Sequential Test Statement — Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Update

September 2023

Context

In order to support the first Publication Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD, in
November 2022, a Sequential Test statement. Since then both the Level 1 and Level 2 Strategic Flood
Risk Assessments have been updated, and a number of amendments to the Gypsy and Traveller site
allocation strategy are proposed through the second Publication Amended Allocations & Development
Management DPD. Therefore, it was necessary to re-apply the Sequential Test for the updated
strategy and to ensure the most-up-to-date information has been taken account of.

The methodological approach mirrors that undertaken for the first test — with there being two stages.
This has entailed the testing of site options in locations away from Tolney Lane, prior to the
subsequent consideration of reasonably available options there.

Further engagement with potential landowners has been carried out, concerning the continued
availability of land- and this has resulted in a number of sites previously assessed no longer being
considered to be ‘reasonably available’. Details of the sites are provided in Table 1.

Following the Lisa Smith v The Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government
and others [2021] EWHC 1650 (Admin) legal case, the planning definition of a Traveller within Annex
1 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) was found to be unlawfully discriminatory. Due to its
exclusion of Gypsies or Travellers who have permanently ceased to travel due to old age, disability or
due to caring responsibilities. Whilst the PPTS content on what ought to constitute the local pitch
target (currently) remains unchanged, the emerging picture from Development Plan examinations
(such as that recently held for Central Lincolnshire) is that Inspectors are modifying pitch requirements
to take account of needs beyond those for purely PPTS definition households. Applied in this instance
that would result in the overall figure of 169 pitches from the GTAA forming the local requirement.

The results of the Sequential Test are summarised in the tables below. Full details of the Test are
provided in Appendix 1 to this document.


https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/media/nsdc-redesign/documents-and-images/your-council/planning-policy/local-development-framework/amended-allocations-and-development-management-dpd/ENV15-Sequential-Test-Statement.pdf
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/planreview-evidence/
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/aadm-represenatation/#d.en.139108
https://www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/aadm-represenatation/#d.en.139108

Sequential Test — Stage 1 Conclusions

Table 1 : Sequential Test (Stage 1) Summary of Results

Newark Urban | Rest of District | Pitches

Area
Overall Pitch Requirement (2013-33) N/A N/A 169
Planning Definition Pitch Requirement N/A N/A 118
(2013-33)
Flood Zone 1 Pitch Yield 42-54 76* 118-130
Flood Zone 2 Pitch Yield 14 0 14
Flood Zone 3 Pitch Yield 0 0 0

56-68 76 132-144

Conclusion: Purely based on site capacities there is insufficient land in Flood Zone 1 to meet either the overall pitch requirement. Indeed, it is notable that
the pitch availability in the rest of the District (76 pitches) is inflated by the extension to the Shannon Caravan Park, which discussions with the owners have
confirmed to not be available to meet need arising in the Newark area, to which it would likely be unsuited to even were this not to be the case given the
cultural differences between the respective communities. Inclusion of the Shannon Extension at its full capacity would also fail to support an emphasis on
provision being made in the Newark Urban Area, which on the distribution in the table above would mean the Ollerton area accommodating 53-58% of the
overall provision. Reflecting this the site has been included within the strategy as a broad location, rather than a site allocation, with the potential to meet
help address need as part of future rounds of plan-making. The impact of discounting the 49 pitches at the Shannon extension is shown in the table below.



Table 2: Sequential Test (Stage 1) Summary of Results (discounting the 49 pitches at the Shannon Caravan Park Extension)

Newark Urban | Rest of District | Pitches
Area
Overall Pitch Requirement (2013-33) N/A N/A 169
Planning Definition Pitch Requirement N/A N/A 118
(2013-33)
Flood Zone 1 Pitch Yield 42-54 27 69-81
Flood Zone 2 Pitch Yield 14 0 14
Flood Zone 3 Pitch Yield 0 0 0
56-68 27 83-95

Taking the two different levels of analysis in Tables 9 and 10 it is clear from Part 1 of the Test that it is not possible to satisfy either the overall requirements
(or indeed the lower target were the planning definition requirement retained) on sequentially preferable land away from Tolney Lane, and so Stage 2 of the
Test is necessary.



Sequential Test — Stage 2 Conclusions

Table 3: Sequential Test (Stage 2) Summary of Results

Pitches
Overall Pitch Requirement (2013-33) 169
Planning Definition Pitch Requirement (2013-33) 118
Stage 1
Flood Zone 1 Pitch Yield 118-130
Flood Zone 2 Pitch Yield 14
Flood Zone 3 Pitch Yield 0
Total Pitch Yield 132-144
Total Pitch Yield — Shannon Extension 83-95
Stage 2
Tolney Lane Flood Zone 1 Yield 0
Tolney Lane Flood Zone 2 Yield 14
Tolney Lane Flood Zone 3 Yield 62
Total Pitch Yield 76
Overall Yields
Stage 1 + Stage 2 Overall Pitch Yield 208-220
Stage 1 + Stage 2 Yield — Shannon Extension 159-171

Conclusion: Through the addition of sites at Tolney Lane to those sites identified through Stage 1 it is possible that the District-wide pitch requirement (169
pitches) could be met. Exceeding that target by 39-51 pitches would appear to give the impression of greater flexibility than exists. However, the Shannon
Site Extension (19_0011) with a theoretical capacity of 49 pitches, in Flood Zone 1, is not available to meet need generated in and around the Newark Urban
Area, and such an approach would also be inconsistent with the locational requirements which the application of the Test has sought to take account of.
Discounting it from the supply leaves the strategy able to support between 159-171 pitches across Flood Zones 1, 2 and 3a- marginally exceeding the overall
requirement at the upper end of the pitch yield range. Delivery of the Tolney Lane Flood Alleviation Scheme remains a key part of the overall strategy, and is
necessary to reduce the flood risk to a number of reasonably available alternative options within the Sequential Test, currently located within Flood Zone 3b.
The practical effect of delivery of the scheme would be that the proposed strategy within the second Amended Allocation & Development Management DPD
does not allocate additional pitches within the functional floodplain, where there is no ability for this risk to be reduced via delivery of the FAS.



Caravans are a highly vulnerable use in flood risk terms, and following national Planning Practice Guidance not compatible with Flood Zone 3a and b.
Theoretically it appears possible to service the need within the first five year tranche of the GTAA (103 pitches) from appropriate sites in Flood Zones 1 and 2
(total pitch yield of 132-144), but once the Shannon Site Extension is discounted, for the reasons outlined earlier, then this is no longer the case (total pitch
yield of 83-95 under that scenario). This would also require all of those sites to be deliverable within a five-year time horizon, which as detailed through the
updated GTLAA and updated Five-Year Land Supply statement would not be the case in reality.

The above necessitates the;

e |dentification of land within Flood Zone 3a, and in some cases land which also has marginal areas within Zone 3b — but that where additional pitches
could be realistically restricted to areas at lesser risk; and the

e Identification of land at Tolney Lane currently within Flood Zone 3b, but which would have its level of flood risk reduced through the Tolney Lane
Flood Alleviation Scheme.

Accordingly, a strategy based around the allocation of land identified within the second Publication Amended Allocations & Development Management DPD
is considered to pass the Sequential Test.

Please note that the flood risk information provided within Appendix A and B of the previous Sequential Test Statement has been updated through the
updates to the Level 1 and 2 SFRA. Application of the Exceptions Test for those sites proposed to be taken forward, where necessary, is considered through
the Level 2 SFRA update.



Appendix 1 — Sequential Test Tables



Table 4: Unavailable Sites

Ref

Site

Location

Area of Search

Existing site

Pitch Capacity

Pitch Yield

Availability Confirmed

Flood Zone

Comments

19_0002

Fen Lane

Balderton

Primary

No

No

FZ1

Constrained by oil pipeline, insufficient
capacity to support improvement works
necessary to make site suitable in
highways terms. Continued availability not
confirmed by landowner - site considered
unavailable

19 0010

Station Road

Collinghan

Secondary

No

95

95

No

FZ1

Located outside of primary area of.
Continued availability not confirmed by
landowner - site considered unavailable

19_0014

Cottage Farm Yarg

Blidworth

Secondary

No

42

42

No

FZ1

Green Belt location - unsuitable.
Continued availability not confirmed by
landowner - site considered unavailable

19_0016

Gravelly Lane

Fiskerton

Beyond
Primary and
Secondary
Area of Search

No

46

46

No

FZ2

Located outside of primary and secondary
area of search. Poor access to the
necessary road network. Level of
improvement to Gravelly Lane (road
widening, footways and lighting) unlikely
to be supported by what would be an
acceptable level of development.
Continued availability not confirmed by
landowner - site considered unavailable

19_0007

Trent Lane

Newark

Primary

No

15

15

No

FZ2 and FZ3

The site would require Council action to
deliver and is no

longer considered available or achievable,
due to no agreement being reached
between the parties.




Table 5: Flood Zone 1- Newark Urban Area (Stage 1)

| Fluvial Flood Risk
Ref Site Location |Area of Search |Existing Site [Private Site|FZ1 (Sept 2023)(FZ2 (Sept 2023)(FZ3 (Sept 2023)

Pitch Capacity | Pitch Yield |Discounted |Comments

Total 42-54




Table 6: Flood Zone 1 - Rest of District (Stage 1




Table 7: Flood Zone 2 - Newark Urban Area (Stage 1)

Fluvial Flood Risk
FZ1 (Sept 2023) |FZ2 (Sept 2023) (FZ3 (Sept 2023)

Ref Site Location |Area of Search |Existing Site |Private Site Pitch Capacity | Pitch Yield|Discounted [Comments




Table 8: Flood Zone 2 - Rest of District (Stage 1)

Ref

Site

Location

Area of Search

Existing Site

Private Site

Fluvial Flood Risk

FZ1 (Sept 2023)

FZ2 (Sept 2023)

FZ3 (Sept 2023)

Pitch Capacity

Pitch Yield

Discounted

Comments

No sites within this category of flood risk

Total




Table 9: Flood Zone 3 - Newark Urban Area (Stage 1)

Fluvial Flood Risk
FZ1 (Sept 2023) |FZ2 (Sept 2023) FZ3 (Sept 2023)

Ref Site Location |Area of Search |Existing Site |Private Site Pitch Capacity [ Pitch Yield|Discounted |[Comments




Table 10: Flood Zone 3 - Rest of District (Stage 1)

Fluvial Flood Risk
FZ1 (Sept 2023) |FZ2 (Sept 2023) |FZ3 (Sept 2023) | Pitch Capacity | Pitch Yield|Discounted |Comments

Ref i Location [Area of Search |Existing Site |Private Site

Total 0




Table 11: Tolney Lane (Stage 2)

Fluvial Flood Risk
Ref Location FZ1 (Sept 2023) |FZ2 (Sept 2023) [FZ3a (Sept 2023) [FZ3b (Sept 2023) | Pitch Yield|Discounted [Comments




Total 76




