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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 Report is the secormbnsultationstage 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 plag&e District Council sent
emails to everyone on the Planning Policy database to inform them about the
consultation, notices were placed in the local press, copies of the documerg w
placed in all District libraries stall at Newark Markeind a number obnline public
consultation events were held.

Purpose of the Consultation Statement

This Statement of Consultation sets out the consultation which was undertaken and
the respases received in relation to th@ptions Reporbf the Amended Allocations

& Development Management DRiDaccordance with Regulatior8 dbf the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 requaitdsrtithe
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 angersons were invitetb make 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 have been addressed in theflo LJ | y 2 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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The publicconsultation on the Options Repddok place between th@ 7" July 2021

and 2 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

Planning Agents
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.) Noticesrer@lso 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, NorttKesteven & 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 Plannin
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
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Appendix 2: Text of 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 Development Plan, made up of the
Amended Core Strategy (ACS) and the Allocations & Development Management Development
Plan Document (ADMDPD). Following the adoption of the ACS in Marchv#2®kOhas been
progressing on preparing to review the ADMDPD. Consultation on the 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 madesponse to the evolving policy and economic
situation. In particular we are seeking your views on our Affordable Housing Policy, Gypsy and
Traveller Accommodation including potential sites, the ongoing suitability of existing housing and
employment alloctions, development management policies and other policy content.

A new Open 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 chdputer wit

the Allocations & Development Management DPD. They will also assist with implementation of
Spatial Policy 8 (Protecting and Promoting Leisure and Community Facilities) in ttoeddgy
determination of planning applications, and provide a strategidasstanding of open space
provision (current and future) across the District.

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 consultatitime consultation
document, supporting information and instructions on how to comment 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 ofiat€3astle House (9apm, MonFri) and

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

We are intending to hold some online consultation events during the consultatioogand

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

only, towards the end of the consultation period. Details of any consultation events will be
published2 y G KS / 2dzy OAf Qa S0 aAi udave afiRqueties@outthe YSRA |
consultation please contact the Planning Policy team by telephone (01636) 650000 or by email at
planningpolicy@nsdc.info

Yours sincerely,
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Appendix 3: Issues Raised by Public Consultation and LPA Response
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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 affordable accommodation for the ageing populatioraofti]
Morton Parish and also young familiesn particular 1 and 2 bed bungalows and houses (8#1F1.b) with all developments being small scale and
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 thanhy 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 specédi 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, tmegublicy
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 wheg
appraising sites.
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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
Parish Council 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 developneaistwhere
Council it would notnecessarily be permitted.
NSDC ResponseNoted
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 requirements for 10% affiable homeownership.
Whilsti KS / 2dzy OAf Q& LINRPLI2ASR | T¥F2NRIofS K2dzaAy3d GSydaNB YAE )
SELISOGLFGA2Yy GKFG G t€SFHad wmm: 2F K2YSa ¢ Adproposed ane@imdnt shoblél asg
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 proposed wording of Coré Rafimh is unnecessary. As set out in the
2021 NPPF, the Council should avoid unnecessary duplication of policies in the Framework (para 16f).
Befae the presubmission Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD consultation, the proposed ametod@aet Policy
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 ResponseNoted




APPENDIX A

115

Farndon Parish
Council

469

Yes, butaution should be applied to the word 'need' to ensure that this is not taken advantage of to enable development in areas
it would not necessarily be permitted.

NSDC RespongeNoted

117

Avant Homes
c/o Boyer
Planning

526

Support the proposal to @h the requirements of Core Policy 1 with the NPPF. Nonetheless, the proposed wording of Core Polic
contains a repetition of the wording found in Paragraph 65 of the NPPF. The Council should avoid the unnecessary dfjpiniatien
contained in he 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 relation to First Homes, and specifically updated to contain the requirement for a minimum of 25% of ablefftwdaing
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 ussedare First Homes.
Where a mixture of cash contributions towards affordable housing anrsiterunits are secured, 25% of the overall value of affordabl
housing contributions should be applied to First Homes.

NSDResponse Noted. Policy to be amenddd seek to set out a clearer more simplified wording that reietional 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 takeantage of to enable development in areas whe
it would not necessarily 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 takemi@de of to enable development in areas whe
it would not necessarily 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 whilgttbettin
appropriate local context.Reference to the reise of vacant buildings and potential vacant building credit in relation to affordable
housing will be included within the written justification to the policy.

10
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Question 2¢ Entry-level ExceptiorSites- Do 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. Howeveerins of unacceptable locations, the NPPF in paragraph 72 b) refers to the a
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 tmtions in this policy.
Although not explicitly 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 #itesames settlements
the settlement hierarchy would appear to be sensible and appropriate. Thereby allowing rural exception sites to be tarfpetadaller
settlements.
NSDResponsea Agreed. Areas at risk of flooding should be added to theflisnacceptable 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@esponse; Noted
078 |Collingham 234 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
085 |Resident 295 Agreed
NSDResponse& Noted
098 |Hawton Parish |344 Yes, but caution should be applied to the word 'need' to ensure that this is not taken advantage of todmeditgpment in areas where
Council it would not necessarily be permitted.
NSDC ResponsgNoted
109 [The 444 ¢CKAA LRftAOE R2SayQd FLIISFNI G2 FRRNBaa Fft22R NRA&] nawaj arR2 S 3
Environment exceptions policy (i.e. outside of / in addition to allocated sites), this could mean lots of smaller development séas of dood risk
Agency coming forward and not tested as part of the local plan (i.e. sequential testing). This could potentiallyhdie@ual sites coming

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

11
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was of assessing sites. This approach will require clear guidance by the LA on how fledidoeskssessed sequentially and in
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 he fist of unacceptable locations

115 (Farndon Parish|470 Agreed.
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
128 |Historic Englan(553 2S5t 02YS (GKS NBFSNBYOS (2 KSNAGFIS FraasSia sAGKAY t2f AGandH!
GKSAN) aStiAay3aQo
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 thaighist taken advantage of to enable development in areas wh
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 thigstisaken advantage of to enable development in areas wh

& 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
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Question 3¢ HousingMix, Type and 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 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.
043 |TOWN 075 The 2020 Housing Needs Study whilst relatively recent does not take into account the ehfiee pandemic 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 iladtepermanent 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 the moment 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 numilecommuters 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 ordér allow one or in some cases two persons in the household to work from home. The emphasis prg
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%- bmd4oomed houses. In the Sherwood saiiea and Rural South sul
area the greatest single aagory of need is 35.8% in both foibédroom 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 Wimbpizdies 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 gmjate to 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
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052

Resident

098

The spatial policy is not being adequately considered. Regardless of what type of house or bungalow is beingthknensttbuld be
due thought given to preserving the rural nature of South Muskham and the surrounding area. Too many land owners arg as#ag
of land they have to make a quick income wihout regard for the future needs of the village that is lefi.oeh

¢KS SEA&GAY3T LI IFYyYyAy3d LRftAOE KA 0SSy 62Nl Ay3 | yR fobebiiknh
areas that cannot sustain their occupants?

NSDC RespongeNoted the aim of this policy is to seek to secure #ppropriate mix of new dwellings where it is acceptable in spati
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 thee is no mention of Brackenhurst and the demand for Student housing in the town. Thus the Council is concerned that th
mean that the Assessment is less relevant for Southwell only.

This change in emphasis away from smaller homes does not acctrd teitvn survey of 2018 which received well over 600 responsé
(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 pdicy. Furthermore the information included by the Town Council could form the basis of a policy as part of the
Neighbourhood Plan Review.

070

ClIr Harris

151

| do not agree with the change of approach. There is clear evidence within the town [evalezady submitted to N&SDC] that reside
need to have small houses 2/3 bed for young people to buy at affordable levels and rent affordably and then flats/maifonette
young/single people to buy and rent, and further houses for older people to daemsipurchase and rent. This must be reflected in t
bg{5/ Qa | LILINRI OK®

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

075

Persimmon
Homes

169

Core Policy 3 relates to Housing Mix, Type and Density and places emphasis on 2 and 3 bedroom familyMmassiagrsimmon
acknowledges that 2 and 3 bedroom homes are needed and are fundamental to creating housing choice. Policy should and mus
acknowledge high market demand for larger, 4 and 5 bedroom properties.

CKAEA LRftAOE AyOf dzZRESBNI LNRIPIARBRYSYF HANITN t PHRB 12 Y | LILINE LINR |
2F odzydrt2¢ LINPOGAAAZY A& 0SAy3d az2dAKIEX FyR K2g¢g R2 SauitablgBr L

14
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bungalows. For examptiere is not necessarily a need for bungalows on all areas and demand for bungalows may also be an iss
particularly with bungalows generally being more expensive given they have had larger land take and as such may ncatle.afford
Further, there iso 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 smalles hoeise {
plotted as indicatedy Persimmon Homes consultation response on 4:1 parking to landscaping ratios alongside anti tandem park
stance. The Parking Standards SPD incentivises the use of larger 4 and 5 bed properties which due to larger footpriatsiatedto

the SPD arking guidance. Subsequently, Core Policy 3 should arguably omit reference to specific sized bedroom homes in favoy
broad housing mix of housing to address both housing need and housing demand.

Proposed changes to policy 3 states their Housing N8aaly demonstrates a need for 1% wheelchair accessible standards and 23
new homes to be M2(2) accessible and adaptable. NPPF para 130f underlines the need for robust evidence where Locatl Aeta
impose optional technical standards. Thed&rice provided accords with broad ageing population trends found across England, no
exceptional warranting a step change from standard build regulation found nationally which impose under M4(1) visitabhlelstaad
accessible front door, wider doways, corridors, accessible sockets and switches, ground floor W/C etc.

Technical constraints i.e. topography, flood risk must be considered in terms of the practicalities of implementing Md@istalwhgsid
Viability implications such standards imposn developers. Proposed changes to Policy 3 warrant more work until the necessary e
is secured to demonstrate 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 polieyK S LJ2 f A O& ¢ A f The Disgigf Golnéibadl se@kto skalire dnS
appropriate mix of housing types to reflect local housing needh &uuix will be dependent on the local circumstances of the site, thg
viability of the development and any localised housing need information.

The Newark & Sherwood Housing Needs Assessment 2020 looks at a range of data in relation to M4(2) and Ne(B), diath from
nationally recognised datasets and from the primary data provided from the survey. However it is acknowledged that tHen@loueeil
to clearly set out the local circumstance that justify our approach; this will be undertaken to supearext stage of the Plan Review.

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

Parish Council

15
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NSDC RespongeNoted

085

Resident

296

Agreed
NSDC RespongeNoted

087

Tetlow Kong
obo Local
Business

310

TetowYAy 3 tflyyAy3ad A& ONRBIFIRfe& adzZlLRNIAGS 2F (GKS / 2dzyOAf Qa L
restrictive emphasis on the provision of smaller homes of two bedrooms or less is supported and reflects the findinGoofditemost
recent assessment of housing needs in the forms of the Distfide Housing Needs Assessment (December 2020).

In respect of Southwell itself, it is noted that the 2020 Housing Needs Assessment (HM#Aastibdings for Southwell reports thdte
greatest level of need is forl3ed houses (33%) and 4+ bed houses (24%), followed by 3+ bed bungalows (15%édubdi2galows
(15%).

¢KS AYGNRRdAzOGAZ2Y 2F a3INBFIGSNI LINPGAAAZY 2F 0o0dzy 3l f Pdlidy 35 therdfdn
broadly supported and reflects 30% of local need in the Southwelhsesn

Our client is committed to making appropriate provision to address identified local housing needs in Southwell througirghe fu
development of their landhterests for residential development in line with Policy and the evidence 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 thageidis to allow flexibilit
for the housing mix to reflect the local circumstances of the site and the viability of the development, as under the &itmpt&alicy 3.
For example, greater provision of bungalows on larger sites may not always be apgroasithey have higher land requirements with
implications for both streetscape and densities (noting ACS Policy NAP 2A seeks average denshie@slweBhgs per hectare at
Newark South), and overall housing numbers and thus viability.

For the reasos given above, Urban & Civic respectfully request that the policy wording contains the following wording:

Gl 2dzaAy3 YAE gAft 0SS RSLSYRSyid 2y GKS 20Kt OANDdzYthell yOS3
RS@St2LIYSy i oé

NSDC &sponsec Noted this will also be taken into account as set out later in the full text of the policy.

16
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¢ KS L2t AO@& ¢ A fThe Dixgigt Gountitadl se@keto skdiire din&ppropriate mix of housing types to reflect local housin
Such a mixvill be dependent on the local circumstances of the site, the viability of the development and any localised housing ne
information£

098 |Hawton Parish |345 Agreed.
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
107 |[Home Builders |431 The proposed amendment adopted Core Policy @Housing Mix, Type & Density of the Amended 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 M2) standard will be expected on all sites. Sites for 50 dwellings or more should make pro
for the M4(3).

If the Council wishes to adopt the optional standards for accessible & adaptable dwellings, then this should only bactmrdance
withtheh nHmM bt t C OLI NI mMonFT g C22Gy23S ndpov FyYyR GKS tFdSad bl
LX FyyAy3 LREAOASE FT2NJ K2dzAAy3d aK2dzZ R YI 1S dzaS 27F (K Susihg 99
wheNE (KA& g2ddZ R I RRNBaa Iy ARSYUGAFASR ySSR F2NJ adzOK dibye LIS
relevant and up to date evidence, which should be adequate, proportionate and focussed tightly on supporting and justifyitigies
concerned (para 31). A policy requirement for M4(2) and M4(3) must be justified by credible and robust evidence. ThesNRPGae
evidence necessary to justify a policy requirement for optional standards. The Council should apply thesetitaut in the NPPG (ID-5
00520150327 to 5611-20150327).

CKS /2dzyOAf Qa adzLILRNIAY3I SOARSYOS Aa aSaé 2dzi Ay 5Aai Niceies
y2i 2dzadATe GKS / 2dzy OAf O\M(2LANEMAIRB)aTRIRevidddde dodenot MigntifahyNdsal Srgliinsiances
demonstrate that the needs of Newark & Sherwood differ substantially to those across the Midlands or England. If the Givetme
intended that evidence of an ageing poptida alone justified adoption of optional standards, then such standards would have beer
incorporated as mandatory in the Building Regulations, which is not currently the case. Before-submigsion Amended Allocations
Development Management DPD caitation, the Council should provide further evidence of its local need.

lff yS¢ K2YSa IINB odaAfd G2 anom0 a@AaAiGrofS RgStft Ayadoora il
thresholds, wider internal doorway and corridordihs, switches and sockets at accessible heights and downstairs toilet facilities ug

by wheelchair users. M4(1) standards are not usually available in the older existing housing stock. These standarés$abédiodied
occupants and are liketp be suitable for most residents.
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Furthermore, as the Council is aware not all health issues affect housing needs. Many older people already live in Neexado& &nd
are unlikely to move home. No evidence is presented to suggest that householddyat@ased would be prepared to leave their exist
homes to move into new dwellings constructed to M4(2) and / or M4(3) standards. Those who do move may not choose todivie ir]
RsStftAYyaId wSOSYyld NBASEFNOK o0& {l0@MAKS RaAYT hDIRIOENI Sz nl #AKS
less inclined to buy a new home thanasecénl YR 2y S>> gAGK 2yfe& 13 R2AYy3I az2éd ¢KS
significantly larger than its new build component, therefadaption of the existing stock will form an important part of the solution.

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 Review, Final Implenmemttat
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 alternative estimates. The Gav&rd@men
O2yadzZ GFraGAz2y awlkAaAiy3da ! OO0OSaaroAfAide {dFyRFNRa& FT2NJ bSéw | 2
ReSttAydI: 6KAOK ¢62dzZ R y2i |t NBFRe& YSSG anonoz A& | LILINGadES\ Y
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 Standards (NDSS) (see DC&tandaudgBeview
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 meterage except saleswhaiciesire unlikely to generat
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 Regulations as setoutir® aGwlk A &dAy 3 | OO0OSaaAroAtAGe {GF yRIFNRA
confirms that Local Plans should avoid unnecessary duplication (para 16f).

Ly GKS YSIYydAYSE AT (GKS LINRPLRAaAaSR LkfAOe NI olizesBovi$asd take inthlS

account site specific factors such as vulnerability to flooding, site topography, and other circumstances which may ewife sitsgess
suitable for M4(2) and M4(3) compliant dwellings, particularly where step freesaatannot be achieved or is not viable. Where $tep
I 00S&aa Aa y20 GAFofSY ySAGKSNI 2F (GKS h HIGSR@EO61D). wSlj dzA NBY Sy (

The Council should distinguish between a wheelchair adaptable dwelling (M4(3a)), mdhicteifeatures to make a home easy to cony
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 the requirement for igd¢8)d only be required for dwellings over which the
Council has housing nomination rights as set out in the NPPG-(Q0858150327).
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Before the presubmission Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD consultation, the Council should debetiféyahm
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 nationally recognised datagat from the primary data provided from the survey. However i
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 Plan Review. The mattaised by the respondent regarding viability and tenure are recognised and w
addressed by the publication of an updated whole plan viability assessment and policy wording which seeks to ensurt(&) due
delivered as part of affordable sth. If the local policy is superseded by an uplift of building regulations then the policy requirement
would no longer be implemented.

108

CB Collieg
Harris Lamb

437

We object to the requirement to provide more bungalows on appropriate large sitb#stthe 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 resulting in the neaddog land to be allocated or made available for developmer
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 need to allocate mairedlito 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 opportunityto develop sites without having to compete for them with residential developers. The Council could also |
control over where it wanted to direct such uses rather than leaving it to the market to decide.

NSDC ResponggNoted site specific characteriss will also be taken into account as set out later in the full text of the policy.

¢KS L2t AO& g A fThe Dixgigt Gountitadl se@keto skdiire dn&ppropriate mix of housing types to reflect local housin
Such a mix will be dependean the local circumstances of the site, the viability of the development and any localised housing nee
information £

The Council has secured specialist accommodation on a number of allocations within the current DPD and we have enoeigh suit
allocatedand 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% of new homes to be builtM4(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 evidence to justify the appraasheking to adopt the higher optional technical standard
accessible, adaptable and wheelchair homes in accordance with the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). In this regaradtéise PPG

G. FASR 2y (GKSANI K2dzaAy3a y&datRsats itwillbeSiar Bbodlignininglaytiorities foks& oLt Howdthey inte
to approach demonstrating the need for Requirement M4(2) (accessible and adaptable dwellings), and/or M4(3) (wheelchair use
dwellings), of the Building Regulations. Therewsde range of published official statistics and factors which local planning authoritig
consider and take into account, including:

w ¢KS fA1Sftfe FdzidzNB ySSR T2NJ K2dzaAy3d F2NJ 2f RSNJ FyR RA&lIoOf
w { AT iénItype an@duaiity of dwellings needed to meet specifically evidenced needs (for example retirement homes, shelte
homes or care homes).

w ¢KS | O00SaaroAfAte YR FRIFELGFIoATfTAGE 2F SEA&GAY3T K2dzaAy 3
w |26 ySSRa @I NB | ONRaa RATT SNSyu K2dzaAy3a GSydzaNBa
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 Newark and Sherwood.

NSDC Respaec Comments 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 the survegr Hasve
acknowledged that the Council will need to clearly set out the local circumstance that justify our approach; this will be undertaken
support the next stage of the Plan Review. The matter raised by the respondent regarding viability is recognised aaddé$sed by
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 updated to reflect that the honsingype 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 O2yadzZ G GA2y &l @iy ofindvlihdusing HaNaoghmerk vhich is Fbk Mrekpond fo Eh

K2dzaAy3 ySSR&a 2F (KS S5A3AGNAOG OFy KStLI LINEY23 S (KS thOwdding
the amended Policy be updated to allow for th&igr i A FASR @ NAF GA2ya Ay €20t K2dzaAy3
own evidence base.
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C2NJ SEFYLX S5 (GKS WalyaFTAStR CNAy3AS ! NBIF QS 6KAOK [/ f Ant&aSieayes

{dzY Y| BISOBY BN nnunov (2 KFIGS |y 2SN ff Kz2dz&AAy3d YAE RSYly
K2dzaSQ OFGS3a2NE S6KSNBlIFA F2NI bSgFN] 9 {KSNB22R 5Aa0NAROG (K

Simultaneously, it was found foktS al yAFTFASt R CNAYy3IS | NBI (KkSNBENBZE K2 REY0 yR
was 39.9% for Newark & Sherwood District, which was the largest requirement of any category. Naturally, this has infopnogmdseel
policy amendment, whk 4581484 F2NJ Iy -0SRNEKR2EAGIFI ZHVf & KyRabyIE 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 types in the Mansfield Fring=aAvhen 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,
aldlrG6SR GKFG adKS 5 Aal Nappraprigteamizyf®adusing types to refiecd I8chl hduging de8d0SizdhE mix will
dependent on the local characteristics of the site, the viability of the development and any localised housing need hfgreabi

The NPPF is clear in Paragraphs 61 artid@Zstrategic policies should be informed by a local housing needs assessment, such as

District Wide Housing Needs Assessment and its associated Sub Area Summaries document, and that the context, sizenyyeeairn
housing needed for differergroups 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 for the locality in which thadevelopment 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 local circumstances of the site, the viabtlity dévelopment 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 timclude 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 publishingdategipwhole 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/HN/1 and Lo/HN/1 and Policy HE/1 of the Southwell Neighbourhood RIBx you agree with the peferred 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 potiapp®rted.

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
community. The housing needs survey that underpins this policy dates from a Parish Housing Needs Survegd@@r. In
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 and that their methodology only provided evidence for affordable housing.

In this appeal, the InspectorGNB G K 2 Af RI22aS . {0 o0l 2yav a{O0O awttL O2yOf dzR{
both affordable housing for rent and shared ownership, together with open market housing. However, the evidence beforieatesin
that the HNR does not fo part of the evidence in the examination library for the Amended Core Strategy. Furthermore, the needj
identified relate to only the views of a specific number of respondents to the survey, which reflects only a limited ntithbenerall
householdsn Sutton on Trent and a snapshot in time where personal circumstances can change. As such | cannot find that it rep
robust or reliable evidence of current local needs upon which a mix of housing types should be restricted in the coorexPofeg 3 of
GKS /{ 2NJ GKS CNI YSg2N] ®¢

A similar conclusion would apply to the Lowdham Parish Housing Needs Survey, meaning that it was in fact never a scytabalsigol
upon which to base a policy. Plus, any survey from 2007 cannot reasonably provideamtbgsedible evidence some 14 years later.
Given this the LPA could not in our view seek to rely upon rolling Policy Lo/HN/1 forward given the lack of credil@liyéethinning
evidence.

The Council has recently published up to date housing niedaisnation for the district which is split into stdreas. Lowdham falls with
the Nottingham Fringe suirea where the majority need (46.7%) is for 3 bed houses. This meie dgte evidence would also render
Policy Lo/HN/1 oubf-date. Policies suchsd_o/HN/1 are inflexible which fail to cater for changing circumstances and result in the fa
to deliver housing sites as owners and developers choose not to bring sites forward because of a restrictive approachdasiagls
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 housthg town. Thus the Council is concerned that this ma|
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 RespongeNoted where more local, relevant up to date evidence is available this will also be taken into azecehbut later in
the full text of the policy. Furthermore the information included by the Town Councitidouin the basis of a policy as part of the
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&$&i]ehes
need to have small houseg32bed for young people to buy at affordable 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 nefllee
bg {5/ Qahl LIWNRI O
NSDC ResponseNoted 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.

075 |Persimmon 169 Persimmon supports the deletion of policy in Southwidighbourhood Plan which stipulates smaller housing units to be delivered o

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 LowdhamdiSouthwell are in agreement
Council NSD@esponse; Noted
078 |Collingham 236 Agreed if the residents of Lowdham and Southwell are in agreement
Parish Council NSDResponse& Noted

085 |Resident 297 No comment
NSDResponse& 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

TheMinster housing need evidence base that underpins the emerging Plan no longer reflects the requirements of that policy tsnsaiter@ousing
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 needs assessment at Parish level undertaken to inform this or any satisemoourhood Plan Review wil
also be an important consideration with regard to identified local housing needs that future residential development ineéfiaitbuld

24



APPENDIX A

seek to address as, dependent upon timings, the Neighbourhood Plan Review coudthtakafter the adoption of the emerging Plan
Review and could therefore result in being the mosttagpdate Plan in Development Plan terms.

NSDC RespongeNoted where more local, relevant up to date evidence is available this will also be taken intmias set out later in
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 Review.

098 |Hawton Parish
Council

346

No comment

NSDC RespongeNoted

099 (SouthwellCivic
Society

398

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

NSDC ResponseNoted 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 Town Council could use any evidence to form the basis of agpécdyof the Neighbourhod
Plan Review.

115 |Farndon Parish
Council

471

No comment

NSDC RespongeNoted

130 |North Muskham
Parish Council

601

Agreed
NSDC ResponseNoted

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 not agreed, if, as it would appear, you only propose to meet théoné@d@8 pitches for those

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 and details appear to be lacking. The report lists the sites visieed [suno attempt t
summarise the planning history of all these sites and their conditions. Three sites down Tolney Lane (Riverside park
Farm and Church View) were found to account for some 103 non travellers. The report fails to expther wbeupation b
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 purposes. Again it is not clear if this is authorised. Over 1/3réispfathgitches give
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. It is far from clear what the actual, existing lawful provisitmeiglistrict and withou
this most basic of information and analysis it is really difficult to comment.

Of the remaining 240 pitches listed, interviews were achieved with 123 househbdtdg half of the remaining household
That is low by most standardsd 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 of 30% is appropriate. The compliance rate in this district wppé&hr to be more than twice the natior
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 prg
these 3 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 strategyhich 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 apmopriate 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 ne
undetermined households is not able to be formally addressed via site allocation, then this will kept under close revile
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 Tote
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

Fiskertoncum-
Morton Parish
Councill

041

Yes
NSDC ResponseNoted.

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 madhis could occur outside of that process.

040

Resident

067

| 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 RespongegComments 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 NSDC ResponsgeNoted.
085 |Resident 298 Yes
NSDC RespongeNoted.
098 |Hawton Parish (347 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseNoted.
105 [Murdoch 421 | do not agree the thereferred approach because the full needs identified in the GTAA for at least 169 pitches sh
Planning Ltd pursued so that undetermined and ndravelling Gypsies and Travellers who live in the district have their needs me

approach was adopted by ReigaeBanstead Council in a process that was found to be sound in their 2019 Plan. If
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 taiition

NSDC ResponseComments noted, the Council believes the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (
provide a robust and sound understanding of future gypsy and traveller pitch requirements. It is also recognised
Assessment shasvan overall need of 169 pitches to meet the cumulative requirements of those who met the pl
definition, undetermined households and those who were shown to not meet the planning definition. Notwithstand
the ability to meet that need in fullill ultimately be dictated by the availability of suitable land. In this respect the Oy
Report set out a comprehensive overview of the land which is available, its suitability and what is considered
appropriate (and crucially deliverable)cktional approach. In the event that the full need cannot be satisfied, give
constraints presented by land supply, then the minimum threshold that the Amended Allocations & Devel
Management DPD will need to meet is clearly detailed at paragt@pdf the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS
would require identification of a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years worth of sites ag
locally set targets, supplemented with a supply of specific, develepsites, or broad locations for growth for years 6 to
With those local targets only incorporating the needs of households who meet the planning definition provided at An
the PPTS.
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Given the land supply issues, the Options Report detailedftiiahe Newark Area the Newark Area the preferred appr(
is one that seeks to develop a detailed strategfich as a minimum satisfies the requirements of the Planning Poli
Traveller Sites but where possible exceeds this to also address thatijpbteeed from undetermined households. W
respect to the need from households who did not meet the planning definition, and who may be able to claim the
culturally appropriate accommodatioq this would be a matter left to the Development Magement process, with th
criteria within Core Policy 5 providing an appropriate means of considering applications on their merits. It should
that the criteria within CP5 were modified by the Amended Core Strategy Inspector an relaxed to enstineyhdid no
present an unacceptably high bar to sites that might come forward up to new sites being allocated, and crucially bey
The Policy is sufficiently flexible to allow windfall pitches to be brought forward beyond provision formallyhradgh the
Development Plan.

Due to the realities of a constrained land supply in the Newark Area (and beyond) it is considered that this approac
most appropriate. In the case of the need generated by sites in the West of the District at theftiitme Options Report
appeared more likely that an approach closer to meeting the need in full would be possible. In the scenario that thg
undetermined households is not able to be formally addressed via site allocation, then this will Beptlose review. Shou
it become clear that undetermined households are coming forward and making the demonstration that they m
planning definition then this would trigger a review of the pitch requirements. It is also evident that through tiey Tain
WLIAGOK RSt AQGSNEQ STF2NIA YIlye 2F GKS araidSa gKAOK Yl
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 more nuanced than purely seeking to meet t
of those in the Newark Area who met the planning definition.

115 |Farndon Parish|473 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseNoted.
131 |SouthMusham (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 woelsmaller 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 sehesling 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 aﬁq
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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- (042 Yes
Morton Parish NSDC ResponseNoted
Council

037 |Resident 063 to do a desk top based investigation surely does not capture the correct information that is required to make thi
NREoOodzaldd L NBIffe R2yQl dzyRSNARGIFIYR ¢gKeée | RS&al (2L Ay
opinonasi i SR NBOSyidfe (GKIFId ¢2fySe [yS aKz2dzZ R 06S gKSN
L R2y Qi GKAYy]l GKS O2dzyOAft jdAdGS 3INIF ALl GKS &Addz G &t
is upto the site owner if you are allowed to stay on their site.
NSDC ResponggeAs outlined in the Options Report the initial findings included in the consultation document were bg
an initial desk top exercise and did not represent final conclusioni€be would be achieved through completion of
work, which would also include speaking to site owners and occupants. The document sets out that the Council is
identify additional land away from Tolney Lane. A detail strategy will be produbathwill outline the approach towar
site identification, and crucially how they will be delivereihcluding what action it will be necessary for the Coung
undertake.

040 |Resident 068 to do a desk top based investigation surely does not captheecbrrect information that is required to make this rev
NREodzaldd L NBIffe R2y Qi dzyRSNRGFYR gKeé | RS&1 (2L Ay
opinion as stated recently that Tolney Lane should be where GRT &liwidienot all families want to live down Tolney L
and it should not be presumed they do.
L R2Yy Qi GKAY]l GKS O2dzyOAf 1ljdzZA S 3ANFalLl GKS aAddz G amif
is up to the site owner if ywoare allowed to stay on their site.
NSDC RespongeAs outlined in the Options Report the initial findings included in the consultation document were bg
an initial desk top exercisg and did not represent final conclusions. These would be achidwedigh completion of th
work, which would also include speaking to site owners and occupants. The document sets out that the Council is
identify additional land away from Tolney Lane. A detail strategy will be produced which will outlinpgieaeh toward
site identification, and crucially how they will be deliveredhcluding what action it will be necessary for the Cound
undertake.

077 |Harby Parish {183 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach

Council

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 needed i
Planning Ltd to the existing sites | represent on Tolney Lane being allocated.
NSDC RespongeCore Policy 4 represents adopted planning poh@ying been found sound as recently as 2019 and d
the locational approach to be followed in the making of site allocations for new gypsy and traveller pitches. This is
future pitch provision will be provided in line with the Spatial Stggtewith the focus of efforts being to secure additid
provision in and around the Newark Urban Area. However it is recognised that to do so will require suitable la
availableq sufficient to support a strategy which meets the minimum requirenseat national policy. The suitability
existing sites on Tolney Lane to help meet the needs identified through the GTAA is being considered as part of the
115 |Farndon Parish|474 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseNoted
130 [North Muskham603 Yes
ParishCouncil NSDC ResponseNoted
131 |South Musham 630 Yes

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC RespongeNoted

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 assesdmainginc

-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 witls}
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 | rado
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 need 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) promotepeaceful and integrated cgexistence 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 criteria 4 of T@RbCouncil must consider whether exis
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 affordatstaladole, 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 from this work represented an interi
and that the work waget to be completed. As already outlined this will contribute towards the development of a de
site allocation strategy, it is acknowledged as important that any site are able to achieve acceptable standards of ad
safety in order to be suitdbé.

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 inappropriate. Whilst it may have been preferable to |
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 suitable and deliverable options elsev
intensification of hose existing Tolney Lane sites at least flood risk (and outside of the functional floodplain) was ¢
upon as part of the Option Report. As detailed in the consultation it is not likely that a sound and robust approac
allocation which meetat least the minimum requirements of national policy can be achieved without this occurring td
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degree. The approach is therefore likely to consist of identifying suitable land away from Tolney Lane, alongside so
of increased provision in thdocation¢ alongside 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 deliveredvaay from Tolney Lane and what form and level of involvement will be required from the C
to firstly facilitate this and secondly to ensure that provision is appropriately managed moving forwards.

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

ORS to provide additional 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 ResponsgeNoted
078 |Collingham 239 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach
Parish Council NSDC RespongeNoted
085 |Resident 300 Yes
NSDC ResponseNoted
098 |Hawton Parish |349 Yes
Council NSDC ResponseNoted
105 [Murdoch 423 No because | have no confidence that suitable sites will be considered favourably by the LPA based on previous a
Planning Ltd Appeals and Local Plan Inquiries | have been involed in here.
NSDC RespongeThe District Council has set out a robust assessroetite suitability of potential site allocation optiof
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/éae 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 thehistoric environment.

NSDC RespongeNoted

130 [North Muskham604 Yes

Parish Council NSDC RespongeNoted
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 f4
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 ltte 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 CBoit | very much doubt that most permanent self contained residential pitches are 55
in size.

NSDC RespongeThe 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 flositielecy 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 |Fiskertoncum- |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 tlke ©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

In relation 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 recycles 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 patieftiture sites from sterilisation by nemaste
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 patithis 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 steiiisedprdance 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 likalyytinaineral within the site hg
been sterilised and there is unlikely to be an adequate site area to facilitate a viable extraction site in the future
minerals safeguarding perspective, therefore, the County Council would agree with the predpmexich.

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

No there is a fagreater need in Tolney Lane than for 45 pitches. Existing sites such as Green Park should be take
Although the EA objects to sites in FZ3, | have provided numerous examples where Inspectors have overrule
objection and granted planningepmission for Traveller sites in FZ3. For this LPA to start the process by failing to
Green Parkwhich has been home to 8 Traveller families since 2013 without any probisrtsundermine the effectivene
of the process by eliminating a sifeat 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 unauthorised), but¢hesicondraw!
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 of land elsewttredansk
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 is located with
functional floodplain and so on this basis considered inappropriate for allocation.

109

Environment
Agency

441

3.16.7:

¢tKS g2NRa WadzadlroftS Ay LXIFYyyAy3ax (§SNxya
Planning Pb A O& CNJ YS62N)] oOobtt CO FyR | daz2o0Al

RSOSt2LIYSYyil &aK2dzZ R y2i 0SS LISNXAGIDG y NBlFLa 2F Cf ;
fFyR GKIF UAyAaLXWaydyAiyl3oxE SASNXY¥aQ gAftt oS FEft20FiSR F2NJ
within Flood Zone 3 and will therefore be unsuitable in planning terms from a flood risk perspective.

3.6.12:

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

3.16.13:

Q YIFIe ySSR (2
" GSR tflyyAyd
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Pl

Wording needs to be clarified heedlJNE A RAY 3 WAl FSQ 1 00Saa yR S3aNBaa
risk posed by the site itsel 0 SAy 3 t20F SR Ay Cf22R %2yS 006X (KS ¥Fq
outputs which have demonstrated that raising Tolney Lane removes the existing site from FZ3b?
3.16.14:

Support the recommendation that this site is unsuitabteflood risk grounds.

2S500S 0SSy ljdAaGS Ot SINJ2@0SN) GKS @SIFNAR GKIG 6S K2f R ey
Lane Gypsy and Traveller site. Whilst we are pleased to see discussion of improved access and iegrestotar event t
GKA&a aAdSsT AdQa 2dzNJ 2LIAYA2Y GKIG | YSIFadaNB tA1S Gtk
location, not to justify additional development of the site.

If your Authority intend to allocate siteg'i G KA & f20FGA2Yy 2y (GKS |aadzYLliAzy
FO0O0S&daa IyR SaNXaa (KSy oSQR SELISOG (G2 asSSsS az2y$sS az2NJ
G§KS AYFNI &0 NHzOG dzZNB A & ntioyseelstime €b& df evidéndeSd\d¢rnonskrateStattie im@ré\/ﬁrﬁ‘
FNB FAYFIYOAlLffe @GAlLotSed LT GKAa OFyQid o6S | OKAS@GSRya
access and egress which would undermine your authgrié@asoning for inclusion. We must be clear that in our opinior
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 exposed to signifidloud risk should they be unable to evacuate the site safely pr
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 the risk of flogdpotentially 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 increassH;
extent and frequency of flooding in the area.

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

SNI 6S3eQa FAYAa 2F ONBFGAYy3a 0O2YYdzyAdASa NBaAtASyd i
represents an opportunity to identify alternative locations to the Tolney Lane site which offer long term sustainable
for the Gypsyand 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 (¢
flood risk. None the less,weR SELISOG (2 aSS | ¥FdzZAf FyR F2N¥YIF& asl dzS
GKFG ye aaxasSa Ay GKS FiE22RLIFAY IINB loazftdziSte ySQ
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The Tolney Lane Policy Area expands tkisting Tolney Lane site boundary closer to the River Trent, suggesting tl
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 zone 3a and is impeat during the 2% and 1.33% AEP flood events. Again, this is contrary
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 wdts can be undertaken without increasing risk to others. We would welcome further discussi
consultation with the Council on plans to provide the site with safe access and egress during a flood event.

NSDC RespongeNoted, further engagement with thiody 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

Continueto 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 flood resiliency measures for Tolneyabhdne;

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 preferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponseComment
Number
001 |Resident 001 Site 1- Chestnut Lodge, Barnby (Ref: 19_0018)
003 Responses  |gp5 Objections:
006 Generalised objection: 1
004
007 Local infrastructure not present to support the development: 1
005 008 Newark Lane and Long Lane both narrow, in a poor state of repair and ungritted in winter: 1
g p p g
006 012 Electricity supply unrelide: 1
010 016 Support:
014 017 Generalised support: 1
018 NSDC RespongegNoted. The site is considered to be appropriately located with respect to provision of local services and facilities
015 033 the prospect that the necessary infrastructure is (or can be made) availablgport development. No objections from the Highways
016 035 Authority have been received with respect to the site.
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 Concerrgwaste and littering: 3
Supporting infrastructure (schools, amenity facilities and roads etc.) unable to support development: 6
070 pp g y pp p
031 071 Localigd 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 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
Thorough investigation 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 travelieviiiteccess to loc
services and facilities being good relative to other locations in the open coidgrysis not accepted, given experiences elsewhere,
the delivery of subsequent phases of Middlebeck would be undermined. Given the site characteristics and its surroundihi soalis]
judged that an acceptable level standard of design anduaghould be achievable without undue landscape or visual impact. No obj
was received from the Highways Authority. Site specific issues relating to ground contamination and impact on the amhergigjoihing
cottages will be further consideredawing forwards.

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

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

Existing local highway network inadequate and congested: 2

Trent Lane / Lincoln Rd junction dangerauacludes turn into Maltkiln Ln: 1

Current traffic volumes: 3

Highways safety: 2

Existing levels of noise and traffic pollution: 2

Issues around currenise of land (suggested to be gypsy and traveller accommodatfequent fires, health impacts from fires,
Emergency Services needing to attend site including to deal with an incident of uncontrolled fire and noise at unsoaisible hou
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Local Primary@ool 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 Responsdoted. It is considered that the site can be broufyirtvard in a way which ensures that local standards of amenity ¢
maintained, or potentially improved through the addressing of the current use of the land which many responses have mealecr &y
The potential to remove the current permitted wastise through delivery of the site for permanent gypsy and traveller accommaog
will be investigated moving forwards. Given the location, access to services and facilities is considered good by campaisogyps
and traveller sites. No objectiorak been received from Nottinghamshire County Council with respect to the capacity of the local

School, nor in respect of its role as Highways Authority over highways safety or impact on the wider network. Notwith#tenthiagsite
and its immedate vicinity are unadopted, and so further investigation will be undertaken to establish what localised improvement
be necessary to allow for safe use of the site. Consideration will also be given as to whether a suitable standard afanthétachieve
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 Responséoted

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

Increase in AntBSocial Behaviour: 1
Decrease in property value: 1
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Environmental Concerrnswaste and littering: 1
Generalised Objection: 2
SiteOwner Response:

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

NSDC ResponseObjections and response from the site owrrested. Site remains considered unsuitable, as no new informatior
received as part of the consultation to overcome the identified issues. With respect to allocation through the Developméme Bite wi
remain classified as unsuitable for gypsy a&maeller accommodation, until such time as the factors contributing towards that statu
demonstrated to have been overcome.

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

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

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

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

Generalised objection: 1

Impact on Open Break: 1

Support:

Support for occupants to remain on the site: 7

Occupants have made environmental improvements to the area: 1
Need for children to access educatiservices: 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 locatioqflood risk ad antisocial issues between different groups.

NSDC ResponseNoted, the additional review of the Open Break is currently underway to ascertain the impact of the emerg
proposals on the designation. The points raised by the occupants and in sopploe site are noted; and the Council accepts that the
is a current need for accommodation which will require addressing. As outlined in the Options Report the Council is séadiridy
alternative land away from Tolney Lane, with details ofdp&ons having been presented.

Site 9¢ Land at Barnby Road / Clay Lane, Newark (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 ffiches on 3 sites. Once again the Council is failing to make provision for small private family sites off
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 openysiderdnd 1 is in an open break. Only 3 are in the
urban boundary and one of these is not considered suitable and another has flood risk issues. Given the amount of ldodrfewnd

housing development in Newark and given that this is the focus for msldpment, it is quite revealing that only 1 site could be foui
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 eztiip meal for
more Traveller sites. The Council should reconsider the suitability of the land off Winthorpe Road given that it is poegiéveate land
elsewhere on a functional flood plain.

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

NSDC ResponseThe site options (Distristide) presented within the OptionseRort represent the outcome from successive call for
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 allogathich the Council will follow has to be determined by the extent to w
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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 gtdelivery and management, including the extent to which the Council will be involved and matters
tenure will also be a consideration. CP4 places an emphasis on additional pitches being provided in the Newark Udoamd/gedhi
provides the sarting point for the approach towards site allocatigmotwithstanding 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 requirenoenis settiona
policy, paragraph 10 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites in this case. As outlined within the Options Report ¢tinpe/Dpin Breg
designation will be subject to further review, in order to take account of the emerging A46 preposal

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, that those are privately owned sites and this allocation is for District Couggtrfemilities.
hy oFflFyOSs GKS /2dzyOAf Qad LINBFSNNBR 2LIJiA2y 2F (GKS ahkriddge dang
This was selected because the location provides close and safe access for children to attendsbeawmtwn Middlebeck, and easy li
to roads and local facilities. Members trust that as this will be a District Council managed site it will be regularlyechanidoall plannin
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 previously promoted for a different form of devetdprhémind
to be unsuitable. The suppiofor the Belvoir Ironworks site is noted, and suggestions around management are noted.

056

Nottinghamshir
e County
Council (Palicy)

109

The preferred approach outlines how Newark & Sherwood District Council (NSDC) intend to develop a detmitediBiation strategy t
identify suitable land for gypsy and traveller accommodation. It is recommended that any strategy should consider thedsafegoiscie
set out in Policy SP7 of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan and Policy WCS1Natfitlghamshire and Nottingham Waste C
Strategy. This will ensure that any proposed sites do not pose a sterilisation risk to active and/or permitted waste aaldsitéseor t¢
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 the planning permission for waste activities is still extant, therefore wastigoopeat the site could lawful
resume. Policy WCS10 of the Waste Core Strategy seeks to safeguard permitted waste management facilities and potestiasfirtam
sterilisation from noAwvaste development. The policy does not, however, seek toasoerably restrict development, but rather to tak
flexible approach in order to accommodate development wherever possible. NSDC should consider Policy WCS10 priord¢dataticiia
for gypsy and traveller accommodation.

50



APPENDIX A

NSDC Responsé&he approachowards 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 Parish 186 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSD@Response Noted

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 immediitg 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/§@andNorth 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@ayomovenents, 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 thig tleam600 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 describsdnodest 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 responsédlitysfiton 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 threshtld
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 lackof information 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/sharasceons of the neighbouring parishes of Balderton and Coddington. Sites which
be more suitable for additional allocation include:

1 Tolney Lane siteswhich have existing communities into which they could integrate, as well as having good accesait@arang

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 tagioovof local 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 adwhtiprovision 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 acceptghis.

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 positivdly ggpsy and travellg
accommodation and to ensure that future needs can be met in line with national planning policy. The minimum requirentesiteapt
and those that any approach will need to at least satisfy are set out at Paragraph 10 ofrthim¢Rolicy 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 apprigpriziy
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)

1 Onsite SuD$equired to address 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, Newark (Ref: 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)

1 Onsite SuDS required 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 SuDS required 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)

I Onsite SuDS requiretd address water quality.
Site 9¢ Land at Barnby Road / Clay Lane, Newark (Ref: 19 0001)

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

115

Farndon 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 Sit2O@\WisSmmediately 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 Zit&9).\W& %o the north 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 [|blightibitd edire thatzindirestrhpkcts D L&l WilKifE Sitbg
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 MaltkinLane, 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 (especially afsehawar taken place to turnitintoad
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 of more familieghardfore more vehicles to a close to town centre location w
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 occupants, thesfwiher investigate
should the site be taken forward. No objection has been received to the site from the Highways Authority, notwithstasdgsgyiés arour
the access point being unadopted and what local highway improvements would be neceskheyuniliertaken.

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 law, it was felt that the various sitegigtentay not be sustainable with g
degree confidence that these allocations would be reflected in actual sites coming forward.

In addition, further concerns were raised that there was insufficient diversity within the sites with regard to the valiayregps of peopl
within the overall Gypsy & Traveller communities, which would provide sufficient pitches to satisfy demand from theseuarinusities
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NSDC Responséloted, those sites currently considered suitable are deemed capable of suppaustainable development, detail arou

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.

NGOk WDN

Produce detailed site allocation strategy, addressialivery, management and tenure issues;

Belvoir Ironworkg; further investigate ground contamination and issue of impact on the amenity of adjoining cottages;
Belvoir Ironworkg; follow up Urban & Civics access and highways comments with the Highwaysi#githo

Maltkiln Laneg investigate existing waste use and opportunities to remove permitted waste use as part of sites developme
Maltkiln Lane; consider issues around unadopted highway and what local highway improvements would be necessary;
Maltkiln Lare ¢ 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 recommendations of the Environment Agency and Nottinghamé&ldlife Trust for those sites taken forwa
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Question10¢ Site Identificationg West of the District- Do you agree with the preferred approach?

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

Existing pitches being taken up by Rbravellers: 1
Sites should not be adjacent to the ConservatiosaA 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 bliazdion it arises in, i.e. those broad areas where there are ex
Gypsy and Traveller communities, a tradition of this form of accommodation and support services and facilities in ptadbilitg of al
sites will be considered, including witbspect to impact on local heritage assets. Importantly the approach to site allocation will c(
the extent to which existing pitches are taken up by fioavellers and this can be resolved.

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

Qupports distribution of sites across the District: 1
NSDC ResponsKnted

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

Generalised support: 1
NSDC ResponsHoted

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

No encroachment towards Ollerton Village, away from existing borders of sites should be allowed: 1
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NSDC ResponsBoted. Site was not considered necessary to identify at the Options Report stage, should this change moving for
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 distribution of sites across the District: 1

NSDC ResponsHoted

021

Hene Planning
Consultancy

028

| am only familiar with Site 10 Seven Oaks Edingley. The 2020 GTAA lists this site as unauthorised. | think you Wil firmbittect a
permission was granted on appeal. However the site owner has extended part ofdheithiout permission. It is laid out as an exten
family site. | very much doubt there is any spare capacity on this site for another pitch but this Options Report fdils ttearawhat th
Council consider is authorised. As such it is impossildertament.

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 scope to accommodate 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 develop aleltsite identification strategy to identify suitable land for gypsy
traveller accommodation. It is recommended that any strategy should consider the safeguarding policies set out in Paolicthe
Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan and Policy Vi@®1he Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste Core Strategy. This will ensu
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 Consuitat Areas.

NSDC Responsipted. 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 NSDC Responshoted
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 Toftholders& Owners' Association was established with the aims and objective$o preserve the rights to the common Ig
Owners’ granted by Lord Savile under the Enclosure Acts of 1842, for the benefit of the whole village. ii. To maintain, to thénbistuility, 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 Road/ Wellow RoaBouth, 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 sightof the scheduled ancient monument that is Gorge Dyke and of those using the ancient common for recreation and e
including Wellow Dam for fishing, the cricket pitch and the byeway to Wellow Park SSSI.
Wellow Toftholders' & Owners' Association ashttthe 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 through the Opgiort
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 |HawtonParish (352 Yes
Council NSDC Responsioted
105 [Murdoch 426 | have no comment to make on this section.
Planning Ltd NSDC Responsioted
109 |Environment 447 The same principle for comments relate to these sites in that, those adjacent to watercourses need to include a minimibite8ivulfar;

Agency

those near to watercourses and existing drainage courses need to address water quality through appropriate Subés;naes
consultation with groundwater team will be required for contaminated 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 exmred (e.g. type of habitat buffering used and reducing erosion of banks); and 2) if there is any opportunity to
in-channel habitat along the Cotton Mill Dyke, this would be welcomed.

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

115 |Farndon Parish|478
Council

Yes
NSDC Responsioted

128 |Historic Englan(556

Agree with preferred approach
NSDC Responsioted

130 [North Muskham607 Yes
Parish Council NSDC ResponsNoted
131 [South Musham|634 Yes

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSDC Responsioted

Action Required

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

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

w

»

Address site specific recommendations of the Environment Agency for those sites taken forward.
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Questionll¢ 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 sitexcross 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 Landscapelmaracter impact: 1

132 Separate mains water supply would needhte provided:1
060 288 No access to mains sewage drains: 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 residetial amenity of adjoining properties: 1

304 NSDC Respons@bjections noted. Providing sufficient suitable and deliverable land is identified in and around the Newark Urban
082 429 in the West of the Distriat which is capable of meeting at least the minimusguirements of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites th
083 660 will not be necessary to identify land in other locations. Should this position change then the matters raised withiratongelsponse|
084 will be given consideration.

Site 21¢ TheMulberries, Collingham
085 S :
upport:

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

Impacton 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 accessential services, address flood risk and provide drainage: 1

Impact on residential amenity of adjoining properties: 1

Absence of footpath to the settlement: 1

Would require lighting columngmpact on character:1

Distance from services and amenitieghie village: 1

Rail line acts as a barrier: 1

Previous planning application identified potential for the site to support protected species: 1

Appeal history:1

NSDC Respons@®bjections noted. Providing sufficient suitable and deliverable laigrdified 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 other locations. Btdhis position change then the matters raised within consultation respq
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

Lowlevels 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 opporhities: 3

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

Support meeting 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 provision: 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 unrebke: 2

Parking on Main Street makes road one way: 2

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 meeting at ledbe minimum requirements of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites t
will not be necessary to identify land in other locations. Should this position change then the matters raised withiratongelsponse|
will be given consideration.

021

Heire Planning
Consultancy

029

This approach is not supported. | think the Council should be urgently looking at other suitable sites to replace Telaey afier choic
to families wanting to live in this district. | struggle to understand the poligyagerh for Tolney Lane when there would appear tq
suitable land elsewhere that is not 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 UrbaraAdeden in line with the Spat
Strategy so this provides the starting point for the approach towards site allocation. An approach which seeks to meethebdxid
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 pefi@ragraph 10 of the Planning Polfoy Traveller Sites in this case. W
respect to potential locations away from those areas where there is a tradition of Gypsy and Traveller accommodatiosidasecbthal
there needs to be a level of reality to what kind of characteristics wouddlyligkontribute 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 attracivitabled,
reflecting those locations where there is a demand fodiidnal accommodation. 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

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 to the site being on a single track road, the site is also outside thepbaitta as defined inglicy FCM1 of th
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) stipulatesthigatiesign and specifications of all developments must complemer
established character of the villages.
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We would contest the proximity to services given that all local villages are currently serviced by just one shop. THecalisctmwol, an
the nearest Medical Centre is in Southwell and as we understand it is at capacity. The infra structure in terms of seweidy|
overstretched as evidenced by regular blockages and localised flooding of wastewater.

We support the assertion that the nesaf the gypsy and traveller community will be met in the Newark Urban and Western Areas
in those locations which are currently considered suitable, and we support the view that Fiskerton is not suitable fasdns rdentifie
in the report abngside those we have identified. It should be noted that there is no existing gypsy or traveller community in the ¥
the Parish.
Finally, given the overwhelming support for our Neighbourhood Plan we want to emphasise that any developmentloeitsicleup area
will be resisted by the parish council and by most of the residents.

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 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 withiratongelsponse|
will be given consideration.

053 |Coddington 101 No. The Alternative Approach is more sensible in case the Preferred Approach is unachievable.
Parish Council
NSDC ResponsHoted. It remains the case thatoviding sufficient suitable and deliverable landdientified in and around the Newark
Urban Area and in the West of the Distrioivhich is capable of meeting at least the minimum requirements of the Planning Policy f
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 ResponsKnted
078 |Collingham 243 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach and the assessment that the identified sitBauishhare not suitable.

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 thatsite fgablematic and
dangerous road that would be unsuitable for this type of site. Previous planning applications have been turned dowranad this 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_td

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&€P4 places an emphasis on additional pitches being proirideé Newark Urban Areaand then 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 ahititdo so will be determined by the availability of suitable and deliverable land, ai
minimum requirements in this respect are set out in national pefi@ragraph 10 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites in this case
respect to potentialocations away from those areas where there is a tradition of Gypsy and Traveller accommodation it is consid
there needs to be a level of reality to what kind of characteristics would likely contribute towards a successful sitg} iBetbla fist
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 additional accommodation. Given the tradition of GypsyealidrEfarming pai
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 for comments relate to these sites in that, those adjacent to watercourses need to include a minimdoita8m ha
buffer; those near to watercourses and existing drainage courses need to address water quality through appropriate Sul@s; suecs
consultation with groundwater team will be required for contaminated or potentially contaminated sites.

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

115

Farndon Parish
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 (i OdzNNBY { f rvardiadzpotentia dpofs iniBecSursd. 2

NSDC Responsioted
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130 |North Muskham
Parish Council

608

Yes

NSDC Responsioted

131 |South Musham
& Little Carlton
Parish Council

635

Yes

NSDC Responsioted

None

Action Required
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Question12¢ Meeting the Needs of Undetermined and NeRlanning 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. Youmakstprovision for all those complying with

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 needfor sites 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 sahas housing 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 calitiemMaldon Plan is n
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 concluslddatirdier policy
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 planningidigibn but 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 tisene requirement 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 exghose who are retired, disabled or ill in the settled popula
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 Respoaslt is 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 plangriod having 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 willeed to satisfy are those set out at paragraph 10 of the Planning Policy for Traveller S
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 detdll strategy 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 househa
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respect to the need from households who did not mést planning 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 conagleypplications on their merits. It should be no
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 siteg bllocated, and crucially beyond t
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 ResponshHoted

085

Resident

305

Develop existing sites.
NSDC Responshioted

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 ResponsBoted. 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 detailedexyi 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 laenpng 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 considerlivgiégms on their meritslt i
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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NSDC Responsioted

130 |North Muskham Parish Coun

609

Yes
NSDC Responsioted

131 |South Mugham & Little
Carlton Parish Council

636

Yes
NSDC Responsioted

Action Required

None.
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Question13¢ Policy DM2c Development on Allocated SitesDo you agree with thepreferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
025 |Fiskertoncum- |49 Yes.
Morton Parish NSDC RespongeNoted.
Council
043 |Anthony 76 The approach towards the comprehensive delivery of allocated sites will lead to the inabilgsnédir developers to deliver parcels
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 Névzdudes substantial amounts of land owned by third parties
involved in the delivery of the housing elements. For example land in both strategic allocations is owned by a numbsieatgalthoug
included within the boundary of the allocatispnsome 11 years after they were first allocated; the site promoters have indicated th4
do not envisage ever purchasing the land. As such the land is sterilised in not being able to be put to an alternative use.
NSDC ResponseThe District Councildlieves that a comprehensive approach to the development of allocations is necessary to
sustainable development which delivers affordable housing and appropriate infrastructure.
047 |Sport England |86 No comments on policy but appropriate evidence required to understand the appropriate infrastructure requirements/finar
contributions to meet demand or to understand if existing facilities can meet that demand.
NSDC RespongeNoted.
067 |Southwell Towr139 STC strongly support tredditional paragraph in DM2 which accords with the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan. The alternative op
Council much the same meaning but is stated in a negative way rather than a positive one in the preferred option. STC prefearthd ppfon
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 hi views of residents as expressed in their response to the vote g
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 wid g@agaowar
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 Courids 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 RespongeCommentsvelcomed 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 optig
revisited to allow the extent of an allocation to be amended subject to it being demonstrated that: (a) the amendmeiitiésijusid (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.
Councll 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 subject to examination and does notrfgart of the Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD. The Toy
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 are clear that development management policies, whicledtte i
the determination of applications for phaing permission should be set out in policy in the Local Plan. To ensure a policy is effq
should be clearly written and unambiguous so it is evident how a decision maker should react to development proposalszyT
requirements should bset out in sufficient detail to determine a planning application without relying on, other criteria or guidelin
out in a separate SPD. It is noted thalicy DMANBE FSNE (2 LINRPGA&AZ2Y 2F | LIINBLINAIF GS (
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 Local Plan policies. The NPPG abpafir®BIhcann
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 talelete
0 KS NB madddda@Switkithe Developer Contributions & Planning Obligatioris ®PD

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

115

Farndon Parish
Council

481

Yes.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

117

Boyer Planning
obo Avant
Homes

528

¢CKAA NBLNBaSyillidAz2zy adzZJR2NIa GKS g2NRAYy3I O2y il Ay S RhisAw wishK
emphasise the importance of the comprehensive delivery of allocated sites, and that where comprehensive development
achieved that proposals for allocated sites ensure that they do not prejudice the overall deliverability didleealiocation. As is consider
in the draft Policy, development proposals which prejudice proper overall delivery should be refused.

The NPPG guidance makes clear that jptekers need to assess the suitability, availability and achievability ofisites]ling whether th
site is economically viable. This provides information on which a judgement can be made as to whether a site can becdcdaebigeadl¢
within the plan period.

A site can be considered available for development, when, on theili@smation available there is confidence that there are no leg
ownership impediments to development. For example, land controlled by a developer or landowner who has expressed an ia
develop may be considered available.

A site can be constded achievable for development where there is a reasonable prospect that the particular type of developmen
developed on the site at a particular point in time. This is essentially a judgement about the economic viability afnal $ite,capacty of
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 SHEEite 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, to ensure historic environment elements are sim&td and enhanced.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
130 |North Muskham610 Yes.
Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
131 |South Muskhan637 Yes.

and Little
Carlton Parish

Council

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed ambted.

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 NSDResponse; Comments welcomed and noted
047 |Sport England (087 No comments on policy but appropriate eviderisgequired to understand the appropriate infrastructure requirements/financial
contributions to meet demand or to understand if existing facilities can meet that demand.
NSDResponse; Comments 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 NSDQResponse, 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 Southwéibtreat we
Council been able to see to date. In particular the value of sales seems to be seriously understated relative to achieved ssile s ahes
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.
NSDRespons ¢ 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 otleser swastbenigl In
2NRSNJ G2 (0Sad GKS LI AOFIYyGQa |aadzyYLWiA2ya dzaSR Ay fCNd®RoE) Y
5a0 YR GKS /2dzyOAtQa ! FF2NRIFIo6fS | 2dzaAy3a {t 532 doytheAinpsR@idsty R
information, these assessments typically question the validity of all inputs and data sources that may affect viabiifyd=aiifying
where there may be scope for the District Council to negotiate amendments to the proposésidégentributions. As ongoing work or|
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. Wititler information 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 Assessmieaitspandiook 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@esponse; 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 ShightiBktDhiry die 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 with fireferred approach.
NSD@Response; Comments welcomed and noted

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

089 |MLN Land & |321 ¢KS RNIFid LRtAOe adldSa a5 S asthraugdp®wsion of doprapriate 2oStabutigrd will rotR&rbigarg
Properties Fd AdzZaAGFrAYlFofS RSOSt2LIYSyliéd ¢KA& | LIINRBIFOK (2 tflFyyAay3a 20
(Broadgrove Gontributions should only be sought where they are necegsa make the application acceptable in planning terms, are related to th
Planning) development and fairly anceasonable related in scale and kind to the development. The policy should make it clear that obligatio

should only be used where it is not possibleatidress 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@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@tsadequatelyaddress 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 YSiG3X 3Idzi R $IRevélaper GdtBbutior’ss SBDOTE SPH providds yhe' A y 3
methodology for the delivery of appropriate infrastructure and the calculation of financial contributions.

098 |Hawton PC 356 Hawton Parish Council agree with the preferred approach.
NSDResponse&, Conments welcomed and noted
099 |Southwell Civic|400 Southwell Civic Society agree with the preferred approach.
Society NSDResponse; Comments welcomed and noted
108 |CB Collier 438 Whilst we have no objection in principle to new developmenaking adequate provision fany supporting infrastructure that is requirg
(Harris Lamb) to serve the new development it should be madear that this may only be possible where it is viable to do so. There are going to [
instanceswvhere development would banviable if supporting infrastructure is required and thatibgisting 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 referene to the ability to provide viability evidence if there are concerns ovedgiwerability of infrastructure and for the
Council to consider this during the applicatibbNE OSaa® ¢ KS NBOSyid Cft26aSNWBS | LIWISFE R
consgdering viability and its application to development proposals had not been coragmplijed and that as there were viability concer
these should have been considered befarsisting on the payment of developer contributions. Furthermore, we wouldestghat any
future requests for developer contributions need to be fully evidenced and that they medesteset out in paragraph 57 of the
Framework, rather than seeking to apply contributionsaoper unit basis.
NSDC ResponggComments noted and Wibe given careful consideration in development of the next stage of the plan.
109 |[Environment 448 CKS $2NRAY3I WRSEAQGSNE 2F GUKS LXFYyySR INRBgGK asSih 2dzi twkefo 0K
Agency ensure the devimpment of sustainable communities. Development that does not address its impact through provision of appropris

O2yGNROdziA2ya gAfft y20 0S5 ,NEdltomGRthat afpproprind mmdasunés adefinfegrates tits the2d
of development and also as part of decision making process to include avoiding negative impacts on and mitigating waterrquglity|
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 be sought to soften existing channe
modification (e.g. culverts, straightened channel, weirs) to support the naturalising of watercourses and improving @veeatiity for
wildlife.
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New development should avoid the culverting of watercourses and not prejudicing future opportunitiesdatveeting. The re
instatement/retro-fitting of SuDS should also be encouraged.

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

LT Al R2SayQd It NBFRe (2 a2z GKS /2dzyOAf Qa tf I yyAy 3singwateh 3
quality and multifunctional benefits in addition to flood risk.

NDC Response While the comments from the Environment Agency (EA) are acknowledged, it is not considered within the remit
t2f AO@ 5ao0 (2 AyaArad dzky &ALISOAFTAO RSaAdy YS! adzNB ateadRSigyO g
DMb5a, Design Stage 1, makes clear the need to respond to site constraints (such as those referenced in the commentsra o),
DM5b points 6 (green and blue infrastructure) and 10 (flood risk and water management).

ThePlanning Obligationand Developer Contributions SPDcurrently 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 of the SPD and integrate the suggested areas in line with good practice and where there
evidence to provide a robust rationale for contributions.

111

Fernwood PC

451

Fernwood Parish Council is concerned that theenirroad infrastructure is inadequate to support the 3 housing developments (ove
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 aof the village. Recent accidents on the A1 have shown how th
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 Bald€rear the
bridge). Could a traffic 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
developmentsheing 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 ensigs witipa
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@®Responsa; Comments welcomed and noted

130

North Muskham
PC

611

North Muskham Parish Council agree with the preferred approach.
NSD@®Responsa; 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.
NSDRespons&; 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 growth set out in the Amended Core Strategy requires provision of appropriate infrastructure éctemsur
developmern of sustainable communities. Development that doed adequatelyaddress its impadbrough-provision-of-appropriate
contributionswill not be regarded as sustainable development.

Planning applications will be expected to demonstrate considerationestiiied sitebased infrastructure needs and make clear how
iKSaS ySSRa gAft 0SS YSiZ IFdZARSR o0& GKS /2dzyOAfQa tftyyAay3
methodology for the delivery of appropriate infrastructure and the ckttan of financial contributions.
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Question15¢ Policy DM4¢ Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generati@o you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Comment

48

Farnsfield Paris
Council

91

The changes to policy DMRenewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation are confusing. Am | correct in my understanding tha
wind turbine is allowed under permitted development for domestic wind turbines as defined on the planning
https://www.planningportal.co.uk/info200130/common_projects/57/wind_turbines/2 then unless the site has been identified
neighbourhood plan, planning permission will not be considered?

Would it be possible to have more clarity in the policy itself or in the justification text so thdtdhé A O& A& S| a A SNJ
concerned that the policy as | understand it is too restrictive and not encouraging enough of wind generated energy.

NSDC RespongeThe proposed changes bring District policy into line with national policy asisit fmotnote 54 of the NPPF.

55

Halam Parish
Council

105

Solar farms also have a great impact on neighbourhoods/countryside. Comments regarding wind farms should be extendde soliz
farms, especially the policy comments:

G2 KSNBE Al SR REIVEZYGERSI G201t O2YYdzyAdGeée KIa 0SSy O2yadz
08 UKS I'FTFSOGSR t20It O2YYdzyade KIF@S o06SSy FdzZte | RRNB
NSDC ResponggProposals to develop solar and wind energy schemes are treatedettiffigmithin the planning system. There is n
in national policy for assessing solar energy developments in the manner suggested.

Q¢ =y
Q)¢ (s}

R
S K
ob

58

Severn Trent
Water

122

Severn Trent are supportive of the general principles, however we would note that esféoigncy and water efficiency measures gene
work hand in hand and that by delivering water efficient technology within development also provides energy efficiencylitbeveforg
recommend that Policy DM4 highlights the need to incorporate watécient technology alongside energy efficient technology

NSDC RespongeNoted however it is believed that energy efficiency and water efficiency are best dealt with in Policies elsewhe
Plan.

67

Southwell Town
Councill

141

STC feel that the D&hould be more proactive in identifying and allocating areas suitable for turbines.

NSDC ResponseWhere communities wish to see wind energy developments in their local areas, the District Council will facili
through assisting with the productioof Neighbourhood Plans which could identify appropriate locations for turbines.

71

National Trust

157

National Trust supports the delivery of renewable energy generation provided that the scale and design is right foritre TdeatCoung
shouldgive careful consideration to whether it would be beneficial to identify areas suitable for wind energy development. W the
retention within Policy DM4 of protection from adverse impacts of heritage assets and their settings, and protectiosighifieant view|
within Southwell including those relating to The Workhouse.
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NSDC ResponseComments welcomed and noted. Where communities wish to see wind energy developments in their local a
District Council will facilitate this through asgist with the production of Neighbourhood Plans which could identify appropriate loci
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.
Parsh Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

098 |Hawton Parish |357 Yes.

Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
099 |Southwell Civic|401 Agreed.
Society NSD®Response& Comments 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 & Sherwdeei
Bourne Leisure identified as suitable for wind energy developments that would require planning permission, local communities are abltifiy
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 Ay sdt dwBylfram sensitiveeceptors anddentified as suitable for wind energy development in the Development Plan;
w $KSNB Al A& RSY2yadNIGSR GKIFIG GKS t20Ff O2YYdzyAdGe KIFa o
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.

Council

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

80



APPENDIX A

128 |Historic Englang

561

Agree with preferrechpproach, 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.
NSDC RespongeComments 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 provisions in 1@ BNating 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 theéRRRdren

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 poli
be amended to refer either only to major development or to development where a design and access statement is
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Reference in &licy DM5a to preapplication 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 nurabs 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 appropriate to refiee toationally described spag
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 provide a DA®sindbhowever 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 size of develdmenldi apply tg
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 application is subahitthich

fails to demonstrate the 4 design processes, the application may be refused.

Ly NBaLsSoOld 2F (KS NBFSNBYyOS (2 WIRSldad GS SEGSNYIt |
parts of the Development Plan. It purposejuioes not seek specific standards and allows for a certain level of flexibil
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 individually.

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 conjunction with Public Hea K 9y 3f I yRY Kl & LINPRdzOSR W! OGO A D¢
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 key princiglegmsuring new developments incorporate opportunities for
people to take part in sport and physical activity. The Active Design principles are aimed at contributing towards the
D2@SNYYSyiQa RSaANB F2N G§KS LI | yy loygl goadiuban Sesigni Soort BNgea
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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055

HalamParish 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 the local cormanity, especially as voiced through the parish council, should be considg
as a major factor influencing the outcome of planning decisions.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomes and noted.

056

NCC Policy

111

From a minerals and waste perspective, it wolnddpreferable if the policy were to be amended as proposed in the Opf
WSLR2NI® LYy LINI o W YSyAaAideQ 2F GKS LINRPLRASR LRtAoe
impact on the amenity or operation of surroundinglar@ 8§84 ' yR ¢KSNB ySOSaal NBE YA}
¢KS adzllL2NIAYy3I GSEG SELI YyRA dzll2y GKAA& FdzNIKSNJ SELX |
near to an established use with the potential for adverse environmental ésp¢he 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 community
coudhaveasighA TA Ol yi I ROSNBRS SFFSOG 2y ySgs RSOSt2LIYSyid Ay
required to provide suitable mitigation before the development has been completed.
In relation to minerals and waste, both the Waste Core StrategyMinerals Local Plan contain safeguarding policies, R
WCS10 and Policy SP7 respectively, which seek to protect existing, permitted and allocated waste and mineral site
being sterilised by nowaste and nonmineral development within close proitimvhere environmental impacts (e.g. nois
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 sterilisation risk, theisomsthe 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 minerals sites if
accordanceavith Policy WCS10 and Policy SP7. The County Council would therefore welcome such inclusion within
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 the risk of pog
SuDS thiaunderperform being delivered. We would also recommend the policy highlights the need to follow the Drai
Hierarchy.

Drainage Hierarchy
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The drainage hierarchy outlined the principles of where surface water should be discharged, the hierarchy i wittling
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 expectation at the Neighbg
Plan sage it consideration can be incorporated into the initial a site designs resulting it better continuity of surface W
through development.

To aid in the interpretation of this request we would recommend that the following wording is incorporated ilnt@po
DMba&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 to the public sewerag
systerdi | NB I @2ARSRY gKSNB LI2aaArof Soé

SuDS (Sustainable Drainage Systems)

Severn Trent note that Planning Policy already requires major development to incorporatéh8uid@ the written
Ministerial Statement for Sustainable Drainage (HCWS 161) and NPPF. However current policy is very flexible on h
can be incorporated into development, by incorporating appropriate references to SuDS in policies DM5a&b, toe n¢
developers to deliver high quality SuDS can be secured. Current Industry Best Practice for SuDS (The SuDS Manu
C753) highlights the need to consider SuDS from the outset of the design process and not to fit SuDS to the develg
site post laput. To aid in the delivery of this recommendation we would recommend wording to the effect of:
alff YFE22N RS@St2LIySyia aKkff SyadiNBS GKIFIG {dz&adGFAYIl o
run-off are put in place unless demonstrated be inappropriate.

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

The conpleted SuDS schemes should be accompanied by a maintenance schedule detailing maintenance boundar
responsible parties and arrangements to ensure that the SuDS are maintained in perpetuity.

Where possible, all nomajor development should look to incogoNJ ¢ S G KS&aS al vyS {dz5{ LN
The supporting text for the policy should also include:

G{dzAdFAylIo0fS S5NXrAyF3aS {eadsSvya o0{d5{0 akKz2dzZ R 6S RSaAh
Manual, CIRIA (C753), to ensuthat the systems deliver both the surface water quantity and the wider benefits, withg
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, makg the surface water management features as much a part of the
RSOSt2LIYSyid a GKS o0dzZAf RAy3Ia YR NBIRADE
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We would also note that as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) are the statutory consultee for the planning proc
relation to surface water managnent that they should also be consulted on any wording regarding 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 desigi, I G A2y f ¢NHzZAG &adzLII2 NI a (GKS LINRLRalf G2 f
within a suitably flexible framework to allow designers/developers to employ their own detailed methodology. If suck
process is adopted then we also suppibre idea that this requirement should be highlighted within the Local Validatio
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.

NSD@Responser Comments 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 constraindsopportunities. This can be achieved throug
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 anddshotibe retrofitted. Preventing
applications from being amended through the planning process which is itself an iterative process where statutory d
may highlight issues previously not accounted for is not developer friendly. Whilst design sadhtiight about before
the application is submitted, it is likely that further changes will and could be made through discussions with the loc
planning authority to address matters raised by statutory consultees for example to ensure that planningtiapsliare
not refused unnecessarily. Frontloading design work viaapgeis 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 burden and 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 texs ¢he SPD has not been subject to examination therefore cannot be imp
as policy via the backdoor.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. The intention of DM5A is to ensure that applications demonstrate evidence of c:
and proper planning from the outsethe policy allows flexibility for schemes to evolve as part of this process, howevq
important that design and layout is not retrofitted. This will be clarified in the policy.

Pre-application is encourage, not mandatory to ensure the requiremen3\ba & 5b are met.

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

Harby Parish Council

193

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred apph.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomes and noted.

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 propat@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 the sca
form, tvpe and senS|t|V|tv of the proposak

FeeemmendedThlslevel-efcommunlty and stakeholder engagement isin addltlon to the usual Planning Application
notification and consultation process. Early andgutive engagement with local communities and stakeholder ensures
meaningful discussions take place at the appropriate stages in the design process when there is more scope for co
YR &aidl 1SK2f RSNAE (2 akKlFLIS RS@OSt2LIYSyd LINRLRAlIf &aDE

NSDC RespongeThe 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 weatare 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¥Syida IDNBSY FyR hlLll]
area requirements identified in the nsdc DevedoiContributions and Planning obligations Supplementary Planning
520dzYSyie® 9EOSLIiA2ya G2 GKAA gAfft 2yfe 060S ft26SR ¢

¢tKA&a aKz2dzZ R AyOfdzZRS | adl SYSy Gtedanz@ihanted © maketbein atlactive\af
FYSYylFo6fS F2NJ dza SNA ®¢

Disagree

7 Ecology

The status of the Nottingham shire Biodiversity Action Plan needs to be confirmed or a covering statement include
a2YSUKAY3 tA1S a2NJ SljdzA @I £ Sy G ¢

Disagree.

10 Fbod 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. The provisions 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 RespongeComments noted. Not all developments can support teéwry of new open space on viability groung
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 to secure arsitéf contribution to enhance the &ting open space, rather than
KI oS (g2 OKAfRNBYyQa LXIFe& FNBFra gAGKAY | aK2NI RAA&GL
suitable. The protection of PROWSs are dealt with by Nottinghamshire County Council. The Nottinghamshkeesijodi
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
This should have the energy efficiency of the gesind 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. N
is not enough.

Before building any new builds, all options regarding the use of unoccupied existing buildings should be shoethézih
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 standards that are ¢
above current market requirementsould 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 ecologicallysstve are provided some protection under Policy DM7. Whilst it n
be desirable to develop unoccupied buildings before new build development, it is not always possible to do this and
not aid the delivery 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 successor version 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 establishin
for a Healthy Lifehut it was never intended to become enshrined as a mandatory policy requirement in Local Plans.
of Building for a Healthy Life should remain voluntary rather than becoming a requirement of Policy DM5(a), which

oblige developers to use thisal. If the Council wishes to refer to Building for a Healthy Life, it should be in supportin
only. The Council should also clearly set out the definition of performing positively against Building for a Healthy Lif
positive performance should neequire achievement of a prescribed number of greens under the Building for a Healt
traffic light system of assessment. Before the-ptdamission Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD
consultation, Policy DM5(a) should be modified.

If Bulding for a Healthy Life is introduced as a mandatory requirement of Policy DM5(a), then the Council should as
viability implications. The Council cannot assume that there are no additional costs as the creation of place in teahg
characte 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¢ akKz2dZ R y2i 0S5 AyidSNnNanagRenttOHiceis Esonvegingyh® weigl af a BREDG
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 (Local Planning) (EnglandipRe@@i42 are clear that developmer
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 should be clearly writenambiguous so it is evident
K2g | RSOA&AAZ2Y YI 1SN akK2dZd R NBIFOG G2 RS@St2LIYSyid LN
detail to determine a planning application without relying on, other criteria or guidelines set ouejmeaade SPD. Nationg
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 new planning policies 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

GAYy | OO2NRIyOB wW3aAXKRERBANKR2LEGE S YR /NI tFN]JAy3 58
NSDC Responset KS bt t C Of SI NI & & ( localPlannidgyauthoiitieslshbiid-ehskre thad tbey linke!
access to, and make appropriate use of, tools and processes for assessing an@ilngfa ( KS RSaA 3y
AYyOf dzZRSXFaaSaayYSyid FTNI YSE2N|m ¢KABOK t DA | Authidities sty HiSTae rivfidf
to the use of specific framewaorks in their policies or supplementary planning guidancestihabst relevant to the vision f
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 also a nationally recaged 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 the existing policy hoeldmended Core Strategy and will
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 see reference made to guing opportunities to reduce flood risk overall. This is relevant to developn
deemed appropriate within areas at flood risk but also developments outside of Flood Zones 2 and 3 but located up
of existing communities at risk of 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
development levels or redied 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 | YYAy 3 520dzYSy ¢ 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 &W@ NI 6 £ 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 LIRaArAdA@Stesd F3AFAyald GKS . sigporivd of i ust ashylidance, 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

91



APPENDIX A

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 O2y & AARSNJI 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 AyOftdaAaAizy 2F (GKS adladSYSyid aiKS eamnsarawslh
a1Aff SR ONBFGABS YR LI adaAirz2yladS Fo2dzi ONBFdGAy3a 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
GKAE oAff RAFTFSNIOGSU6SSY dzNDBIFYy FyR NUzNIf FNBFaod ! a
planrmaking and decisiomaking".

C2NJt2fA08 5apd O0HD® tINJAYI0I 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} INF LK mMcR 2F (GKS bttcCxz [20Ff t f [Afsuthd?tliie w@ding 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 SI NI & & i lodd flanniry duthbdities shaulllenslite thabtley have
F00Saa (2= FYR YIF1S FLLINRBLNAIGS dzaS 2Fx G22fa yR L
Ay Ot dzZRSXIF dasSaavYSyid FNI YSg2N] fhe BREGAKOsH & a Aulbkritid® iy IvishFta 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 comwithnational planning policy and
guidance.
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2 KIG GKS [/ 2dzyOAf O2yaARSNI G2 6S I WNRBodzAadG aArAidsS |yR
judgement.

Reference to the Parking SPD provides increased clarity to the existiog hook in the Amended Core Strategy and wi
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
assessed againgte 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 having a direct imdirect 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 Local Geologsiies and their buffer zones and Local Biodiversity Action Plan species will be r¢
to submit ecological information to enable an assessment of their impact, in accordance with relevant national legis
all cases, where the principle of déopment is considered appropriate the mitigation hierarchy must be applied so thg
firstly harm is avoided wherever possible including consideration of other locations; secondly appropriate mitigation
provided to ensure no net loss or a net gain obpty 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 wildlife andlggioal features at a local and wider landscajpale to
deliver robust ecological networks, to help deliver priorities in the Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Opportunity Model fq
Newark & Sherwood District. Establish additional ecological links todha@&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 commuted sunvalgnt 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
whether additioral wording is included in the policy to link to DM7.

127

CPRE Notts

0 ndTdo GaAGNRBy3Ife SyO2dz2NF 3Sa¢ Rapication dtd§eNWhilame apprgcihle T
national planning guidance does not require developers to engaiieoemmunities 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&S will eigglications 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 new developnebekav
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
indicatorsresultdy a 22 YIye NBR&a¢ adzyt Saa GKSNB INB aAayaATA
RANBOGAZ2Y KSNB>X Al aK2dZ R 6S YIRS Of SINBNJ gKI G g2 dz
text would weaken the policydzause 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 y20 yoadSe. AAPSY LISN¥YAAEAA2Y AY | Y

O0 nodTdp YI1S5a I 00Saa G2 LMWzoftAO GNIYyaLRNI | NBI dzA NB
O2dzyd & Wt NAHSNI a0l tSQd LG 6F+a SELXIFAYSR G GKS 2y
in, that developments of at least 10 units are intended here but that stating this in the text could lead to applications
units to avoid the public transport access requirement. We appreciate that this is a risk, but our view is that the vag
of the policy as drafted presents the greater risk.

RO ! NBIdZANBYSydG Aa adriSR 2y Wopn GKFG {dz&AdFAYyFof S
not explain circumstances in which these would not be possible. It was explained at ithe @orisultation meeting on 161
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 are encourage and amgt mandatory but if developers do
not demonstrate compliance with this policy, the application may be refused. Assessments against Building for a Hg
gAff O2YS R24y G2 2dzRAYSYlH 2F GKS tf I yyXK¥3bh Bfé AN
RS@PSt2LySyida adzOK a ySg aSiatSyYSyita 2 & BBEKSNEAEE NI
comes down to a matter of judgement and whether the Case Officer accepts the case presented by the dappliegate
from the policy.

128

Historic England

562

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

I NOKAGSOGdzNI £ 2NJ KAAG2NRAROF Tt YSNAR iwould secomrieqd thaf i Gouhcil derisia
reference to Historic Landscape Characterisation too
https://historicengland.org.uk/research/ntbods/characterisation/historidandscapecharacterisation/

NSDC RespongeComments noted. Historic Landscape Characterisation will be included within the supporting text 3
reference to good technical tools.
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130 [North Muskham Parish Coun 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 preferred approach.
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 HLC in supporting text as a reference to good technical tools for landscape analysis.
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Questionl17¢ 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 refergce to districtwide 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 seque
test. The Inspectoconcluded that the suarea 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 policy framework for consyst€he consultee is well awarsg
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
OANDdzyaiGl yOSa gt r §& Sd @wBeamedif geFab Qiihiawkich t8 undertake the Testrwitmally be
DistrickwidS Q 6 b { 5/ @ Yondfder Zhis tb 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 enageropriate forms of rural land management to reduce flood risk.

{ dzOK Iy F LILINERIF OK A& &dzJJ2 NI SR 0 plankshoulCapplyl-aNdgaitihl rdased aparoaghktd
0KS 20 GA2Y ¢XKISERIAXKIAIEIRY RR2IXIKA AT | yR Yyl 3S debgmBrdzhatis 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 impafit®ding, (making as much use as possible of
natural flood management techniques part of an integrated approach2 Ff 22 R NAail Yl Yyl 3ISYSyao
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 preferredrapph.
NSD@Respons& 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@88lobd Risk and Coastal Change section undeneahding of
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
to the catchment areafork S G & LJS 2F RSOSt 2LIYSyd LINRPLR aSRé

And that:

G2 KSy FLILX eAy3a GKS aSljdzsSydAart GSadx I LINI fkeh. frdr éanpleliniNE | G
considering planning applications for extensions to existing business premsigihitbe impractical to suggest that there are mors
suitable alternative locations for the developmedif & S 6 K S NB ¢

The application of the sequential test on a distniditle basis as a starting point is neither a pragmagiproach and nor have the
Council provide@ny evidence of what individual circumstances wausdrant 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(c) 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 ated bf §eSrah withi wiiich t#8 undertake the Testwaitially be Districts A RNSD(
Emphasis). We consider this to be sufficiently flexible to allow the Council to consider various site specific issueawjhatym
restricting the sequential test area of search.

098 |Hawton Parish 359 Yes

Council NSDC RespongeComments notednd welcomed.
115 |Farndon Parish 485 Yes

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

Parish Council NSDC ResponseComments noted and welcomed.
131 |South Muskham & (641 Yes

Little Carlton Parish

Councill

NSD@Response& Comments noted and welcomed.

Action Required

None

97



APPENDIX A

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 desmiopnd 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® LU KI& &aSLINIraGSte 0SSy oNRdAAKG (G2 GKS 54
identified as an area of water stress. The policy wording developed by Severn Trent Watdonvilltie 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.
Councll 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 new dwellings nacttieve a mandatory level of water efficiency of 125 litres per day per person, w
a higher standard than that achieved by much of the existing housing stock. This mandatory standard represents an effieatig
management measure. If the Counwikhes to adopt the optional standard for water efficiency of 110 litres per person per day, th
| 2dzy OAf &aK2dzZ R 2dzaiAFeé& R2Ay3 a2 o6& | LILX &Ay3d {KS clénNdcal $edRokcal
Planning Autbrity (LPA) can set out Local Plan Policies requiring new dwellings to meet tighter Building Regulations optional reqf
Mmma £ AGNBE LIYIRI: 5608 MNDIB327LTBhRNARPG dlgo statesthat &G 6 Aff 0SS F2NJ I dbased o
existing sources of evidence, consultations with the local water and sewerage company, the Environment Agency and cattiamsdip
YR O2yaARSNI GA2Y 2F GKS AYLI OG 2y @D I560A520160827.F YR K2dza 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 the remainder sifittésDiot. Thi
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 demonstrate a clearddcatmuss the whole District.
Whilst the viability implications of the optional water efficiency standard are minimal (cireQ $@r dwelling), before the prsubmissio
Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD consultation, the Council shdelthke a viability assessment of the cumuld
impacts ofPolicy DM5(d)n conjunction with additional proposed policy requirements un@ere Policies 1 & &dPolicies DM3, DM5(q
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 ensdugher levels of water efficiency set oul
national planning policy.
115 (Farndon Parish|486 Yes.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

129 |Natural Englang596 Natural England would like to highlight the benefits for climate adapéiod resources efficiency that can be achieved by adoptir
integrated approach to water management. CIRIA has produced guidance on the design, delivery and maintenance of integr
systems, this would be particularly beneficial on larger or sgatsites.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

130 [North Muskham615 Yes.

Parish Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

131 [South Muskhan 642 Yes.

and Little
Carlton Parish
Councill

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

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 Bull. Referemtetwements to biodiversity (net gz
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, and the Trudthvadso (in some cases) wish to discuss with devel
about the potential for offsite improvements where relevant, feasible and practical.

NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted

053

Coddington Paris
Council

102

Paragraph 4 should be rewordddss 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 current NPPF wording

058

Severnlrent
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 wildlife, habitats, sustainabledsef conveying water throu
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 Gi#lele Infrastructure such that wateourses are protected fro
encroachment, allowing space for extreme weather flows to be conveyed and facilitating ecological links between the veate e
the green infrastructure.

NSDC RespongseComments welcomed and noted. Whilst implicit that gfee A Y F NI & (0 NJzO G dzNB A y Of dzRS &
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 inckglblue infrastructure. The proposed amendments to DM5b on design already g
issues in relation to watercourses.

071

National Trust

160

National Trust supports the general approach to biodiversity and green infrastructure.
NSDC RespongeCommentavelcomed 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 relevant percentage set out irBhdronment Act, as measured by the DEFRA metric or any sug
R20dzYSyio® wSTSNBYyOS (2 atid tSradé aKz2dZ R 0S NBY2JSR tha axges
those set out in the bill. The policy should simpfer to the Environment Act to ensure policies directly align future proofing p
Furthermore the policy should specify where exceptions will be made e.g. brownfield sites or challenging/highly constxesluguheen
sites.
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Transitional arrangementganning 2 years are understood to be proposed. The policy implementation must therefore align fu
government transitional arrangements.

The Environment Bill 2020 is currently with the Lords pending a 3rd reading. Until the bill has obtainedsayalresproposed chang
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 bydadiversity offsetting must also be considered carefully when establishing the likely impact on s
deliverability. Net to gross acreage implications must also be understood to revise allocation sites plot capacities. Wgtard
reduction in plotyield 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 onsite. Proposal sites coirteng high impact to biodiversity reliant on credits should be sequentially put to the back of the qus
truly sustainable form of development is to be fostered.

NSDC Response Comments noted. Since the publication of the options report the Enviromet gained royal assent on thé'
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 HarbyParish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC ResponseComments welcomed and noted.
078 |Collingham Paris|251 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
098 |Hawton Paris 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 aK2dzZ R y20 RSOAFGS FTNRBY GKS D2@SNYYSyl Qidegidlahuk
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 requiteumé is not a cap on th
aspirations of developers who want to voluntarily go further. The Government will use the DEFRA Biodiversity Metric te aheags)a
to biodiversity under net gain requirements established in the Environment Bill. The toapdaquirement 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 caisethbyr 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 foisitéf 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 3
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

¢CKAa& aK2dzZ R Ay Of dzZRS Wof dzSQ Ay FTNI ad NHzOG dzNB @

In addition to avoiding impact and protection of species and habitats and net gain, this should also include a refeneatimtpligget
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 (iad ¢St O2YSR FyR y20iSRd 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 justifibat€
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 istrict should seek to enhance biodiversity. The enhancement ghowide a net gain il
biodiversity, with the percentage gain dependent on site and project specific considerations, and agreed between the appiidathe
CouncilOn sites of regional or local importance, including previously developed land of biodiversity value, sites supporiritapiiats
or contributing to ecological networks, or sites supporting priority species, planning permission will only be gteered 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
Council

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
alreAay3a GKIFaG Fye RS@OSt2LIVSyd OldzaAy3d RIEYIFE3IS 2N t2aa 2F GK
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 pleasantiainiedes
environments for new residents, we encourage adoption of a target @aat130% 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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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 elegsurikd
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 SSSls themtespised

relates to how development proposals should be designed if it is judged that the presumption against development can be oVéis
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 spaces, watdrother environmental features in both urban 4
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 mitigation, fooatjpiction, wildlife habitats and health & wedking 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, where it méglditionally 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 its proteatihenhancement, 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. Evidencstoéegic approach can be underpinned by Green Infrastructure Stri
Natural England are in the process of developing new green infrastructure standards, these will include mapping tootwidsalse
to inform policy. Although there is a timing isswith 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 habitagarised across whole landscapes so as to maintain eco
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 for naigpry 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 taecto)
the enhancement of ecological netwis.

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 welcome thedlusion 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 demonstriagins 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 EnvironBiént

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 highlighnat 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 Respoag; 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

E R

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 propesa 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 new sitespen countryside away from existing settlements but does not exclude them. Traveller g
the open countryside can still be considered an exception to the usual presumption against new development in open auntrysid
Policy should make clearwhati YSI yi o6& Wl gleé FTNRBRYQ SalLlSOArffe a G4KS [/ 2d;
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 uninten$edjgence of the policy, rather tha
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 obtain plapeimgission 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
WNEB R dzy R¥ A Ddzd TR Q
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.

ltem3¢Thed SEG aK2dZ R RSTAYS (GKS ONARGSNARLF (G2 0SS dzASR G2 | aa6fa
I NOKAGSOUGdzZNE Qo

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

Item 6¢ Agriculturaland rural enterprises need more definition on what is included in scope.

ltem8c&d K2dzf R 65 NBG2NRSRY LINRPLIRAFIfA&A FT2N LINBPLRNIA2YFGS SELNIY
NSDC RespongeOccupancy conditions are applied to all planninghiesions for new or replacement rural workers dwellings. Plann
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 confotynwith the NPPF. Despite these terms not having a clear definition in national policy,
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. Aitgttural and historical merit is assessed by NSDC Conservation. Proportionality is already in
in the second paragraph.

055

Halam Parish
Council

107

Many local villages are "straggly” or have isolated outlying properties or sections. In thesé basesmes more difficult to define what
would be considered the "village" or "settlement". The wording in the current policy "the maindzit I NS a8 2 FXb &K
the proposed change in the policy wording removes the need for new developto be in the "main part” of the village and could
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 Ameth@ore Strategy, the Inspector expressed concern about th
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 extent of the maindalilt . 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 Sj&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 ¢ésiand offer a greater choice to potential businesses seeking to locate or expand in th
District.

If no further allocations are identified, any new proposals would have to satisfy Policy DM8 as it is likely that ang strgikryment
development woulde located not within the urban area, but on land currently 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 remains very restrictive as it continues to only permitedapmeiet
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 for development on land east of Newlink Business Ranlldor ex
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 site allocations.

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

NSDC RespongeComments noted. Developmeim 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 to thds=lidetiie
policy, so long as the land subjecta planning application is close to/adjoins the settlement/village and provides an extension to th
village/settlement, whereby there is still sufficient countryside beyond it to create a gap/break in between settlements.

NSDC RespongeComments notedThis suggested approach is not considered appropriate as DM8 recognises the value and vuln
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 preferrpgraach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments Noted.

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

087 |Tetlow King obd313 TetowYAy 3 tfFyyAy3d oNRBFRfe@ adzZJR2NIa (GKS / 2dzyOAf Qa LINBTSNNBH
The Minster introduction of additional text related to employment uses which supports the construction of buildings for expandingyeistew
Veterinary busnesses in the open countryside in areas such as industrial areas and, where necessary, expansion into adjacent arecanwieer
Centre demonstrated that the impacts are acceptable.

The expanded text at DM8(8) is considered to be a sensible and pragmai®appOK G Kl & NB ¥t SOia GKS ¥
settlements existing employment areas (such as industrial estates) are located on, or close to, settlement limits waitlsdimpieefor
expansion of employment uses other than outside for setat limits and into open countryside. The increased flexibility built into tl
policy will ensure that growth of existing and new businesses in such location is not unduly constrained and will helprtahsip
economic growth of the district.
NSDC Regmsec Comments noted and welcomed.

093 |Urban & Civic |331 ' NBFY 9 [/ AGAO adzlI2 NI GKS LINPLI2ASR FRRAGAZY S dzy RSNJ Wbf&dsting
residential dwellings to create new dwellings.
Aproposed RRAGA2Y dzy RSNJ W/ 2y @SNEA2Y 2F SEA&AGAY3I o6dAf RAYIAQ &ad
acceptable. Urban & Civic support this and consider a consistent approach should be applied to replacement gurelingsallowiry
replacement dwellings to be proportionally larger than those they replace, rather than of a similar size as under thepoliognt
wording.
C2NJ GKS NBlFaz2ya 3IAGBSYy [10620Ss ' Nbly 9 [ APA0 NBaBISGH T defyta& ON
as follows:
G X NBLX I OSYSyild RgStftAy3aa akKz2dzZ R Sy KsinileSze dndsSalepidpdrtibnate B shat bethg
replaced andof asimilad A G Ay 3 (2 GKIFIG 6SAy3a NBLX I OSRd¢
NSDC ResponseComments/ 2 i SR® LG Aa O2y&aARSNBR GKF{G GKS SEA&GAY T LIKN

094 [The Land and 338 LPCo recognises the import of the Core Strategy para 5.20 and Core Policy 6. These provide the visioningganttestrateork 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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9 supporting business growth,

i facilitating and exploiting infrastructure delopment,

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 the Newark Urban Area, there m
existing businesses, penpssubstantial in scale, located on existing sites that may wish to grow, but are otherwise restricted or pr¢
FTNRBY 3INRgAYy3I 0SOlIdzaS GKSe& Yire 6S t20FGSR Ay I WNHzNI f NS
Policies DeMepment Plan Document (DPD): Options Report (subject of this current consultation) do not seem to consider this sc
positively or proactively, and present as being inconsistent with the NPPF, July 2021.

NPPF paras 81, 82, 85 and 123 are consideredael and ought properly to be considered as part of the final wording of an amend
Policy DMS8.

t N ym YIF1Sa OftSFENIGKIFIG aLIRfAOASAE aK2dzZ R KSt LJ ONSB HawSthal K §
businesses, some of wdfi may be in rural areas. should still benefit from policy that encourages expansion, investment, growth ar
AYONBIFASR LINPRAZOGAGAGE D ¢KS yIiA2ylf LRtAOCE AyOf dZRS¥iGKBT Y
can be t&en to mean such other opportunities not identified as allocations, but providing the necessary policy flexibility (spafdPH
82) for even substantial businesses to grow, enabling further investment in new production capacity, recruitment, skilfsiave
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 plan policy framework should not be cast restrictivelgrins of whether land is inside or outside a settlement boundary. Tk
a particularly important point bearing in mind the wider content of the NPPF:

1 positive and proactive encouragement for sustainable economic growth (para 82)

9 addressing potentidbarriers to investment, such as inadequate infrastructure, services or housing, or a poor environment
82)

9 flexibility to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan and other circumstances (para 82)

1 recognise and address the specific locationaliegents 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 85 states:

oPlanning policies and decisions should recoghiaesites to meet local business and community needs in rural areas may have to
found adjacent to or beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served by public transport. Irctires&oices it wi
be important to ensure thatel/elopment is sensitive to its surroundings, does not have an unacceptable impact on local roads an(
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any opportunities to make a location more sustainable (for example by improving the scope for access on foot, by oyglifgior b
transport). The use of previously developed land, and sites that are physicathelatdd to existing settlements, should be encourage
GKSNB &dzAa il ofS 2L NIdzyAiArASa SEA&EGE

This reference makes clear the reality business locations are often found outside settleouewiaries 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 should be treated positively:

a[ 20k £ LI | yy A {d3soltalleln fdsitik dppréash toafplcedtions for alternative uses of land which is currently devel
y2G ft20FGSR F2NJ I ALISOATAO LMzN1I2 &S Ay LIXlyarx oKSNB (GKAJ
The Policy DM8 (Development in thegdpCountryside) indicates that development away from the main built up areas of villages o
settlements, in the open countryside, will be strictly controlled and limited to types of development. In relation to ereployses, the
amendment is restrictivén and introduces barriers to investment inconsistent with the positive and proactive approach pointed ou
NPPF:

The amended Policy DM8 is restrictive

development should be small in scale

a larger scale has to be justified

support is limited to paitular 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 or village envelopes

On the basis that NPPF para 2 rehearsetiiat that applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with the
development, it is important that the development plan provides the positive and proactive framework to facilitate investiaéing to
substantial unallocated existirgmployment sites in the rural area. Policy DM8 does not do this.

= =4 -8 -4 -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@aprn@devglopmeuntjncluding tf]e ex,pan§ion or reloca'[jop of existinq bysjngsses will bf) supported taki,ng irlto aq
AAUS OANDdzvaulyoOoSa IyR UKS AYLI OuUu 2F RS@St2LISYyu 2y UKS (¢
It should not be a policy expectation that existing busiegessften with particular production requirements, should demonstrate that

existing allocations or on land within urban boundaries/village envelopes should is not more appropriate. Howeverpdlisyfdo 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
Y& 0SS GSNXYSR W2LILRNIdzyAide akiedkiepmekisanturagS&dsThde Oodnslladvdwokkavigh LIN
odzaAySaasSa G2 FILOATCAGEIGS adzOK Ay@SadySyld oKSNB GKAA O2yiaN
NSDC RespongeComments noted. We believe that DM8 provides sufficient flexibility (evla@propriate and justified) and therefore 11
changes are necessary.

098

Hawton Parish
Council

362

Yes
NSDC RespongeComments noted

114

Bourne Leisure
Limited

467

Bourne Leisure endorses the proposed amendments to draft Policy DM8 so that it isddefited with Core Policy 7. In particular, Bou
Leisure welcomes the recognition that tourism development (both accommodation and associated facilities) often needsdteble lo
within the countryside and that this is supportedn 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 to the activities of humans. Bats using aabeittinegtly threatened
by building works if they are present while the work is underway or if a demolition is taking place. If bats disturbedtiatiapy
sensitive time of year (e.g. during hibernation in winter or when baby bats are born and imibedsummer), 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 Courntrys884 A(as
amended); the Countryside and Rigldf Way Act, 2000; the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (NERC, 2006); and
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2017).

Protected species use mamade structures and barns are important for bats and birds. There is an éegeaend for barn conversiong
The reuse of barns and other associated agricultural buildings can ensure their preservation but the present situation is extreme
unsatisfactory as regards to protected species because bat roost sites and bird breedirsgesbeing lost, often without adequate
protected species surveys and no replacement of lost sites (e.g., bat feeding sites and bird breeding sites). Planming sbodid be
used to replace lost bird breeding sites (e.g., provision of barn ostlbyex). Wording should be included in Policy DM8 that clearly st
the requirement for a protected species survey and proposed mitigation to be submitted with the planning applicatiopré-e. a
determination protected species survey). Conditions magsplaced on planning consents to ensure appropriate mitigation measures
carried out. This should include follow up surveys to assess the effectiveness of the mitigation work.

Wi ff aLISOASa 2F ol Ga | yR (KSA Nosthapti diniefiiszluding db&rnyictioh 8f a mosi) some:bdS
aLISOASAE yR Fff 0ANRQA ySada ¢gKSy G(GKS& NBE 06SAy3 0 drapraiected)
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species will be regarded as a material consideratiah S RSGSNXYA Yl GA2Y 2F Fyeé LI FYyyAy3d |
species should be undertaken prior to determination of a planning application.

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed. We will include additional text to outline ¢lg@irement for a predetermination
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 pdeterminationprotected species survey.
3.t NPLR2ASR FYSYRYSYyid ONARGSNR2Y p AyOfdzZRAYy3I GKS 42NRA WNJI
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Question21 ¢ Policy DM ¢ Protecting and Enhancing the Historic EnvironmeiiRo you agree with the preferred approach?

ID |Resmndent |ResponseComment
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.
ParishCouncil NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

087 |Tetlow King obd314 Tetlow King Planning consider that the additional wording proposed to DMO(S).dNE @A RSa FdzZNIIKSNJ RSGF A f
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 proposed develephof 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 with theipdated 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 withthe 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
ParishCouncil

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 the preferred 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 NSDC RespongeCommentsvelcomed 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 overall policy approadmaed to address water quality through buffering of watercou
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 this means in practit&ny impact should be balanced against the economic and wider social need
developmer® HyWR UNRA &1 aK2dzZ R 06S oFflFyOSR 3FAyad KKLladyGssgughvon @i
Development should consider envinment agency river catchment data for adgant.
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 quality however is naiedl it is proposed to amend the policy to reflect this
type of pollution which the policy should address.

114 |Lichfields obo |468 Whilst we do not seek to provide detailed comments on the proposed amendments to draftPelidy, it is important that the supportir
Bourne Leisure text for the policy acknowledges that certain industries, such as the tourism industry, rely on countryside locationsefndetheay fing
Limited it more difficult to mitigate negative impacts towards air quality througaffic and travel management. This is because many to

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 local area, such as adequatalipdransport 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 ltisstatedr G nomn GKIFG ddzyl OOSLIIlIo6fS NRAL&E FNRY LRtfdziAzy &H

Nottinghamshire

unacceptable risk and in whose judgement. It was explained at the online consultation meetint) 8edémber 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 NRA&EA1Q NBFSNR (2 G§KS 3N
consideringnatters 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 RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
131 [South Muskam |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®oyou 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 Lincolnshir@@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 offices intiatesdent
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 tthe need for edge and out of retail proposals to be accompanied by a robust assessment of impact which ag

current and future expenditure capacity. However, this is inconsistent with national planning policy guidance which neebpriges the
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 to impact on existing, planned or committed devedmghirapgc
on town centre vitality andiability.

Policy DM11 also adds that capacity for additional convenience floorspace is not anticipated until the end of the plamvjikribe
delivery of housing growth being a particularly important influence.
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However, the policy is overly restriegi, and no justification has been provided to justify why there is a requirement to demonstrate
need and fundamentally, it is contrary to national policy. On this basis, the draft policy as currently worded is cofteangtaph 35 of
the NPPF.

Moreover, whilst retail impact assessments are only required to assess retail proposals against the sequential and imgacttests,
assessments can demonstrate need through usingpugiate data sources and survey evidence to show if existing stores areauieg,
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 capacity for additional convieoiepaeé until
the end of the plan period, is overly restii@ 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 thef émelplan period.

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

NSDC Respongéhe proposed new policy canSy &i F NR dzy R OdzNNBy i | yR ¥FdzidzNBE SELISYR
adopted wording of Policy DM14 which already requires for assessments to take account of current and future expenditure c:
Notably this wording has been prieusly found sound, and it is not considered that the national planning policy context around re
changed to the extent which would mean this was no longer the case. Amendments proposed through the Review are inteosatk
greater contextualriformation from the District Councils retail planning evidence base. Expenditure capacity forms a standard el
retail evidence bases produced to support the pfaaking process, and it is crucial that Development Plans accurately refleg
circumstances. Distrietvide the lack of retail capacity expenditure until the latter stages of the Plan Period was a firm conclusig
Town Centre and Retail Study (20&&nd reflected in the limited retail floorspace requirements outlined in the addpienended Cor
Strategy. The Planning Practice Guidance outlines that impact tests will need to be undertaken in a proportionate ammghpoopliate
way, drawing on existing information where possible. Clearly expenditure capacity is relevant tgtbe déimpact a proposal may ha
YR GKS [/ 2dzyOAfa SOARSYOS o0l &S dzyRSNIAySa Ada f 20l {SONTFINR
catchment then the Development Management process provides ample opportuwnitthis to be explored as part of undertakin
proportionate and robust test of impact.

128

Historic England

567

Agree with preferred approach. The additional information relating to Newark will also support the High Street HAZ piiofets also
referred to under Q55.

NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

130

North Muskham
Parish Council

620

Yes but there should also be a concerted effort to bring empty space above town centre retail space and offices inttafesdent

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 town centre retail space and offices intiategdent
NSDC RespongeComments noted and welcomed.

Action Required

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

ID |Respondent [ResponseComment
Number
56 |Nottinghamshire [112 The preferred approach for designation of employment areas is ithatddition to the employment allocations, there are five S
County Council OFiS3a2NRAASR a WFEH@lLIAtlIoftS SyYLi2eyYSyid fFyR Ay | RSA&A 3ydynedt

Land Availability Study. These sites will be subject tosagsent of the ongoing value of the designation and be defined on the P
Map as part of the Plan review process.
The 2 hectare Bilsthorpe Business Park is listed within the employment land availability study. This includes the planmissigméo
the Bilsthorpe Energy centre (application reference 3/13/01767/CMW). The County Council would be interested to see thicias
Map in future versions of the Plan to see what area has been identified.
NSDC RespongeNoted.

68 |Delta Planning |149 Paragraph 5.1.1 of the Options Paper states that when assessed against the housing and employment requirements sefmétialéq

obo Simos
Development

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 & Developmeranvian
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 LldofAaKSR Wh2ddAy3IKIY /2NB la! FyR b2ddryd
adzYYF NAASa AdG ¢St y2iAy I-mdbving sectolidhd ogedidas séeiian linprédedeied evellofrhange
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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 faceeshattlivery 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 processeastablishing it as an important node on the Al corr
for logistics.

We submit that the land east of Newlink Buesés 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 tHril 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
O2YYAUGGSR FyR Fff20FIGSR SYLX28YSyid tFyRQ GKFG A& Y2 NBlaidks
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 emphasis is placed on the delivery of existing allocationsgibdiidihe housing ar|
employment land at Newark South. Urban & Civic reserve the right to make further comments when the Strategic Housingognteit
Land Availability Study, as referred to at paragraph 5.1.2, is made available, and when desipasgdreen assessed and defined on
policies map as referred to at paragraph 5.1.5.
NSDC ResponseNoted.
098 |Hawton Parish |366 Yes.
Council NSDC ResponseComments welcomed and noted.
115 [Farndon Parish |492 Yes.
Council NSDC RespongeCommentsvelcomed 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 sitéfadewill

meet the future needs of the District. It is considered that additional employment sites are needesdlire 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 A& y20 OftSFENI FNRY GKS AYyT2NXIGA2Y | @I At | @fpSl742refitests/tGthelph
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 RespongeCommentsvelcomed and noted.

Action Required

None.
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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 RespongeNoted

115 |Farndon Parish|470 No Comment

Council

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

None required
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Question26 ¢ NUA/HO/2-[ | Y R { 2 dzll K 2 FDo yodragies Wwith teipreferrey &oproach?

APPENDIX A

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |203 Agreed
Council NSDResponse& Noted
078 |Collingham 258 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response Noted
098 |Hawton Parish |368 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
115 (Farndon Parish|494 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
128 |Historic Englan(569 We note the preferred approach and welcome the retention of the requirements 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 I would like to once again respectfully requésat Cedar Avenue Park is removed from all documentation regarding development.
Estate Resident NSDCResponse Noted. The site is to be dallocated.
Group
077 |Harby Parish |204 Agreed
Council NSDResponse& Noted
078 |Collingham 259 Agreed
Parish Council NSDResponse& Noted
098 |Hawton Parish |369 No Comment
Council
NSDC ResponseNoted
101 |Resident 409 Agreed
NSDQResponse& Noted
115 |Farndon Parish|495 No Comment

Council

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

None required
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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 pre submission reports already ongoing. Confidalitrery of the site can tak
place with commencement on site being anticipated late 2022. Also promotes additional adjacent land.

NSDCResponse The site was being réesignated due to uncertainty over delivery. With a developer now confirpriogressowards
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 apportunity site to provide additional flexibility. The County Council would highlight
the site is within the Mineral Safeguarding and Consultation Area for gypsum. In accordance with Policy SP7 of the Nsjttiregham
Minerals Local Plan, any appliomn would need to demonstrate it will not needlessly sterilise the mineral resource and where this @
be demonstrated, and there is a clear need for fmimeral development, prior extraction should be sought where practical. In some
cases, large saprior extraction might not be practical, however consideration should also be given to the potential use of minera
extracted as a result of esite ground works rather than simply treating them as a waste material.

NSDCResponse Add criteriontod G F G S G LINRP LR Al fa gAff ySSR G2 RSY2yailNt
GKAa OFlyy2i 06S RSY2y&a(dNI GSRY LINA2NJ SEGNI OliAz2zy YIe 068

S
2

111

CI
az2dz

075

Persimmon
Homes

167

Persimmon Homes contracted the site referred td\msth of Beacon Hill Road this year with the intention or pursuing a detailed pla
submission. It is therefore imperative the site remain a formal housing allocation under alternative Option 2. Indeeghé¢hef sao
interest regarding the sites linsitalso extend north to include British Gypsum owned land currently outside the allocation limits.
Persimmon Homes understand the bounds of the allocation area for NUA/HO/5 are unlikely to be adjusted through this DRiflazon
Therefore a SHELAAsuBni A 2y Kl &a 0SSy YIRS G2 1SSL) GKAA FdzidzNB Ftf 20l
radar for future plan reviews.

NSDC RespongeThe site was being féesighated due to uncertainty over delivery. With a developer now confirmiogress 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.

077

Harby Parish
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 (NUA/OS/2 Land Nor
Beacon Hill Road & NUA/OS{BSK Facty) and one (NUA/OS/d 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 dwellings, witto€apauwitgl
270 dwellings at the Tarmaite, 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 Opportunity Sitess wehiEhtzrought
F2NB I NR hiecorieS dldr thraligh the monitoring process that delivery [of allocated sites] is not taking place at the rates r¢
Xéd ¢KAA A& NBAGSNIYGSR 6AGKAY (GKS LINRPLR&ASR t2fA0@ b! !delivefyd
is underway.

i 2RRa 6AGK GKS 1062083 G(KS LINRLR &SR adzLlL2 NI Ather isinddhihgi to Frevevd
GKSasS aArAidSa O2YAy3a F2NBINR FT2NJ K2dzaAAy3d RSGOSt2LIVSyl Ilyle useds
bring Opportunity Sites forward. Furthermore, proposed amendments to Policy NUA/Ho/7riNElnzan Area Bowbridge 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 & Giic is concerned about pressure from additional housing in the vicinity of Newark South on both the highway network g
ASNIBAOSAE YR FILOAfAGASAE LINPOARSR Fa LINI 2F GKS b S dgteésNiould 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, delivery of lings 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 constructionhasle 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 il
constrained.

Furthermore, Newark South is delivering\dees and facilities including Middlebeck Primary School, which opened September 202
provides additional school places to meet the demand from the Newark South development only, and Urban & Civic is, therefore
concerned that should children from @artunity 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 from other newngonshe immediate locality, with
the appeal for up to 322 dwellings on Land at Flowserve Pump Digisigmeviously proposed Opportunity Sigdeing allowed in June
2021 (Ref: APP/B3030/W/20/326097), and also proposals within this Options Rep&grifforwardg 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 proposed suppdtifoy Policy NUA/OSOpportunity Sites i
revisited and revised to confirm that delivery of Opportunity Sites will only be supported where it is clear that delalogatéd sites is
not taking place at the rates required.

NSDC ResponsgeAll 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 [370 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
115 |Farndon Parish|{496 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
Action Required NUA/Ho/5 to retain allocated statysAdd criteriont@d G F ¢S aLINB LI al fa gAff ySSR (2 RSY2Y
AU0SNAEAASR YR gKSNB (KA& OFlyy2id 6S RSY2Yy&ailiNIGSRY LINR2NJ §
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Question29 ¢ NUA/HO/7 ¢ Bowbridge Road Policy AredDo you agree witlthe 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 slightly to make reetieace
new Opportunity Site 1, NUA/@IS 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 be introduced, such as compulsor
LIJZNO Kl aSz (2 aepouandd méekids damaddS Qa RS

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 of NUA/HO/8 and NUA/HO/9 and adjacent to the Opporturdtis Sitpermitted waste transfer site operate
by East Midlands Waste. Whilst not currently active, the site does have extant permission to operate as a waste traastesaitkit
was to become operational, this could lead to adverse impacts detetttdte development sites proposed by NSDC.

Ly | O02NRIYyOS gAlGK (GKS WF3ISyid 2F OKIy3aSQ LINAYOALX S Xxbvided N
F LILINBLINAFGS FyYyR FRSIjdzZh 4GS YAGAZIL (A igf tolaldidl theNdbténgal stelisatioR & HeSperhitiay
waste facility and so satisfy Policy WCS10 of the Waste Core Strategy, the County Council would recommend that furthes wordir
included within the policy or justification text to make it clehat the applicant for any future development will be required to provide
suitable mitigation of any adverse impacts from the neighbouring use such that it may continue to operate without futitetices
introduced which could render the operations lable.

NSDCResponsea; 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
Council

206

Agreed
NSD@Response& Noted

078

Collingham
Parish Council

261

Agreed
NSD@Response& Noted

093

Urban and Civiq

334

Urban & Civic object to the proposed wording for Policy NUA/Ho/7 in that it seeks to bring forward redevelopment of OpypSiterdi
the Tarmac Site. This site, which has capacity for around 270 dwellings, is located at Hawton Lane/Bowbridge Road in the imme
vicinity of Newark South, and Urban & Civic is concerned about pressure from additional housing in the locality on bigkiwtye h
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 PolicyqN\p@dsinity Sites, Opportunity Sity
should only be brought forard where it is clear that delivery of allocated sites is not taking place at the rates required. In respect (
Newark South, construction has commenced and housing delivery is underway.
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The Newark South development is delivering significant infrastruchurteleast 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 with occu
of more than 600 dwellings being dependent on PhasétheSLR being completed and occupation of more than 700 dwellings beir
dependent on commencement of construction of Phase 2 of the SLR. Urban and Civic object to an Opportunity Site comirig floaw
immediate locality that increases demand on aallds any available capacity in the highway network whilst development at Newark
South is constrained.

Furthermore, Newark South is delivering services and facilities including Middlebeck Primary School, which opened Sejfénilies ]
provides additionaschool 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 Newark South then this will result in thechédosnodit
Newark Soutmot 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 Land at Flowserve Pump Diisigmeviously proposed OpportuniSiteg being 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/46d Noth 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 Site should only come forward where it is clear that delivencafadlgites is not taking place at the rg
required.

NSDC ResponsgAll 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 activelyoseekg forward opportunity sites where housing delivery is not
progressing at the required rates. However, if development proposals were to come forward without assistance from they bRIA th
need to be considered against the provisions of the Diyeknt Plan. Where housing development is considered acceptable is sha
supported. To do otherwise would be contrary to the Governments objective of significantly boosting the supply of hashesittis s
Paragraph 60 of the National Planning Bokcamework.

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 further comment.

NSDC RespongeNoted

Add text to thejustification to make it clear that the applicant for any future development will be required to provide suitable mitigg
of any adverse impacts from the neighbouring use

Action Required
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Question30¢ NUA/HO/8¢ Land at Bowbridge RoadDo you agree with thepreferred approach?

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
056 |Notts County 115 The preferred approach within the Options Report is to increase the number of dwellings allocated at this site from @& tm86tioned
Council in response to question 2% & southeastern corner of this proposed allocation site lies immediately adjacent to the permitted wast
transfer site operated by East Midlands Waste. Whilst not currently active, the site does have extant permission to speraista
transfer site ad so if it was to become operational, this could lead to adverse impacts detected at the allocation sites proposed K
This was raised with NSDC when determining an application submitted for this site (20/00580/FULM).
Policy WCS10 of the Waste C&teategy seeks to safeguard permitted waste management facilities. The policy however does not
restrict development but to take a flexible approach to accommodating development wherever possible. For example, byttaking i
consideration any nearbyaste management facilities in a site plan layout, which could include using parking or landscaping as a
zone from any existing or potential waste use. By increasing the number of proposed dwellings at this allocation sitstth€@mcil
would question whether this would limit the ability to provide adequate buffers between the residential element and the permétstel
site and would therefore pose a sterilisation risk and be contrary to Policy WCS10.
NSDCResponsea; 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 ResponsegNoted
115 |Farndon Parish|498 No Comment
Council
NSDC RespongeNoted
128 |Historic Englan¢570 Noted.

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

Add text to the justification to make it clear that the applicant for any future development will be required to providblsuititigation
of any adverse impzs from the neighbouring 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 within the Mineral Safeguardit@pasdltation Area for gypsum. In accorda
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 demonstrated, and there =aa ©ked for normineral development, prior extraction will bg
sought where practical. In some cases, large scale prior extraction might not be practical, however consideration shmiighsado
the potential use of minerals extracted as a resulbodsite ground works rather than simply treating them as a waste material.
NSDCResponsg! RR ONAGSNA 2y (2 adlFdS aGLINRLRalrta Attt ySSR (2 RS
this cannot be demonstrated, prior extractioh @ 0S5 &2 dzZAKG 6 KSNB LINIF OGAOLf ¢ @
077 |Harby Parish |208 Agreed
Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 263 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@esponse; 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 deliverySifRpencluding 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 itocwditjate
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
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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

Il RR ONRGSNAZ2Y (2 &Gl dS &LINR LI @dodrce is tok reddlesglbsieRlised and whery thiy/carindtbe(]
RSY2YAGNI SR LINA2NJ SEGNI OGA2Y YI& 06S &a2dAKi 6KSNB LINT O A

137



Question32 ¢ NUA/MU/2 ¢ Land at Brownhills Motor HomesDo you agree with the preferred approach?

APPENDIX A

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 NSD@®Respons& Comments welcomed and noted.
098 |Hawton Parish (374 No comment
Council NSDC RespongeNoted.
115 |Farndon Parish|500 No comment.
Council NSDC RespongeNoted.
None

Action Required
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Question33 ¢ NUA/MU/3 ¢ Land at NSKDo you agree witithe 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/OSJBISK Factory) and one (NUA/O&/Tarmac Site) is an additional site proposed as part of tvebBdge
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 the immediate vicimigriofSdaith.

Spatial Policy 5 (Dellverlng the Strategy) of the ACS prowdes the basis for the identification of Opportunlty Siterg tehishl@ought
F2NBIFNR a2 KSNB Al 06S02YSa Of SINJ G KNB dAK urK)tSaklfrga)Mdeatﬂ\elmtysﬁieqmrm
X¢ed ¢KA& Ad NBAGSNIYGSR 6AGKAY (GKS LINRPLRASR t2fA0& b !delivefyd
is underway.

At odds with the above, the proposed supporting text for Opportufiity G S& o LJ NI ANIJ LK p dPoH PcO &0}
0KSAS aAiGSa O2YAy3a F2NBIFNR F2N K2dzaAy3ad RS@GSt 2LIYSy( lybe usedt
bring Opportunity Sites forward. Furthermore, pased amendments to Policy NUA/Ho/7 Newark Urban ArBawbridge 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 sie(sesponse to Question 29).

Urban & Civic is concerned about pressure from additional housing in the vicinity of Newark South on both the highwayametwork
services and facilities provided as part of the Newark South development, and itis Urbamagoh O Qa @A S¢ G KI G h
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 jat Newark South. Moreover, delivery of dwellings at Newark South is dependent on delivery of the SLR, includir
occupation of more than 600 dwellings being dependent on Phase 1 of the SLR being completed and occupation of more than 7
dwellings being depedent on commencement of construction of Phase 2 of the SLR. Urban and Civic object to any Opportunity S
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 delivering services and facilities including Middlebeck Primary School, which opened SepdmibaisZ
provides additional school places to meet the demand from the Newark South development only, and Urban & Civic isg,therefo
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concerned that should children from Opportunity Sites, notably the Tarmac Site, take school spaces at Newark Southwiiiereghisin
the needs of children at Newark South not being met.

It should be noted that this additional pressure woulddmenbined with pressure from other new housing in the immediate locality, W
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 gisoposals within this Options Report if taken forwarth 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 respiictiequest that the proposed supporting text for Policy NUA¢@®pportunity Sites i
revisited and revised to confirm that delivery of Opportunity Sites will only be supported where it is clear that delalogaiéd sites is
not taking place at theates 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 siesoubing delivery is not
progressing at the required rates. However, if development proposals were to come forward without assistance from they WRIA th
need to be considered against the provisions of the Development Plan. Where housing develigpooastdered acceptable is should
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 thereferred 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 [Historic Englan(574 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 thepreferred 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 |TetlowKingobo 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 Mead open 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 longer available for developméiat thus t
Estates (c/o continuation of the allocation would not have been sound, in that it would have been neither effective, justified or aunsiie
Fisher German national policy. As such the proposed removal of this allocation for 13 dwellings is considered to be entirely sensible.
NSD@Response Noted
112 |Norwood Park |452 As set out by the consultation document, the land at the Fariinister School is no longer available for development thus the
Estate c/o Fishg continuation of the allocation would not have been sound, in that it would have been neither effective, justified or aunsitte
German national policy. As such the proposed removal of tHiscakion 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 RespongeNoted

Action Required

None required

142




APPENDIX A

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 southernnurgtstedahe Town
Council Council recently enquiring if it was to be incorporated into the Neighbourhood Plan allocations. This implies that #ilablke at the
time. Have recent enquiries been made? Incorporating the sites to the south would not onlypatkmtial access to the sites south of
Crew Lane but would allow a reasonable layout rather 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 developmentrathe for the Gypsy and Traveller
population needs. Proposals to facilitate any additional housing needs in this location will be addressed through teetientaf the
Plan where it can be done in a comprehensive manner. The Plan Review prapdsialstage are seeking to protect the land for futu
consideration and ensure that 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 in20@9 SHLAA. The site should now Incorporate the site to the south 3
would allow 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 identifieddevelopment other that for the Gypsy and Traveller
population needs. Proposals to facilitate any additional housing needs in this location will be addressed through teetientaf the
Plan where it can be done in a comprehensive manner. The BlaemRproposals at this stage are seeking to protect the land for fut
consideration and ensure that development opportunities are not negatively impacted by the current allocations.
077 |Harby Parish 213 Agreed
Council NSDC ResponsegNoted
078 |Collingham 268 Agreed
Parish Council NSDC ResponsegNoted
087 |Tetlow King 0bd310 TetowYAy 3 t € yyAy3d adzZLJ2NIa GKS /2dzyOAt Qa NBGASg 27F A ablehad
The Minster appropriate approach to this Plan Review process.
Veterinary
Centre The commentary at paragraph 5.17.3 that in the next round of Plan mailfter 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 location of futurew 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 policy pridr G A S& Ay NBfFGA2Yy G2 fFyR a2dzikKk 2F / NBg [YyS YI
Review in circa 5 years time.

Tetlow King Planning welcome the Councils approach at paragraph 5.17.4 whereby they support an approach tiattidoder the
long term future planning of Southwell and is therefore sympathetic to protecting So/E/2 from development that could ured#misin

In respect of the approach to the Southwell Depot site itself, the expansion of this allocation to acdateradditional residential
RSOSt2LIYSyid A& oONRIFIRfe& adzZJRNISR® 2KAfad ¢Sift2¢ YAyJtobef Iy
provided from Fiskerton Road to residential development south of Crew Lane the practicalyddiffieulties, 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 was firsset 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 GdopmenS ¢
Management and Planning Policy Officers in May 2020, my client has had a potential highways access route from Fiskertharne G
designed by highways engineers which would provide an alternative and achievable means of access between Fiskerton ieRead a
[FYS GKNRdzZZK Y& OfASydQa flyR AyidSNBadad ¢Sif2¢ VYA gehil witlh they
District Council and Town Council to aid the delivery of the growth ambitions of both the District and Toweil.Coun

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 setting the precedent ¢

Society

extending the urban boundary and the de facto allocation of further land for development. The Southwell Community Aidileolog
Graup 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 easirtremity of the Easthorpe conservation area at coordinates 471015 35
and marked on MafO in yellow. Its SW corner is approximately 70m from the conservation area boundary measured along the g
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shown on Mapl0. It has some unusual rectangularkimgs, visible only in QGIS Lidar and Google Earth Pro 2000. (There has also
suggestion that there may be some evidence of a Roman Road in this area). (Attachments provided)

NSDC ResponggThe allocation as originally identified was artificialbyntained by the safeguarded line of the proposed bypass.
Extending the allocation to reflect the situation on the ground will prevent the land becdamidépcked and would lead to a more
efficient use of land in accordance with the ethos of the NPPR. R O& {2kl 2k T Ay Of dzZRS& I ONX G SN
archaeology on the site and any necessary post determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any plannirigg @onse
acknowledged that the level of previous induat use will have led to considerable disturbance across the whole of the former depg
however it is considered that it would be appropriate to amend the archaeological criterion cited above to make it m@atnbwngh
GKS bttCo Predeigriinaiich arbliadol&yical evaluation submitted as part of any planning application and post
determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely to be required.

The employment allocations include the area of enclosure remains of the Easthorpe Medieval Shrunken Village. At thisypoitie
area does not form part of the Southwell Conservation Area or of a scheduled ancient monument. This land was alfaiatdly in the
Development Plan for Employment use. The land is now proposed as Reserved Land for the next iteration of the Developnien |
future allocation will be based on the up to date situation and evidence available at that time. Howévékely to include the need fo
a predetermination archaeological evaluation submitted as part of any planning application and post determination mitigationeme
secured by condition on any planning consent.

102

Richborough
Estates (c/o
FisherGerman)

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 Grelvollanee moved to the
existing urban edge. As noted at paragraph 1.8, we consider that the whole of Southwell should be considered afresthaeigstsrn
edge of the town.

Considering So/Ho/7 (Southwell Depot), it is first necessary to consiflerth A 4 SQa LI I yyAy3 KAAG2NEO®
was refused on the basis of reasons related to housing mix, density, design, impact on trees, impact on privacy ofvexistyg d
archaeology and highway safety. Some of the reasonefasal seem to contradict each other. For example, the density reason for
refusal sets out that the site does not make efficient use of land, thus suggesting that further dwellings should beolotiatesite.
However, increasing the number of units wd undoubtedly worsen issues relating to impacts on trees, highway safety and privacy
Whilst the officer has set out some forms of development which may be acceptable, there has been no master planningthedwiaed
have seen which demonstrates howde2 Y LINBKSy aA @S fl &2dzi Oy 6S RSt AGSNBR 2y
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 rdoamn]
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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 likelgetiorrable. 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 respesitafithe
particular the request that an access road be placed through the depot site to facilitate residential development taih&ucin a
request would reduce the developable area of the site to serve access to a site which the Town Coundl by ®rS | a WwCd
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@pintsach and the impacts this would have on the Conserv:
Area. Moreover, concern is raised that any significant development south of Fiskerton Road will damage the historitieldistingture
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 = (KA aerzhsisad 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 the
NPPF.
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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 avidence
and drainage.

On the above basis, it is clear that the site is proving difftoutieliver 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 justifietiver. effe

Having regard for the clear issues with the site it should baltbeated. If the Council are to persist with @iocation, significant
evidence will be needed to satisfactorily address all known issues. Given the site is brownfield, and thus could comaridenaamal
windfall rules, the need for an allocation is questioned, particularly given the known isdatsg 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
NEljdzSad ¢2dz R NBRdzOS GKS RS@St2LI106tS INBIFI 2F GKS &aAA6SI| adzy
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 suchemnejuir
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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 AGKRA yatioh AreaiitiisioSy eimphasisés ghy idaPpdPriateness 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 hwr 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 Responsgge 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 accordance withtBelil K2a 2F GUKS bttCod t2fA0& {2kl 2kT AYyOf di
archaeology on the site and any necessary post determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any plannirig @onse
acknowledged that the levef previous industrial use will have led to considerable disturbance across the whole of the former dep
however it is considered that it would be appropriate to amend the archaeological criterion cited above to make it mstnbngih
the NR C Y Sy R-dafefminatiBnl-aiRhaéotodichl evaluation submitted as part of any planning application and post
determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely to be required.

Action Required

Amendthecrit SNA 2y &ASS{Ay3 G¢KS Ay@SaidAaalrarzy 2F LRGSYUGAFt | NOK
YSIadaNBa aSOdzNBR o6& O2yRAI(A 2 ydetargiinakioy @rchagblogigay evaluationsabyhiitedl visiipart ofi
planning application and post determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely da’h&
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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 but this has not been ttasethe 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 appnaaaitedn
employment area, a situation which we understood was thought to ecoaeptable when the Allocations DPD was first produced. ItV
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 resergitand for housing in the future might make it more vulnerable to being granted approval before t
of the plan period. Is there any means of protecting it in the short term?

NSDC RespongeThe LPA is satisfied that sufficient employment land remaiadable 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 allodatied imithin the
next iteration of the Development Plan will be basedio& up to date situation and evidence available at that time. A policy for the reg
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 &evelopment 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 retention of this employrakbocation provided that any future developmen
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 River Greet from thethern 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 |[Tetow King obg317 ¢SGft26 YAy tflyyAy3d &adzLlI2 NI GKS /2dzyOAf Q& LINBT S NNS Bediby flods
The Minster Vel risk.

Centre NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.

098 |Hawton Parish |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 in the Sdbwell. 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, including bes
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 rietiotect
such a loss.

NSDC 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 isiedieve

village of Easthorpe. The limit of settlement is defined by ridge and furrow.

NSDC RespongeThe allocation asr@inally identified was artificially contained by the safeguarded line of the proposed bypass. EX
the allocation to reflect the situation on the ground will prevent the land becorfanglocked and would lead to a more efficient us

land inac2 NRI yOS gA0GK GKS SGK2a 2F (GKS bttCod t2fA08 {2kl 2kT K
0KS aAdGS FyR lye ySOSaalNE LIaid RSISNVAYIGAZ2Y YAGA 3 wédyet thal

the level of previous industrial use will have led to considerable disturbance across the whole of the former depot stesr by

considered that it would be appropriate to amend the archaeological criterion cited above to make it mosangith the NPPF. Ame
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02

NB kd&erminatiddarchaeological evaluation submitted as part of any planning application and post determination m
measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely to be required.

Action Requied

)l

' YSYR (KS ONRGSNRA2Y &aSS{Ay3d G¢KS Ay@SaidAaararzy 27F LI
YAGAIFGAZ2Y YSI adz2NBa aSOdz2NBER o6& O2-deRiminatignyarchagblodicgl @valldfion vy
submitted agpart of any planning application and post determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any pla
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 set osgntecestatus and that the
land should not come forward without prior allocation in a Development Plan.
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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 support the resation of the land for housing but without an access from Fiskerton Road the site would be approached thr
employment area, a situation which we understood was thought to be unacceptable when the Allocations DPD was first gtodoiskel
certainlyhave a detrimental impact on the approach to houses there so we request that the option of access from Fiskerton Roauashy
reconsidered.

There is some concern that reserving land for housing in the future might make it more vulnerable to beied gpgmoval before the en
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 Southwd Area. The reserved land remains under the control of the District Council and any future allocation included
next iteration of the Development Plan will be based on the up to date situation and evidence available at that timey fanplod 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 preferred approaglbut do not support the loss of site So/E/3 in this process. It should be replaced by a site east of sity
| support the reservation of the land for housing but this has to have an alternative approach as access through an ermptenid
unaccetable.

Reserving land for housing in the future will make it vulnerable to being granted approval before the end of the plarbpehe
LYalLISOG2NIGST YR GKS O2YYdzyAde OFyy2G GF 1S ai 3 ysieSekvedinthis wi
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 requirements both District d
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 evidence availabldiaig¢hak policy for the reservg
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 Trushas no objection to the dallocation 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.
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NSDC Response Commats welcomed and noted. Traffic impacts from any proposed development would be assessed ag
development management processes.

077

Harby Parish
Council

215

Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomedral 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

TetowY Ay 3 tfFyyAy3d adzZJJI2 NI GKS -dicaing Ghd souih ol Oids T8 AsBeRploymelhtiMBdl af
designating it as reserved land So/RL/1 for future housing development. Given the representations made by the Town Queawicilg
stages of the Plan Review (replicated below) this appears to accord with their aspirations for the future eastwards gratthwatf which
includes my clients land interests as potential future housing, albeit noting that the Council has indicatdusthveitl be a matter fg
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 irgrests will then be immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary anddeWelopment 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 thg
that the Council is unable to 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 representation above, [image not included] there is the potential that more detailed locally focused gbéayerge tq
address the reserve land at So/RL/1 and any future development eastwards beyond this through the NeighbourhowdéantiRch mal
take precedence asthe most#p-RIF 1S 5S@St 2LI¥Syd tfly R20dzYSyid &aK2dz R AdG 0
¢KS SYSNHAY3 tfly LNRPOARSA y2 RSTAYAGAZ2Y 27T thelising Ste QlacSibid S
also provides no such reference point. Tetlow King Planning would welcome the opportunity to comment on what the Cowsab
I RSTFAYAGAZ2Y 2F WwSASNIBSR [FYRQ Ay &S8thwdlkagea SEG 2F GKS /2
Consequential Changes to So/E/1
¢cSGft26 YAy tfFyyAy3a &adzZIR2 NI GKS /2dzyOAf Qa LINRPLIZASR I ¥/3ght
So/E/3 all of which are also supported.

NSDC RespongeA policy for he reserved land will be included within the next stage of the Plan Review to set out its reserved st:
that the land should not come forward without prior allocation in a Development Plan.

098

Hawton Parish
Council

380

No comment.
NSDC RespongeNoted.
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102

Fisher German
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. 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 sigmifitmhent 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 empldyrnyfeiRblld
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 remaining areas suitable for empldgretapment in Southwe
this would constitute an action which would prejudice the comprehensive future planning of Southwell. As mentioned earhgrrégar
for the sensitive nature of Southwell, the delivery of employment in other locations walely challenging. Residential developm
however, can more sensitivity be located elsewhere in Southwell, in particular this has been demonstrated through thg plagprawval
east of Allenby Lane (built by Miller Homes) and land east of Kirkling®bh R® h dzNJ Of ASyiQa I yR gSai
a suitable location for future residential growth. In this regard, unless significant evidence is provided regarding-tearacapacity fo
Southwell to deliver employment land po2033, we would object to any policy which would seek to prevent the natural use of t
being realised.

In the event that the land to the south of Crew Lane is considered for residential development, significant buffers wottdbeeimclude
to the north and west to ensure new residential development does not unduly impact existing and allocated employment develo
would not be appropriate for residential development to be delivered to the south of Crew Lane, to then restrict of emglandea the

154



APPENDIX A

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, including the adjacent existing employmesibprov

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 years, and as such this offered a suitahlaigpm look at future
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 likely employment provision and ne@egainly, there is no justification for the propos
removal of the employment allocation and the addition of essentially an entirely new designation to the overall Plans &hésik ihat i
FaaA3dyAy3a GKS tFyR | a d&TsseicezidSstaing ttizl theysitk és Euitabl& Br hdugindgyTidsihas occiNBSd ni
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 conductethe proper due process to establish whether this site is the best location for future housing a
designation would in effect prejudice any future discussions on this matter througtigiegmination.

Having regard for the above, we conclude that fireposed changes to the Allocations & Development Management DPD are not
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 theoks of the only available employment land in the settlement for growth beyond the Plan period. If the
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 regard for the above, we consider any discussions on potential alterations to Policy So/E/1 are premature. Weakisvecalou
I Nl y3aS 2F 202S00GA2ya FyR AaadzsSa gAGK GKS / 2 dzy OAdued assaridiet v
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 evidence or process. The allocatigneof af I Y R | & W7¥ dzii dzN
in accordance with an appropriate process, including the consideration of alternative land, not just in Southwell budistribe whicl
would be appropriate for such a designation, supported by an approprigihodology. It is not clear why this approach has not K
applied uniformly across the District. In terms of justification, simply being suggested it by the Town Council doessfiyoths
requirements of the NPPF or PPG as an approach to Plan makingd $he Parish Council wish for this to be included within their

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 andmesit for future use post the current round of p
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 it. Decisions about future housingeamployment growth can then be made at the appropriate time base
the up to date situation and evidence available
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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 sigmifitmhent 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 earliemdgarmhép
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 prowvitiegl ttregéong
term capacity for Southwell to deliver employment land post 2033ywwald object to any policy which would seek to prevent the nai
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 dpecess 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 N}y3aS 2F 202S0GA2ya FyR AdadzsSa ¢AGK (GKS / 2dzy OAf Qasodatdihin
the sterilisation of the only logical remaining employment land in Southwell, but also in terms of the procedure undertio®iCowuncil i
LdzG G Ay 3 F2NBFNR (KAA a4daA3SE0SR FYSYRYSYy(s gAl&aNB RAz88 5P?2
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 reserve fitifiore 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 tlaeucthwill N
longer have proposals on it. Decisions about future housing and employgnewth can then be made at the appropriate time baseq
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 land has been assessed in relation to the enclosure remains associated withkibie sledieve

village of Easthorpe. The limit of settlement is defined by ridge and furrow.
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NSDC ResponggThe allocation as aginally identified was artificially contained by the safeguarded line of the proposed bypass. EX
the allocation to reflect the situation on the ground will prevent the land becortanglocked and would lead to a more efficient us
land inaccdlRF Yy OS 6A 0K (GKS SiKz2a 2F GKS bttcCco t2fAade {2kl 2kT A
0KS aAGS FyR lye ySOSaalNE LIaild RSISNNVAYIGAZ2Y YAGA 3 wédes that
the level of previous industrial use will have led to considerable disturbance across the whole of the former depot steer by
considered that it would be appropriate to amend the archaeological criterion cited above to make it moreesungith the NPPF. Ame
2 NXB kd&erminatiddSarchaeological evaluation submitted as part of any planning application and post determination m
measures secured by condition on any planning consent are likely to be required.

Action Requird

T 'YSYR GKS ONRGSNRA2y aSS1Ay3a G¢KS Ay@SadaAaaridrzy 27T iyafon
YSI &dzZNBa aSOdzZNBR o0& O2yRAGA 2 y-deyhindtioh&rchagolbgjeal avylidhtio®dlyfrittEdyiait
of any planning application and post determination mitigation measures secured by condition on any planning conseny &
0S NEBIjdA NER®E

1 A policy for the reserved land will be included within the next stage of the Plan Review to set ostiterkstatus and that th
land should not come forward 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?

APPENDIX A

ID |RespondentResponseCanment
Number

077 |HarbyParish |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 [HistoricEngland579 Noted

NSDC RespongeNoted

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 highlighat the site does lie within the Mineral Safeguarding and Consultation Area for gypsum. In acc
Council with Policy SP7 of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan, any application would need to demonstrate it will not negelidisslyhe
mineral resouce and where this cannot be demonstrated, and there is a clear need femmoeral development, prior extraction will bg
sought where practical. In some cases, large scale prior extraction might not be practical, however consideration sHmlgiasto
the potential use of minerals extracted as a result ofsite ground works rather than simply treating them as a waste material.
NSDCResponsg&! RR ONAGSNA 2y (2 adlFdS GLINRLRalIfa gAfft ySSdedan®wh&S
GKAa OlFlyy2id 08 RSY2yaidNI GSRZT LINA2NI SEGNI OGAzy Yl & 0S5 az2dzA
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
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Question41 ¢ BlI/Ho/3 ¢ New Lane Do you agree with the preferred approach?

APPENDIX A

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 ResponseNoted
128 |[Historic Englan(¢581 Noted

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

None required
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Question42 ¢ BlI/Ho/4 ¢ Dale Lane Allotments Do you agree with the preferred approach?

APPENDIX A

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number

077 |Harby Parish |219 Agreed

Council NSD@Response; Noted
078 |Collingham 274 Agreed

Parish Council NSD@Response Noted
098 |Hawton Parish (384 No Comment

Council

NSDC ResponseNoted

115 |Farndon Parish|510 No Comment

Council NSDC ResponseNoted
128 |[Historic Englan(¢582 Noted

NSDC RespongeNoted

Action Required

None required
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Question43 ¢ BI/E/1 ¢ Land on Blidworth Industrial ParkDo you agree with the preferred approach?

APPENDIX A

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish |220 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDC RespongeComments 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 sitesvithin 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 rieedlesgly
sterilise the mineral resource and where this nahbe demonstrated, and there is a clear need for smoimeral development, prior
extraction should be sought where practical. In some cases, large scale prior extraction might not be practical, howieeeatomns
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 RespongeNoted
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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 Responsi#oted
077 |Harby Pash 221 Agreed
Council NSD@Response Noted
078 |Collingham 276 Agreed
Parish Council NSD@Response; Noted
086 |Harworth Groug309 | write on behalf of HarwortlGroup plc, in relation to their land interests at the former Rufford Colliery, Rainworth. The land intereg

c/o Pegasus

identified on the Site Location Plan provided at Appendix 1. These comments have been prepared in response to Questien 44 of
Amended Allocabns & Development Management Development Plan Options Document which seeks comments on the preferre
approach to Opportunity Sites (Policy NUA/OS).

Harworth Group plc is one of the leading land and property regeneration companies, operating acrosglamegld/nd 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 brownfield sites, with a prokeredoad and a large portfolig
2F SYLX 28YSyid IyR NBaAARSY(GAlFT aradGaSad | I NB2NIKQa Ff lakidKALl
national economic significance and are at the forefront of regeneration in the UK. Harworkhclesely with local communities, public
bodies, developers and other professionals to bring forward previously developed sites into employment areas and new homes.

Harworth secured planning permission for 800 new homes, together with a new primargl scommercial and leisure space in 2019
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 ShAP4. Harworth has subsequi&hfigrsaced land parcels to housebuilders and work
commenced on the first two phases of residential development at Thoresby Vale. The site is an important regeneratidrirsiteewit
District.

Draft Policy NUA/OS Opportunity Sites advises that siitisites have been allocated to more than meet requirements for housing 4
employment. The draft policy confirms that three opportunity sites have been identified; NUA/OS/1 Tarmac Site, HawtornvlangB
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Road, Newark (around 270 dwellings), NUA/QS&d North of Beacon Hill Road (former NUA/Ho/5), Newark (around 200 dwellings
NUA/OS/2 NSK Factory (former NUA/MU/3), Northern Road, Newark (around 150 dwellings). The proposed supporting textraint
the sites are not the subject of formal hsing allocations as although they are still considered developable, they are subject to unc
over timescales for delivery. The policy wording confirms that the Council will keep these opportunity sites under revigay &hehtify
additional oppotunity sites within the settlements central to delivering the Spatial Strategy through the annual monitoring process
approach is supported. It is important that the Local Plan allows for additional such opportunity sites to be deliveredapsrt
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
restored over time, withthe stz K SNJ LI NI 2F (GKS F2NXYSNJ O2ff ASNER &AdGS y2¢
recreation programme, totalling over 100 hectares, which was completed in 2019. The site the subject of these representafitises
the former coal staing yard. Access to the site is provided from the A617 Rainworth Bypass (dual carriageway) via a signal contr
junction onto Rufford Colliery Lane. The existing site access can accommodate HGV traffic. Access to the M1 is viaainevédi 7 R
Bypassand the A38 the 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 village is located imnie theteiguth 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 has excellent connectionstitatéiggcshighway network
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 Colliery, which extendsxionapgdy
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 800,000sqft of storage antibdistnitbs, 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 €®jghandemic, has resulted in the continued growthief storage and
distribution sector, particularly within the East Midlands. This move away from traditional High Street retail towardsedaling

expected to continue for the foreseeable future. Online retail increased by 51% from December 20t@nobee2020 and has created
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 level, and at the regional levElash 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\ihgdars
and whilst the majority of this activity has taken place along the M1 corridor amd2blden Triangle', demand and take up in seconds
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 attributable to a lack of sigtaltes in the District, and there is the potential for Newark to be a
valued location for the sector, providing the potential to attract occupiers to the District. To summarise, the marketdgesind
distribution units is currently very strong, parlarly 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, in a way that makes as muchsysessible of previousigeveloped 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 needs, and support appropriatgportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land.
Amended Core Strategy confirms that the Mansfield Fringe Area, comprising Rainworth, Blidworth and Clipstonesficiseif for
daily needs, however, notékat they are closely linked to Mansfield for major services. The Core Strategy advises that these mair
settlements grew as a result of rapid exploitation of coal reserves, however since the 1970s the area has seen majak ¢hduasfei ang
large scalegb losses. The Core Strategy confirms that the need to combat unemployment, diversify the economic base and prom
regeneration have therefore been important priorities. Policy MFAP1 confirms that the Council will seek the redevelogtagnt of
regeneratian sites in the Mansfield Fringe Area to aid the development of the area. Rainworth is included as a Service Centre wit
Settlement Hierarchy (Spatial Policy 1) whereby residential and employment opportunities are to be promoted.

Land at the former Riord Colliery presents an opportunity for the Council to identify the site in order to positivelgee longstanding
brownfield site and facilitate its sustainable redevelopment for employment uses. The accompanying Economic Benefity Report
Pegasusroup (Appendix 3) presents the economic benefits of developing the site for employment uses. In terms of constructicn
the proposed development would support approximately 403 temporary roles and contribute an estimated £76.5m of grossdealud
(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 fully occupied is estimated at 8/tn $8r annum
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 opportunities for people withezofadifferent skills
in different occupations. The site at Rufford Colliery also represents an opportunity to mitigate the potential lossedrthe n
employment allocation, south of the A617, which we understand is currently being marketed for pbtesitential 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 the Mansfield Fringe Area, wiher€lmre Strategy confirms that the
redevelopment of key regeneration sites will be sought. Rufford Colliery provides the opportunity to deliver a high gquabiyneent
development, conveniently located within close proximity of the strategic highwayar&t including the MARR, maximising the
regeneration benefits of redeveloping a brownfield site. Draft Policy NUA/OS confirms that opportunity sites will be leepeuiedy,
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particularly within settlements that are key to delivering the spatial strat&yyfford Colliery lies adjacent to Rainworth, which is ident
as a Service Centre whereby new housing and employment opportunities, together with the redevelopment of key regenerstisn S
sought. The site should be included as an Opportunigy\&ithin 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 being sought for allocation as theatrefiew process and Village Envelopes
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 thre®pportunity Sites of which two are reallocations (NUA/OS/2 Land North
Beacon Hill Road & NUA/OSJBISK Factory) and one (NUA/O&/Tarmac Site) is an additional site proposed as part of the Bowbrid
Road Policy Area (NUA/Ho/7). Between them, the éh@pportunity Sites have capacity for around 620 dwellings, with capacity of a
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) & #CS provides the basis for the identification of Opportunity Sites, which are to be brg
F2NBINR G2 KSNB Al 06S02YSa Of SINJ GKNRBAAK GKS Y2yAil2 Nlesréyuited
Xé€® ¢ KAa within tHePrapdssdN=olitySNRIA/OS. In respect of Newark South, construction has commenced and housing
is underway.

i 2RRa 6AGK GKS 02085 GKS LINRLRASR adzlJ2 NI Ay 3 (S Egio pemil
0KSAS aAiGSa O2YAy3a F2NBIFNR F2N K2dzaAy3ad RS@GSt 2LIYSy( lybe usedt
bring Opportunity Sites forward. Furthermore, proposed amendments to Policy NUA/Ho/7 Newark UrbanBawhridge 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 abaquressure from additional housing in the vicinity of Newark South on both the highway network ang
AaSNDAOSE YR FIOAEAGASE LINPGARSR a LI NI 2F GKS b SdgtesNfould 2
not come forward thamay 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, delivery of dwellings at Newark Sadefppendent 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 construction of Phase 2 of the SLRaddo@ivic 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 delivering services and facilitibigdimg) Middlebeck Primary School, which opened September 2021.
provides additional school places to meet the demand from the Newark South development only, and Urban & Civic is, therefore
concerned that should children from Opportunity Sites, notdbé/ Tarmac Site, take school spaces at Newark South then this will re
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 immediéte Voith

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 Options Report if taken fqiwgattiaular, the proposed gypsy
and traveller pitches at Belvoir Ironworks North and extension to Site NUA/HQ/a6d North of Lowfield Lane.

For the reasons given above, Urban & Civic respectfully request that the proposed supporting text for Policy (NDi#gQ8inity 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 thédmendedCore 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 besessed against the policies of the Development Plan anprtheésionsof the National Planning Policy
Framework.

098 |Hawton Parish |386 Agreed
Councill
NSDC RespongeNoted
113 |Gladman 462 l'a LI NI 2F GKS [201f tflFyQa LINRPLRAIf&aX GKS /[ 2dzy OAf wevdl,itig 2 {

noted that a number of allocations are now being deallocated. This serves as a reminder that sites can lapsefgrad reasons and g
such, flexibility needs to be built into the emerging Local Plan to ensure a flexible and responsive supply of housiegaiatle.

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 Realloaiidn @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 theagessary 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 ResponsegNoted. 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 minoioakseges
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 identifiesh the Proposals Map in some forand are located within the
existing Urban Boundary. No further sites are currently being sought for allocation as part of the review process arienviliages an
Urban Boundaries are only being proposed for amendment where it brings existing jpieegibproposals 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.

171



APPENDIX A

Question45 ¢ Newark Urban Area Open Breaks Do you agree with the preferred approach?

Respondent

Response
Number

Canment

021

HeinePlanning
Consultancy

032

| struggle to see how open breaks help settlements retain their separate identities and characteristics or what thobatszan e
achieved even as suburbs. All the Open Break policy appears to do is prevent the coaleksettlmrents and stop villages becoming
suburbs of the nearest large town. | remain unconvinced that they serve any real planning purpose. It is hard to rbeatedied to
focus new development in and around Newark yet retain some artificial anttagbbreak between Newark and edge of town
settlements which to all intents and purposes are already functioning as suburbs of Newark. The open break policy efeualdiag
the transport corridor connecting settlements.

The proposed revording does not go far enough. All development appropriate in rural areas outside settlement boundaries should
permitted in Open Breaks. It is somewhat bizarre to impose a stricter policy for areas that are sustainably locatedindaiktand why
there isa need for a different policy approach to DM8?

The likely impacts of the dualling of the A46 needs to be given urgent consideration as this will surely have consiqeretots ithe
open break policy areas.

| do not think you are offering sensible @atistic options. In my view it is morally unacceptable to require Travellers to remain living
functional flood plain whilst more suitable land exists around Newark. Instead of spending huge sums of money to keesTnaxell
functional flood plainwhy not save this money, retain parts of Tolney Lane undeveloped and suitable for rewilding as part of a th
corridor to benefit residents in Newark, and relocate pitches elsewdfarecessary within the Open Break land which will be blighted
the A46 roadworks.

NSDQResponse It is considered that the principle of Open Brealimains appropriate, and as per the supporting evidence biasie
use is consistent ith national policy. They are viewed as an important policy tool for shaping andgiray development in and around
the Newark Urban Areaassisting in retaining the separate nature and character of surrounding villages. The consultation docume
clearly sets out that the NewaiWinthorpe Open Break will be further reviewed to take aauoof the emerging A46 proposatghe
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

Colingham
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 inptiederred options document to the eviden
doesn't work because rather foolishly the Council has reconfigured its website using altered webpage titles. The cunevieplgrage
does not include the evidence document which undermines the consultatiotess. The evidence alongside that relating to Tolney L
has been placed on a webpage headed 'Previous 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 faemthinder of Newark as well as
from Farndon.

The evidence appears to lack clarity on what is the purpose of the open break. The current open break is based on gheudifetim
rather than the planned form. The preferred approach document in pag6.1.12 discounts consideration of an og@eak between
Newark and Hawton because 'development pressure does not yet exist at this location and no detailed landscape analydéstakent
due to planned changes in the area.' The same position apgpiweeen Farndon and the future Newark South urban extension; but
nonetheless the evidence tries to justify extension by referring to the future development of Middlebeck. The LPA icbegigtémt on
this matter.

The methodology is mixing up two elents, it is looking at the juxtaposition between Newark and Farndon; along with the setting o
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 facprobably the most appropriate notation for the northern part of the open break separating the Farndon Road pa
Newark from the rest of Newark would be 'Main Open Area’ designation rather than 'Open Break'. Historically the FarnguantRdad
Newarkup to the River Devon was still part of the Parish of Farndon; we are unclear as to when the Farndon Road area trariskerr
Parish of Newark.
The policy seeks to resist all forms of built development within the Open Breaks. Any proposal to inwessa tcovered therefore has
serious consequences for any additional land included. A significant amount of land included in the existing open bpeaiamn im
agricultural land and the proposed extension would cover substantial areas of additionatampegricultural land upon which
appropriate agricultural development may need to be undertaken.

As the LPA is aware excavations and engineering operations reasonably necessary for agriculture are permitted develogm@assi
of Part 6 of Schedul2 of the GPDO 2015. Some of these can be undertaken without even the need for prior notification to the LP
erection of buildings reasonably necessary for agriculture are also permitted development. As confirmed in Appeal Decision
APP/R1010/W/20/326880 there is no ability to impose conditions on a prior approval nor to request information beyond what the
states. The land is important agricultural land and we are concerned that the LPA will seek to resist agricultural deveidpinenea
on the basis of this notation. This would be inappropriate given that agricultural development constitutes permitted develomchent
Part 6 even within open breaks or similar; and the prior approval process is not intended to undermine or revisit theeminci
acceptability set out in the GPDO. The policy seeks to be more restrictive than Green Belt policy which is inapprojprgestfacts of
land. A restrictive policy seeking to resist all development should cover the absolute minimum landpiptesaasingle field.

The Open Break between Newarkarndon and NewarkWinthorpe are to undergo significant structural change through the propost
dualling of the A46. The alignment that this will take is still to be decided but this will fundamentalige the nature of the land use a
the relationship between the settlements. As such no review of the open breaks should be undertaken until the implicaltio #A6f
dualling is known. The policy as currently written seeks to resist built developinditeral terms therefore it could be used to resist th
provision of the important infrastructure 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 thakisown in relation to the provision of the Southe
Relief Road and the western end of the Land South of Newark urban extension. The proposed extension of the open bresalander
allocated for housing development in the Land South of Newark whichdgitteas outline planning permission; together with land
allocated for the Southern Relief Road. This approach is wholly inconsistent within the DPD and the preferred approaubt \weud
conformity with policies NAP 1 and NAP 2A of the Amended Corte@tra

The methodology for the open breaks refers to having considered three headings: physical separation; perceptual sepatation; a
landscape value. Policy NUA/OB/1 in the existing DPD does not set out what factors were considered and there is aalevideeat
shown in the evidence base for the 2012 public examination. The DPD only refers to separate identities which implest relat
coalescence; this would only relate to physical or visual separation. There is no suggestion that the exisfing gy way was based
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 identifiedaglier in our view it also incorrectly assesses ‘'landscape value'. The key factors are in our view 'physical
separation' and 'perceptual separation’. These factors have as referred to above incorrectly included the setting of hevRive

The preferredapproach is to include part of unit 10 and all of units 11 and 12; the evidence document 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 perceptual’ is defined in the evidence methodologyn#sdbend
not contribute or only makes a weak contribution to the sense of separation of Newark and Farndon'. Accordinigiystimist support
the inclusion of units 11 and 12 in the proposed extended open break. Even 'Medium perceptual' or ‘Medium physicaldssdédfiaed
unit partially contributes to the sense of separation of the two settlements'. This again does naot ga@mclusion of part of units 10 al
11 in the open break.

Units 10, 11 & 12 do not site between the existing settlement of Farndon and Newark. The units are also in parts aficenyt sigrtance
from the urban areas. The southern end of unit 42t the maximum 1.25km away from the edge of Newark and 0.62km from the e
Farndon. The southern end of unit 11 is 1.34km from the edge of Newark. These units do not even fall within the spaceHashdean
and the planned edge of the Land SoutiNa&fwark. Given these distances the assessment of units 10 and 12 are incorrectly assess
being high in relation to physical separation.

The conclusions in the methodology in paragraph 5.12 refer to the justification being that Middlebeck will extandstéiawton. There
is no mention of Farndon and the evidence overall does not support any extension to the open break between-Newat&n. The
reserved matters for the western end of Middlebeck is yet to be submitted and approved; therefore the tofic@w green
infrastructure to be provided to the east of the River Devon is unknown. However, in parts flood zones 2 and 3 extendnoverti®
east of the River Devon; as such the actual built housing development will have to stop some distantéhed’tver Devon.
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The open break should either be retained in its current arrangement (save for excluding the parcel of land associated iMrtbase
Road, Farndon and the southern extent being amended to follow defined features on the grour;open break should only relate {
the existing part actually between Newark and Farndon with the northern bit separating the main part of Newark from Faadiim R
Newark replaced with Main Open Area designation. We have submitted an annotated diagiradicate what we mean.

NSDC RespongegComments are noted, it is considered that the designations remain consistent with national planning policy, and
review has followed an appropriate methodolodyotwithstanding this lhe detailed commentsaised by the respondent will be reviewe

098

Hawton Parish
Council

387

Given the level of development at Middlebeck, it is considered that there will be pressure to develop closer to thetvliage fture
point. The Parish Council would welcome thi#oduction of an Open Break to keep its identity separate and unique from the encrog
conurbation.

NSDC RespongeCommants are noted, this matter was considered as part of the review of the designations and concluded to not
necessary at this stge. This is a matter which would be more appropriately investigated and considered as part of future rounds o
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 permissjonwill 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 RespongeComnents 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 frothe emerging A46 proposals on the NewgW/inthorpe Open Break, and address the detailed
methodological comments raised by respondent 095.
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APPENDIX A

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 prefeapproach.
Parish Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
098 |Hawton Parish [388 Yes
Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
115 |Farndon Parish|514 Yes
Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
128 |Historic Englan(586 The proposedevisions and preferred approach are noted
NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
130 [North Muskham623 Yes
Parish Council NSD@®Response& Comments noted and welcomed.
131 |South Muskhan651 Yes

& Little Carlton
Parish Council

NSD@Response& Comments noted and welcomed.

Action Required

None
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ID |RespondentResponsgCanment ?
Number
077 |Harby Parish 224 HarbyParish 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 |HawtonParish 389 Yes
Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
115 |Farndon Parish|515 Yes
Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
128 |Historic Englan(¢587 The proposed revisions and preferred approach are noted.
NSD@®Respons& Commentsoted and welcomed.
130 [North Muskham624 Yes
Parish Council NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
131 |South Muskhan652 Yes
& Little Carlton NSD@®Respons& Comments noted and welcomed.
Parish Council
Action Required None
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ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish 225 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSD@Response Noted.
078 |Colingham 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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APPENDIX A

ID |RespondentResponsgCanment
Number
077 |Harby Parish 226 Harby Parish Council agrees with the preferred approach.
Council NSDResponse& Comments noted.
078 |Collingham 281 Collingham Parish Council agrees with the prefeapproach.
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 ameferred approach are noted

NSD@Response& 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 opgpace in Newark, this was also reported not many weeks ago saying we were X amoun
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 ake town grows our resources are cut, like hospital, police, courts etc., not to mention the continued r(
issues. We need much more good quality accessible green spaces, for our physical and mental wellbeing. Less talk more action

NSDC RespongeCommelts noted.

009

Resident

011

| support the group's goal of securing open green spaces for the population of Newark and Sherwood. | am a residend®imaBoluigl
am concerned about a meritorious site that will negatively impact green space.

Are you awaref the proposed new houses set to be built in Ollerton and Boughton in the vicinity of the Retford Road estate, Hall
estate and Dukeries Academy sports fields?

The proposed new large housing estate between Benting Close on the terrors roadagstdtallam road which is currently waste scry
land makes sense, and will bring 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 Clbkjdvidaiday
and the back of the Dukeries Leisure Centre, serves no rational purpose other than to squeeze in more houses when thepakede
sight is yards away and is already substantial. These houses will also require a road to be built in fepmiadifti&ights making an
otherwise safe green space used by locals and children potentially dangerous, increasing pollution and pressure onghaagre€his
will also reduce the usability of the site which before Covid was used as an events sptng,fags and the circus.

¢KS FT2NNXSNI YAYSNRE St FINB aA0S 2y 2KAyySe [yS 2y OStte SNX
housing. It would be a shame for this space to be lost as well when there are few open areasnginahe town that can be enjoyed.
Although the planning application by Newark and Sherwood seeks to purchase land from the Dukeries to act as green spaoes th
little sense and will only remove much needed educational and sports land. The gmmwulgtion of the local and wider catchment ar
of the secondary school, is likely going to require the land to accommodate an increased number of secondary studewés.of Imeve
build taking place will inevitably lead to a larger child populati@kimg educational land all the more precious and necessary.

NSDC ResponseComments noted but this is outside the scope of the Open Space Strategy.

011

Resident

013

You're right-this is a long document!
I would like to comment on Coddingteipage 93f.
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Firstly Millennium Garden. | have lived 400 yards from this for nearly five years and had no idea it had an officidlsnfamas | am
concerned it is a bench overlooking a main road! Welcome at times, certainly, but | wouldn't let my dodeaidl mer allow a child to
run free there. | struggle to accept its definition 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 projectt sounds a really good idea and I'm sure will prove immensely useful in the future.

NSDC ResponseComments welcomed and noted. In respect of Millennium Garden, sites like this are assessed on a site by site
some cases open spaces haverbeaeluded where they provides public benefit or visual amenity. The typo on page 96 will be ame
accordingly.

047

Sport England

084

Open space provision and protection is a matter for Newark and Sherwood District Council, however we would madlksvihg fo
comments on the Assessment and Strategy

Local planning authorities are required by law to consult Sport England (the brand name for the English Sports Couttudy wdesive
planning applications for development affecting playing fields. Olerisotherefore to protect playing fields which as the open assess
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 updathortly to ensure that it remains robust and up to date in accordance with para 9
NPPF 2021.

The relationship between the Open Space Assessment/Strategy and the PPS is important this is covered in the final dategraph ¢
introduction and within ¢gher references within the report.

There is clearly a number of sites which have an overlap between its formal sports function and its function as an oferesyaae
multi-functional). Sport England will continue to protect those sites which meetidffimition of a playing field and consider that the PH
the primary 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 outddue fputriste
and the reference to the Sport England Playing Pitch Calculator confirms that Sport England does not support standioes sbpport
locally derived evidence which secures the right facilities in the right place or an appropriate offrdiibutions based on an assessmy
of the demand generated from development 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 couldrieelptting are
also playing fields. The planning of tree planting should be carefully considered with regard to the formal sports flitict@ite
including pitch locations, layout flexibility and usability. Just because parts of a site are notlgumrarked out with pitches does not
mean that they are surplus. Our role is to protect the whole of the playing field area. Sport England would be happgsagdi@@priate
locations for tree planting.
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It is noted that Turner Lane Park (280) is refered as Amenity Green Space, but further evidence confirms that this is indeed a pla
FASER O2YyFANNSR 6@ SNAIFf LK2G23INI LKE YR NBAARSYyld 0O02YYSy
YSAIKO2dzZNK22R a0 NF (0 SF & AW FRAS t IRQY 21 AKSYy [1220® RS@St 2 LIYS
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 stahigstwo sites mentioned (Turner Lang
Park and East of Dukeries Academy) and we are believe they fall under the typology of amenity greenspace for the pthipd3psrof
Space Strategy owing to the fact that they are publicly accessible and can blussateational purposes. It is understood however t
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 somerts in relation to Farnsfield.

1. The size of site 459 Farnsfield Allotments is incorrect. The allotments only takes up part of Reynold's Field, theeréistobisth
used for recreation. Could this be reassessed please? It was pointed out when 8teqmamcil gave their feedback earlier in t
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 securedblgaatstgss. The sides of
the SUDS are steep sided and should the SUDS fill with water there would be a danger to life. The whole area has not bé
designed for public access and is only visible from two properties. Please refer to correspondence pddvwaimg enforcement
and myself. Can this be reassessed and removed as an amenity area in the Open Spaces Strategy as planning enforcen
indicated the area cannot be improved to be of amenity value?

4. Part of site 143 The Acres (identified as amegigenspace) is used as a football pitch and there is a changing rooms on sit{
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 turmeer to amenity greenspace at the moment but has b
included in the allotment site. The typo has been corrected. Site 461 falls below the site size threshold and will be aecurdaply.
Site 143 has been assessed as AGS as it has a dual use pmidlithean 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 devedapof Flood Alleviation projects, provided they do not adversel
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 bathenity and Biodiversity.
NSDC RespongeComments welcomed and noted.
065 |Protect 135 twhe¢9/ ¢ bo92! wYQ{ DwuwshZdmminity Focas{Groap fdrniefl i 2018 with a Facebook page and 378 followers,
bSsél N Q have consistently campaigned in Newark, holding public events and protests and started a petition, garnering 1,770 sighatbress
Spaces presented to N&SDC in March 20d8out the planned destruction of trees in order to build a carpark at Library Gardens in Newark
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have been active in opposing the loss of EIm Avenue Playing Field and loss of green spaces on Bowbridge road, ClagdcameHihd
to name a few. We we promised consultation on a Car Parking Strategy for Newark which has not happened.

CLIMATE CRISW8e know that Newark & Sherwood District Council (N&SDC) publisBetMATE EMERGENCY STRAREBEPT 2020
but we feel this valuable strategy does nat f@r enough. Their targets for reducing carbon emissions in Council properties, working
LIN) OGA0Sas RS@OSE2LIVSYyld LINI OGAOSas GKSANI gSKAOf Sa I diradle. Weg
note that in this Strategy dmument, they consistently ignore the biggest carbon reduction asset in Newark and Sherwood. This is 1
already existing mature trees, younger trees, shrubs and green spaces; especially in Newark itself, which includes Beidgyon,
making it by farle largest conurbation in the district.

While plans are made to destroy mature treés the Town Centre at the Library Gardens to tarmac the green space so as to make
unnecessary carpark, just three of those mature trees are sequest@293 tonnes otarbon (Natural Resources Wales carbon
calculator using tree measurements).

How many tonnes of CO2 are stored in all the tresd.ibrary Gardens and Beaumond Gardens? And in all the mature trees on the
aLJ O0S ySEG (2 {0 mkthtldatuie trae$ iNGastl& GardsndZNIeKcKn db tifiRRsurvey too, but it should already
done and published by N&SDC. These are the only public green spaces in the town centre.

Tree planting we have seen that N&SDC have been active over the past gear8 planting young saplings and offering very small
saplings to locals to plant in their gardens. These trees are often not watered in hot weather (e.g., 2020 summer) and sordive
their first year or they are snapped off and mown down by vasndale have plenty of photographic evidence of this at Clay Lane an(
other areas. Therefore, the Greening of Newark and Sherwood Agenda, referred to in the Engagement page of the ClimateyEme
Strategy will take at least 480 years to result in any ldrof meaningful extra carbon capture provided proper care is given to sapling
planted.

We will now turn toCLIMATE SPEC)ALcompendium of information and resources compiled byNlagional Federation of Parks and
Green Spacess part of their Great Bigreen Week, 18th to 26th Septhich 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
declning quality of infrastructure, adds to pressures to sell, and increasingly, concessions arstédegevents are being
used to make up shortfalls (Ref 1).
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Parks and green spaces are essential

Whilst the challenges are concerning, green spaces, and wider green and blue infrastructure, can also play a hugevidirign pro
answers. Parks, green and blue spaces across the UK can be parsalitiens in different ways.

Resilience against extreme weather

w

Sustainake solutions

w

Extreme weather impacts parks environment€limate change in the UK will bring intense rainsstr@hger winds; in the
past 10 years the impact of flooding has been seen and felt. There are hotter, drier summers (Ref. 2). Plants andlivild
need support, particularly through the linking of habitat sites, to be resilient (Ref 3 and 4).
Plantand animal pathogens are increasinli's 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 'heigtand’ effect As global temperatures rise, the temperatures in cities and towns sog
Increasing the number of street trees, and adding other greerpasks and ponds throughout streets and neighbourhood
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 homesand businesses against flooding (Ref 9). Additional green infrastructure, such as gardens, green roo
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 bettmanaged to prevent downstream floodingMany 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 sequestration can be delivered in green spadasaddition 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 alsgaesrgich
about how managed parks, green 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 soioins (Ref 14 and 15).

Greener streets encourage more active travel choichiew 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 communréelsiting
air pollution and encouraging active travel is recommended by health experts (Ref 17 and 18) and will also reduce cal
emissions (Ref 19).

Public green spaces provide attractive alternative travel rout&ncouraging active travel and achigyhealthier
communities is a priority for local authorities. There is also a great map for those in London, showing how to travetkrg
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 green spaces 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 livng spaces for people and nature (Ref 22). 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 bttom of the food chain insects underpin healthy
ecosystems yet have declined hugely in the UK in the last few decades (Ref 24). Changes to management can creats
corridors, networks in and out of urban areas, in addition to looking more bea(fi&fl25).

Benefits for people

w Parks and green spaces support good physical and mental hedlile pandemic saw a huge increase in the use of our lo
parks and green spaces (Ref 26). Estimatedivedtlg benefits of access to parks and green spad&34i& billion a year, with
annual savings to the NHS of circa £100m, just in reduced GP visits alone (Ref 27 and 28). According to the NHS, he
populations and reductions in healthcare needs also translates into carbon emission reductions (Ref 29).

w New parks can revitalise town centre€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 inta aod systems Developing new areas for 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 motdtious food with a lower carbon footprint (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 environmeelication, 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 oppottibéi@s/olveg
for the future.

* The resources for all the above references are included at the end of this document

PART Il
We now turn to points and questions raised by PNGS members:

1. ¢KS at! .[L/ /hb{![¢!¢Lhb bhd W ht9b {t!/9{é& [/ hb{!][¢!
YR FoAfAGE 2Ly aLlk OS OFy LINRPGARS Ay KSEtLAYy3I (2 led
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 NQRRE 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 fq
the trees and green spaces it has are now in danger of destrufifcdevelopment. 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 increaséédverall 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 the planet.

G1 248348R F3AlLAyAal GKS [20FHt {dFyRFNRA F2NJ DNBSY { LI} Gfoted2 y
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 nonsemnsical cl
damages the validity of the report.
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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 The cutting down of mature trees which are not diseased is banned and Tree Protection Orders enforced. (See recen
negligence in Appletongate)

() While we are consulting, we need input fradewark Town Councivhich manages Newark Cemetery and someeotsmall
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 soaire trees 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 foe stoategic thinking to take place. Whilst some oper
spaces contain trees owing to their nature, the role of the Open Space Strategy is to detail what open space provisiothexists, its
condition, distribution and overall quality. The Open Spatrategy also highlights the importance of parks and open spaces by inclu
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an assessment of future anticipated development and anticipated population growth to make it possible to identify wheomalddit
intervention beyond that which can be reasomabkecured 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 tluce greenhouse emissions.

In response to Point 3 of Section 3, the Open Space Strategy needs to have a quantitative benchmark to allow for cobgiargsons
aStlitSySyida G2 200dzNJ (12 Sadlof AdaK ¢ KS NBcedoEshottaRelinfo tasidargtionFutid
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&igha ¢
YR O2YYdzyAile S@SyiaQeo ¢KAa AyOfdzRSa F2NNIffe& YIFAYyGlr Ay
does not include Country Parks, which are included within the natural /-satural typology. Parks & Gardens are intdgoethe
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 cthardbtlement is serve? (i 2
extent by the proximity of significantly large siteschaqd G L ST2NR 2 22R&a oO0dH KSOGI NBavo

The Open Space Strategy sets quantity standards to identify areas of shortfalls and help with determining requiremerfistime ti he
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 knowin sS Wc¢ | ONB
aSiidAy3a GKS 5AaGNROGQa 21LISy aL) OS adlyRFNRAZ Al ¢ @e. Kghey)ioA
NEFfSOG GKS 5AaGNROGQa 2LISy &LJ OS takeéhdldens th enswelsustaibahil®y foi figtirél A
generations. As such, the standards applied by the District Council are far more aspirational than the Fields in Truathbhenchm

066

Newark Town
Council

136

We have some feedback from a Town Councidm wished NSDC to be notified, regarding the Options Report Consultation timing
follows:
WL GKAY]l GKIFIG GKS hLISy { LI O0Sa O2yadzZ GFradAz2y Aa @S Niactitdoging &
consultations in thisw &€ Q @

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 Southwe
and STClimate

150

| write with reference to the above plan and specifically the use of 'natural andrsaiomial greenspaces' whose 'primary purpose is
wildlife conservation, biodiversity and environmental education and awareness'.
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Change Workin
Party

| wouldlike to see a thoughtful management plan put in place to enhance the value of all public footpath margins in the Newark g
Sherwood area as this represents a potentially massive area of land which is presently managed with a default mowingaegime @
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 to Southwell etdive 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 imiubern]
plan which commits us to review and suggest improvementhdse 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 and local rasideatsage 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+udl to end of August. This allows flowers to set seed an(
NBEO2YYSYRSR o0& tflyuftAFS KIGLAYKkkKgooPLIE I yif ATSP2NA DA
help that vegetation is cut and left. This adds nutrients to the ground and encourages nettle and bramble to thrive to the
RSGNARYSYG 2F At RTFE26SNRQ odzi AF (GKA& AayQid LI &aAyppreSent
ahazard.
Considered and intelligent use of the mower and strimmer. If tall nettles, thistles or briars overhang the path, theséshoul
taken back, even if they originate further back than 70cm from the path edge as these present a hazard. Most wsltiRewe
Honesty and Cow parsley do not present a hazard or obstruction to pedestrians, however, and should be strimmed arour
flower or setting seed.
NCC and Via to be responsive to complaints about footpath obstruction from residents or STC lerahtaokerhanging
vegetation in the most conservative way possible so plants are not unduly damaged. However, vegetation should not be
F2NJ NBlFazya 2F walFSde yR FO0O0OSaaroAfAteQ gAlGK2dzi Fye
A publcity campaign aimed at residents living next to footpaths advising them against the dumping of garden waste and
chemical sprays along public footpaths. STC/other councils to follow up on contraventions and remove fly tipping if &@prg
Where pasible, seeding of gaps in the footpath verges with low growing native wildflowers to enhance its value for wildflg
and wildlife.

In conclusion, we need a template for footpath verge management, agreed by all councils involved and publicised ts, resitén

would serve to protect and enhance the value of these footpaths for local flora and fauna and the pedestrians who usbdtem. T

would be to develop a network of green wildflower corridors around the town in our efforts to tackle climateechargrerge at a time.
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NSDC Respons€€omments notedThe Open Space Strategy document is a starting point which is intended to form part of a wide
management strategy and additional work needs to be undertaken to allow for more strategic thinking tolaak. Whilst some open
spaces will include public footpath verges, the role of the Open Space Strategy is to detail what open space provisiothexases, its
condition, distribution and overall quality.

073

Resident

165

According to Newark 8 SSNB 22 R 5A a0 NAOG / 2dzy OAf Qa wnmu DNBSYy {GNY¥GS3ey
various concerns raised by residents in the Newark Advertiser (2019) the impression is given that there appears toobgredack
spaces, and witBome given over to housing. | accept that there is a need, particularly for social housing as well as for affordable
and there has to be a balance between the two.

Developments have already occurred on green spaces as at hear Coddington Pcimoatyf@ example which was a small car park ne
that school, but as a result some parents now park on a bend of the A17, thus possibly causing a road safety issuenim¢hantonid
afternoon!

HEALTH ISSUES:

It seems very clear that Open Spaces makeLJ2 &8 A G A @S O2y i NAROdziA2y (2 AYRADGARdZ f Q&
suggested that a 20 minute walk in a park or (large) garden has a positive effect.

In this aspect perhaps more trees (of suitable type) could be planted in lapgr Epaces as they transform urban landscapes and th
lives of town dwellers.

| 2ttt SOGAGSt e GNBS& Ay LINJA YR IINRSyasz 2y |YSYAUNSBEIYR
have many benefits as they absgbllutants such as nitrogen dioxide, and act as barriers to soot, dust and noise.

In addition, they can support wildlife, including birds and mammals. Given the ongoing problems of Climate Change weraat to

MORE Open Spaces, and where possible ptané trees in them. This should be done NOW as it takes some years for young treeg
grow into maturity and then absorb the many pollutants in the air.

SUTTOMONTRENT

| noted that Sutton on Trent has six open spaces totalling 1.81 (0.59) populatiom agpear to be Sternthorpe Close, Sternthorpe Clg
Play area, Sternthorpe Close Basketball area, Sternthorpe Close Allotments, All Saints Churchyard (closed) and Ingraetrizane C

No mention is made of the Pocket Park which is at the junction of CaokvA¥enue and the Meerings.

There is also a reference to Besthorpe Nature Reserve (North) which suggests that residents of Sutton on Trent ielgeiyed by thi
site, even though the village of Besthorpe is on the A1133 and the other side RiibeTrent.

At Annex | show a suggested layout for housing which surrounds a Green Space. This could be planted with suitablagréefs agr |
grass.
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NSDC Respons€Comments noted. The pocket park has not been included as it falls outside sifdlsearch parameters (typically
greater than 0.2ha in size), but will still protected under Policy SP8 however for the purposes of this Strategy hatvadtaededividug
site assessment. The Strategy also promotes the planting of trees to sugtiptate change resilience. The Strategy will be amended
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 consultatjiaghe Parish Council cannot be sure that all land has been included.

L5 ydzYoSNJ mTn &dbesh iNdludelbdt tRelnbttghtisites (Wigsley Road and Millfield Close) and the wood whig
adjacent to the Wigsley Road allotments? The descripaot as informative as it might be and without any supporting mapping, nq
clarification is available.

The size (ha) does appear to be similar in size to all of the allotments, although smaller than our records show aid ceRt&irs a y
to include Jowetts Wood.

All of these sites are valuable open spaces within the community and should be recorded.

NSDC RespongeComments noted. As explained in previous email correspondence, KKP have confirmed that both allotments sit|
been assessedasofeA 1S dzy RSNJ L5 mMTn® ¢KS RSAONARLIIAZ2Y 2F GKS aArAasS o
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 makas we have been in discussion with officers previously and amended all the issues that we identified. It
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 up from the planning applicatim
Hedgerows?

NSDC RespongeComments noted. The site visits for the Open Space Strategy were undertaken in February / arah@¢his is the
current baseline date for the report. As the site was not completed at the time of the site visit assessments, it wikdeipiand
included in the first revision to the Strategy.

089

MLN (Land &
Properties)

323

Firstly, it is highghted that the rationale behind the preparation of the Open Space Assessment and Strategy, in that it will provide
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 and overall quality.

Whilst the Strategy will therefore be a useful in assisting with the implementation of Spatial Policy 8, it is notedatiditional or
amendedpolicies are proposed. Development proposals will continue to be assessed against the same criteria which allow fafth
existing community and leisure facilities providing it can be clearly demonstrated that, inter alia:
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