space site will be lost.

The Open Space Strategy sets out accessibility standards so ti@tineil, moving forward, has a good idea what open spaces nee
be secured through new development and / or other means.
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