[bookmark: _Hlk219725741]Ashfield District Council: Local Plan examination 

Matter 1 - Topic:  Record of Policy Officer Group meetings and Joint Planning Advisory Board (JPAB)

Meeting records below cover the period 13 December 2023 (ADC Cabinet meeting decision to take forward a Local Plan without the two new settlements) to 29 April 2024 Submission of the Draft Local Plan 
	Action details 
	Meeting 

	[bookmark: _Hlk219361401]Record of Record of Policy Officer Group meetings 
Source: Nottinghamshire Policy Officer Group meeting minutes (internal)
	

	Evidence that the Outer Housing Market Area has been asked to meet housing needs.
	Letters sent to Outer Market Area authorities in May 2022 and responses received. Was raised at NPOG meetings - (see minutes of GNPP meeting 12 March 2024) and dealt with via email exchanges to produce SCG.01 and SCG.02. Letters and responses attached.

	Has the dispersed development strategy been raised in meetings?
	[bookmark: _Hlk219726295]Yes, as part of Statement of Common Ground discussions but not minuted. Notes of 13 December 2023 meeting with Mansfield District Council attached.


	Employment needs discussions, in particular with Green Belt release. 
	 Employment needs were discussed as a regional need as part of the Joint Logistics Study. NPOG meeting minutes for 2023 note a general update on employment as part of logistics – see sample minutes attached (12 December 2023). Ashfield District Council Policy officers were part of the working group for the Greater Nottingham Plan Strategic Distribution and Logistics Background Paper – see working group meeting actions document 30 March 2023.




	Action details 
	Meeting 

	Record of Record of Joint Planning Advisory Board (JPAB)
Source: Joint Planning Advisory Board (JPAB) minutes
	https://www.gnplan.org.uk/meetings/


	Evidence that the Outer Housing Market Area has been asked to meet housing needs.
	Was dealt with at meetings with the Nottinghamshire Policy Officer Group members and via letters (see Policy Officers meeting note above on page 1 of this document) 


	Has the dispersed development strategy been raised in meetings?
	An update was given on the removal of the two new settlements from the Ashfield Local Plan, see Meeting 12 December 2023: item 4.1 

https://www.gnplan.org.uk/media/qdpf4han/jpab-agenda-14122023.pdf


	Employment needs discussions, in particular with Green Belt release. Discussed as a regional need as part of the Joint Logistics Study.
	Meeting 7 March 2023 item 4; Update on Strategic Logistics Call for sites update https://www.gnplan.org.uk/media/0d4lpj5m/jpab-agenda-march-2023.pdf

Meeting 26 September 2023 item 2: Presentation on Strategic Distribution and Logistics Preferred Approach

https://www.gnplan.org.uk/media/g4rph0i2/jpab-agenda-26092023.pdf


	Has Hucknall (Sub regional part of Nottm.) and the level of the growth been discussed at JPAB?
	Not minuted
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Appendix 1: GNPP meeting minutes 12 March 2024

Greater Nottingham Planning Partnership–Officer Grp 12/3/24
ACTION POINTS IN BOLD, 

[bookmark: _Hlk159939246][bookmark: _Hlk156306141][bookmark: _Hlk155101643]Melanie Wheelwright Ashfield; Dave Lawson (DL), Mark Thompson (MT) Broxtowe;; Alison Gibson (AG) Gedling; Matt Gregory (MG), Karen Shaw (KS), Matthew Grant (MGrant), Paul Tansey (PT) Nottingham City; Richard Mapletoft (RM) Rushcliffe; John King (JK) GNPP; 

Apologies: Stephen Pointer (SP) Notts County Council

Transport Modelling  
BBC to complete the PO request
The consultants are doing the modelling
MG to follow up with the consultants the request re the costs of the schemes 

SA: Grp: Meeting on 6/3/24 BBC to complete the strategic distribution comments
City to complete SA’ing of the 2 Policies re Centres 
JK to do a non-technical executive summary if time permits
We need to decide if with need to SA the SA objectives

Viability Appraisal: KS to send PO to RBC
PM has invited steering grp members to a workshop, it is important that at least one officer from each authority attend at least one of the workshops. 

IDP: It’s on sharepoint. Steve Ryder at NCC is to take on this work and do a summary for each site.

Greater Nottingham Centres Study –.MT to send the comments through to Nexus before the meeting on 13/3/24

[bookmark: _Hlk153890490]HRA–NCC has a contract purchase to be increased, KS to raise a PO to GBC. GBC to ensure the POs are receipted
[bookmark: _Hlk161145736]RBC to put RBCs Strategic Site policies on sharepoint
MT to to put Bennerley policy on sharepoint
The Centres Policies by early March, and, Transport Inf policies by early April

Strategic Distribution Background Paper/Consultation Responses to comments finished of by JK

Water cycle study No update KH has updated and sent to Lepus. The version on sharepoint  is ‘clean’ ie no track changes
Housing Needs Assessment Update   
All to confirm if the fundamental comments have been addressed by ICENI by 15/3/24
MG to send out invoices out re the Housing Needs Study

Housing Background Paper The draft was discussed. BBC has responded. Awaiting response from RBC. AG to check with JG to see if GBC have commented in the last 2 weeks. Responses needed by 22/3/24
It will be important to check your own area’s section, and RBC to add their section
Each authority to fill in the detail, particularly the City and Gedling as they are short.
KS to do a more detailed update once the 3D modelling work is complete. 

Low Carbon Study: 
All favour Option 1 as less costly, more viable and less resource intensive for DM
If an applicant with appropriate letters after their name submits something the DM will accept it and condition it without further work.
MGrant to tell the consultants that option 1 is supported, and how they reference other options

Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)  
GBC, BBC and NCC to clarify if there are any specific plans for off-site provision. 
Paul Philips at RBC says this is a work in progress and each authority need to identify provision and opportunities. 
KH to circulate the paper to Paul Wilkinson and Janice Bradley at NWT. 
The paper needs to show there is a need, show that it can be provided, show that it is viable.

Settlements Study/Background Paper JK has discussed shapefiles with Caolan
MT to arrange a meeting with JK for next week

No update from 9/1/24 mins re Green Belt Review,  Site Selection Report and SFRA: 

Policy progress to be discussed – put on 19/3/24 agenda

GNSP Chapter Progress:, RBC Strategic Site Policies, Bennerley and Toton to be worked on and put into Sharepoint. 
All to ensure the spatial portraits are complete by 22/3/24
Key Diagram:KS shared a draft at the meeting
MT to send KS a plan of the NET Kimberley extension
Decided not to show Toton Link Rd or RHL to Bingham
NET to state ‘potential’
Purple outline around the District Centres
KS to liaise with Duncan over site allocations and uses for next draft - It needs to be clearer that some sites are Strategic Housing sites
R-O-S PS needs a Strategic Allocation marked up
All the RBC strategic sites have employment
Some of the key settlement designations are behind the town centres designation so aren’t showing properly at the moment
The Stapleford District Centre needs shifting North
The A52 improvements need to be show the stretch between Gamston island (A52/A6011) and Nottingham Knight (A52/A6011).
Any further comments should be sent to KS

All to email KS ?? by the end of 15/3/24 with Policies Map changes (both site allocation changes and other layer changes) that need to be shown in the standalone Policies Map Changes Document 


MT to ask Judith to send the turquoise map that MG has put in the chat

DRichmond to create a ‘hierarchy of the Centres’ once West Bridgford and Carlton Sq are decided

Responses to responses to the Preferred Approach:
MT to look at the response to responses

No update on 9/1/24 mins re policies on:, Climate Change, Green Belt, Employment, Town Centres, G & T, Design. Historic Env’ Travel Demand, Transport Inf, BGI – Biodiversity ,Infrastructure and developer contribution and Strategy Chpt

Part 2 Local Plans No update Need to think about how we deal with the Amber ones, but ‘parked’

AOB/Outstanding issues from prev mins

KS has prepared a table of pros and cons of preparing a Spatial Development Strategy. KS to update and circulate
Not having site plans would be an issue for BBC re Bennerley and GBC re TWF extension
Toton and Chetwynd housing numbers may be an issue.
We may have to work on the subsequent plan earlier if we prepare a  Spatial Development Strategy

The ACS: Submission to Secretary of State was 07/06/13. The pre-hearing meeting was held on the 30/07/13. The Examination included public hearings held between 15 and 17 October, 
5 and 7, 12 and 13 November 2013, and 11 and 13 February 2014. Following the hearings the 
three Councils consulted upon a series of Main Modifications to the ACS between 17 March and 30 April 2014. On 24 July 2014 the Planning Inspector issued her report. The ACS was adopted 
by the City Council on 8 September 2014.

In preparing the EqIA KH needs to know if there are any individual EqIAs done last time that raised issues that KH needs to know about. GBC, BBC and NCCto email their EqIAs to RM and KH
JK to ask remind MG to ask KS about this


JG has circulated a draft report re approval of the next stage of the GNSP – it is on Sharepoint

Carlton/Arnold is getting so funds for town centres – it may help Netherfield and Burton Joyce too

JKs replacement or otherwise was discussed.
There are enough funds to fund the post for another year.
Option 1 is to replace JK with an officer from GNPP
Option 2 is to spread JKs work out, but then the Project Management work may not be covered properly
Option 3 is a partial secondment
Option 4 is an external appointment
Decided to await response from Steve/Ryan at Broxtowe

ADC have circulated the SoCG which needs to be signed off, JK to send the SoCG to ADC this week
There is an issue re flooding policy which MW says can be sorted

A legal view has been given from NCC re INOVEM 
GBC have all the legal responses from others so will check with their legal team
and send an email re PO cost and when needed
KS to get Sajeeda’s signature
JK has drafted a response to the SoCG of MDC and will use this as a basis for the N&SDC one

RM to let Melton and Charnwood to say there are no SoCG issues. 
RM will draft a SoCG re NW Leics, and finalise it after our Publication Stage.

RBC to repond to the NW Leics Plan
Appendix 2: Letter sent to Outer Market Area authorities May 2022

	[bookmark: _Hlk219712501]
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk219711936]Contact:
	Christine Sarris
	Your Ref:
	-

	Direct Line:	
	01623 457375
	Our Ref: 
	Housing Need

	Email:	

	Christine.sarris@ashfield.gov.uk



	Date:	
	12th May 2022





Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: ASHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 - 2038 
As I am sure you are aware, Ashfield District Council is currently preparing a new Local Development Plan for the District.  

[bookmark: _Hlk100133127]The draft plan strategy sets out proposals to deliver a housing requirement of 8226 new homes over the plan period (2020 to 2038).  This is based on the standard method set out in National Planning Policy Framework and planning practice guidance. 

Ashfield believes that there is a mismatch between the Government’s current planning policy and guidance and the Prime Minister’s statement at the Conservative Party Conference on the 6th October where the Prime Minister stated that:   

‘… you can also see how much room there is to build the homes that young families need in this country not on green fields not just jammed in the south east but beautiful homes on brownfield sites in places where homes make sense’.  

Ashfield has been extremely successful in developing brownfield sites and is in the top quartile of local authority performance in this regard. The implication, however, is that Ashfield has very limited brownfield sites remaining that can be developed in line with government requirements. The brownfield housing sites identified in the Draft Local Plan, at the time of assessment, only amount to approximately 1100 homes.  This does not meet the housing figure suggested when applying the standard methodology.

											cont……

Ashfield is proposing to build on brownfield sites but we cannot meet all the housing need on brownfield sites alone.  My reason therefore for writing to you, and indeed all of our neighbouring Local Authorities, is to ask if your Council are in a position to accommodate any of the assessed level of housing need for Ashfield District for the plan period.

I look forward to your response.

Yours faithfully, 



Christine Sarris 
Assistant Director Planning and Regulatory Services.
	



Appendix 3: Outer Market Area authority responses to May 2022 Letter

[image: Erewash Borough Council logo]


Resources, Planning and Regeneration
Town Hall, Long Eaton Derbyshire, NG10 1HU
Please ask for Adam Reddish adam.reddish@erewash.gov.uk

	Tel:
	0115 907 2244 ext. 3154

	Fax:
	-

	Your Ref:
	Housing Need

	Our Ref:
	EBC/LP/ADC/0001



May 17th 2022

Dear Christine,

RE: ASHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 – 2038

I refer to your letter regarding Housing Need dated May 12th 2022.

As you may be aware, Erewash Borough Council are currently at an advanced stage of a Core Strategy review with consultation on a Publication version (Regulation 19) having just recently concluded. The Publication version sets out plans in which approx. 2,350 of the 5,800 new homes the review makes provision for will be built on land currently within designated Green Belt.
This approach confirms the Council are only able to accommodate Erewash’s own growth by proposing development within Green Belt. As a result, we cannot accommodate any of Ashfield’s growth without further housing development occurring in the Green Belt. Given this is contrary to guidance set out within the National Planning Policy Framework then we are not in a position to assist your authority.

Notwithstanding the above, I wish you well with progressing your authority’s Local Development Plan.


Yours sincerely


Adam Reddish



Principal Planning Policy Officer
EBC Planning Policy



























	My Ref:
	MG/GNPPP/ADC Housing Need
	[image: Nottingham City Council logo]

	Your Ref:
	Housing Need
	

	Contact:
	Mr M A Gregory
	

	Email:
	matt.gregory@nottinghamcity.gov.uk
	

	


Christine Sarris Ashfield District Council

BY EMAIL
Christine.sarris@ashfield.gov.uk
	Planning Strategy and Building Control
Growth and City Development Loxley House
Station street Nottingham NG2 3NG
Tel: 0790 805 9515
www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk



18 May 2022


Dear Christine

Re: ASHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 - 2038

Thank you for your letter in respect of whether Nottingham City Council is able to accommodate any of the assessed housing need for Ashfield.

As you will be aware, Nottingham City Council is currently working jointly with Broxtowe Borough Council, Gedling Borough Council and Rushcliffe Borough Council to prepare the Greater Nottingham Strategic Plan.

As part of the evidence work to support the Strategic Plan, a paper (The Standard Method for Assessing Housing Need in Nottingham City) has been produced to show to what extent Nottingham City Council is capable of meeting its own housing need. The City’s need includes an additional 35% uplift which has been applied to urban local authorities in the top 20 based on population size. The paper analyses all sources of potential supply and also looks at proactive ways of boosting housing supply. A draft copy of the paper was reported to Joint Planning Advisory Board in March 2022.

The assessment concludes that Nottingham City is unable to meet its own housing need, with a shortfall of 4543 homes identified between 2021-38.

Nottingham City Council is therefore not in a position to accommodate any of the assessed level of housing need for Ashfield.

Yours sincerely,




Matt Gregory
Head of Planning Strategy and Building Control
: 0790 805 9515
	Christine Sarris,
Assistant Director Planning and Regulatory Services,
Ashfield District Council,
Urban Rd,
Kirkby in Ashfield,
Nottinghamshire,
NG17 8DA.









































	

	
	
	
	[image: Mansfield District Council logo]

	Mansfield District Council

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Christine Sarris,
Assistant Director Planning and Regulatory Services,
Ashfield District Council,
Urban Rd,
Kirkby in Ashfield,
Nottinghamshire,
NG17 8DA.

	

	Contact:
	Paul Tebbitt
	Your Ref:
	Housing Need

	Direct Line:	
	01623 463200
	Our Ref: 
	

	Email:	
	ptebbitt@mansfield.gov.uk



	Date:	
	19th May 2022









Dear Christine,

ASHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 – 2038  

I write following your letter dated 12th May 2022 concerning potential unmet housing need in relation to the new Local Plan for Ashfield District.  

I am aware of the Prime Minister’s statement at the Conservative Party Conference on the 6th October which stated that:   

‘… you can also see how much room there is to build the homes that young families need in this country not on green fields not just jammed in the south east but beautiful homes on brownfield sites in places where homes make sense’.  

Whilst I accept that the Prime Minister’s statement is technically a material planning consideration it does not, in itself, justify declaration of an unmet need or place a moratorium on greenfield development. A substantial number of Local Planning Authorities in England (including Mansfield District) are unlikely to be able to deliver all of their housing requirements in an acceptable manner on previously developed land. The release of greenfield sites is likely to continue to be necessary to deliver these requirements in order to meet the Government’s annual target of 300,000 homes per year. 

A fundamental principle of housing delivery is that it is met in the area in which the need arises. The exceptions to this are where there are overriding reasons why this cannot be achieved in terms of: lack of available land, insurmountable environmental or policy constraints. It is acknowledged that the Green Belt extends into the southern part of Ashfield District and that this is a constraint to development, albeit not a physical constraint. However, there are substantial areas in Ashfield District that appear unconstrained and which are not within the Green Belt. All opportunities to deliver new homes on these sites should be exhausted before an unmet need can be declared.

At this time I do not consider that it been demonstrated (in an evidenced way) that there is insufficient land to accommodate Ashfield District Council’s objectively assessed housing need. Mansfield District Council therefore does not accept that there is a need to accommodate any unmet housing need arising from Ashfield District during your plan period. 

Mansfield District Council is also unlikely to be able to accommodate its total housing requirements on previously developed land. However, to offer some reassurance, it is unlikely that we will be seeking to declare an unmet need or seek assistance from our neighbouring Local Authority partners to deliver housing growth. 

If you wish to discuss this, please call my assistant Paul Tebbitt on the number above.


Yours sincerely, 



Martyn Saxton
Head of Planning and Regeneration
















	From:
	Lawson, Dave Dave.Lawson@broxtowe.gov.uk


	Sent:
	26 May 2022 14:19

	To:
	localplan

	Subject:
	Ashfield Draft Local Plan - Housing Need

	Follow Up Flag:
	Follow up

	Flag Status:
	Flagged

	
	


Dear Forward Planning Team, 
Thank you for your email and the accompanying letter from Christine Sarris. 
Like Ashfield, Broxtowe only has a very limited amount of previously-developed land that might be available for development. Nearly all the land beyond the built-up areas is Green Belt, and this part of the Nottingham-Derby Green Belt is particularly important in strategic terms. Broxtowe, together with the other Greater Nottingham authorities, is currently reviewing its ‘Part 1’ Local Plan and meeting the Government’s expectations for housing provision is likely to be challenging. Broxtowe is therefore not in a position to accommodate any of the assessed level of housing need for Ashfield District for the plan period.
If you would like to discuss any of these issues, please let me know.
 
Regards, 
David Lawson 
Team Leader (Planning Policy) x3452 
Broxtowe Borough Council, 
Planning and Economic Development, 
Directorate of the Chief Executive, 
Council Offices, Foster Avenue, 
Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB 
Tel: 0115 917 7777 www.broxtowe.gov.uk  

From: localplan <localplan@ashfield.gov.uk>  
Sent: 12 May 2022 10:52 
To: Policy <policy@broxtowe.gov.uk> 
Subject: Ashfield Draft Local Plan - Housing Need 
Importance: High 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Good Morning, 
Please find attached letter for your attention. 
I would be very grateful for a response by the 31st May if this is possible. Many thanks 
Forward Planning Team 
Ashfield District Council 
Urban Road 
Kirkby-in-Ashfield 
NG17 8DA
	From:
	Joanna Gray Joanna.Gray@gedling.gov.uk


	Sent:
	26 May 2022 10:59

	To:
	localplan

	Cc:
	Alison Gibson

	Subject:
	RE: Ashfield Draft Local Plan - Housing Need

	Attachments:
	2022.05.05 ADC Letter to Gedling.docx

	Follow Up Flag:
	Follow up

	Flag Status:
	Flagged


 
Dear Ms Sarris  
 
Re Ashfield District Council Local Development Plan 2020 - 2038  
 
I refer to your recent letter concerning the preparation of your Local Development Plan and a request as to whether Gedling Borough can accommodate any of the assessed level of need for Ashfield District for the plan period.  
 
I note your comments concerning the development of brownfield sites and that Ashfield District Council is unable to meet all the housing need on brownfield sites alone. I would, however, note that Gedling Borough Council is in a similar situation in that this Council is also unable to meet all of our housing needs on brownfield sites.  
 
The Borough Council is keen to make good progress with plan making but, as you will be aware, progress with the Greater Nottingham Strategic Plan has been delayed at the request of JPAB members due to the uncertainty with the Integrated Rail Plan and Planning Reform. Although there is still some uncertainty over planning reform and the impact of the Integrated Rail Plan on development, there is also a need to progress the Strategic Plan in order to ensure an ongoing five year land supply and housing delivery.  
 
Whilst the National Planning Policy Framework is national policy and includes the need to positively prepare local plans “so that unmet needs from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development”, provision elsewhere in Gedling Borough would entail development in the Green Belt, which the Government has made clear can only happen in exceptional circumstances. Gedling Borough Council is currently reviewing housing supply to meet our own housing needs and the expectation will be that there will be a requirement for some Green Belt release. You will therefore appreciate that there will not be capacity to accommodate any additional need from Ashfield District.  
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
 
JOANNA GRAY
Planning Policy Manager (J/S Wed - Fri) 
Gedling Borough Council  
Civic Centre, Arnot Hill Park  
Arnold, Nottingham NG5 6LU  
 
0115 901 3734 
 
www.gedling.gov.uk  
For the latest news and events, follow us on Twitter @GedlingBC or like us on Facebook 

From: localplan <localplan@ashfield.gov.uk>  
Sent: 12 May 2022 10:47 
To: PlanningPolicy <planningpolicy@gedling.gov.uk> 
Subject: Ashfield Draft Local Plan - Housing Need 
Importance: High 
 
Good Morning,  
 
Please find attached letter for your attention.  
 
I would be very grateful for a response by the 31st May if this is possible.  

Many thanks  
 
Forward Planning Team  
Ashfield District Council 
Urban Road 
Kirkby-in-Ashfield 

[bookmark: Address]NG17 8D
[image: Logo for Amber Valley Borough Council]SIMON GLADWIN
Executive Director (Operations) 
Planning & Regeneration
Town Hall  Ripley
Derbyshire    DE5 3BT
Tel:   01773 570222  Fax:  01773 841317
Minicom:	01773 841490
E-Mail:  	enquiry@ambervalley.gov.uk
Web:	www.ambervalley.gov.uk


	Christine Sarris
Assistant Director
Planning & Regulatory Services
	[bookmark: FromDetails]	Our Ref :	DS
	Your Ref :	
	Date :	27 May 2022
	Ask For :	Derek Stafford
	Ext :	1581
	Direct Dial :	01773 841581
	Email :	derek.stafford@ambervalley.gov.uk



Dear Christine

ASHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 - 2038

Thank you for your letter of 12 May 2022 in relation to the above and which specifically asks whether Amber Valley Borough Council is in a position to accommodate any of the assessed level of housing need for Ashfield District for the plan period.

As you know, the Borough Council is required, under its formal duty to co-operate, to consider any requests received from other local planning authorities to contribute towards meeting their unmet housing need.

In addition to your request, the Borough Council has already received a similar request from another local planning authority adjoining Amber Valley.

In addition to your request and that referred to above, the Borough Council is also anticipating that once Derby City Council has completed an assessment of capacity for further housing growth within Derby, they are likely to be able to demonstrate that they cannot fully meet Derby’s housing need within the city boundary and that they will then formally request that the Borough Council and other adjoining local planning authorities consider whether they can make a contribution towards meeting Derby’s unmet housing need.

Pending the completion of the capacity assessment for Derby, the Borough Council is therefore unfortunately not currently in a position to provide a definitive response to your request. Further consideration will however need to be given to these matters and consequentially whether it would be reasonable for the Borough Council, in making provision for housing growth in Amber Valley, to take into account any unmet need that cannot be met within one or more adjoining authority areas.

Yours sincerely


Derek Stafford

Assistant Director (Planning)
[image: Logo for Newark and Sherwood District Council]Castle House Great North Road
Newark Nottinghamshire
NG24 1BY
www.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk



	Christine Sarris
Assistant Director Planning and Regulatory Services
Ashfield District Council Sent via email to
christine.sarris@ashfield.gov.uk
	Telephone: 01636 655852

	
	Email: matthew.norton@nsdc.info

	
	Your ref: Housing Need

	
	Our ref:ADC-DTC-30-5-22

	
	
31th May 2022


Dear Christine
Re: ASHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 - 2038

Thank you for your letter of the 12th May regarding your new Development Plan and your request to understand if Newark & Sherwood District Council are in a position to accommodate any of Ashfield’s assessed housing need. This letter constitutes an officer response however your letter has been shared with Cllr Holloway Portfolio Holder for Economic Development and the group of members who oversee the production of our Development Plan who have endorsed the approach I have taken in this letter.
Since the introduction of the current approach to plan making the three districts in the Nottingham Outer Housing Market Area have worked well together on a range of strategic planning matters. We reaffirmed our commitment to accommodating our own development needs in 2018 when we agreed a Statement of Common Ground in relation to Mansfield’s Local Plan based on the principles of our Memorandum of Understanding agreed between us all in 2017.

Ashfield’s desire to promote development on brownfield land is noted and it is one that Newark & Sherwood District Council has also encouraged over the years; however like you we understand that in order to meet assessed housing need development this cannot be done on brownfield land alone. In our own case this has resulted in our plan allocating three strategic urban extensions to Newark and the redevelopment of the former Thoresby Colliery in Edwinstowe (which is a green field development because of restoration conditions). I note that the 2021 Ashfield Draft Local Plan made proposals for new settlements in Sutton and Hucknall in a similar way.
Ashfield’s reluctance, in light of the Prime Minister’s comments, to seek to accommodate the housing target that the standard methodology produces is noted. I assume that you do not consider the situation is “exceptional” in the terms of Paragraph 61 of the NPPF in that you do not believe that your housing need figure should be calculated in a different way reflecting “current and future demographic trends and market signals?” In this case planning practice guidance is clear that the calculation of housing need and the identification of available housing land are separate exercises and Paragraph’s 119 to 123 of the NPPF promote brownfield land as part of identifying future supply, but it is a promotional policy not a restrictive one.
Given the proposals in the Draft Ashfield Local Plan it would seem that the Council has identified a strategy for delivering growth in a range of brownfield and green field sites, capable of meeting its housing requirements following appropriate mitigation measures in relation to environmental and other constraints. In these circumstance a desire to now only build on brownfield land does not seem to be a justifiable reason for the Council not meeting it’s housing target and indeed if this was a reasonable stance would result in a significant number of Local Planning Authorities not able to meet their required need for housing.

The District Council does not believe there is currently any justification for Newark & Sherwood accommodating any of Ashfield’s housing need nor to deviate from the long held agreement between the Local Planning Authorities in the Nottingham Outer Housing Market Area to meet our own development needs. In any event at this time the District Council has an up to date plan which it is working to implement. It would not be possible to accommodate significant additional development requirements in a sustainable manner.

I’m afraid that this will not be the answer you were hoping for, but pleased be assured that we will continue to work with you on addressing strategic planning matters in the Housing Market Area. If you wish to discuss this with me any further please do not hesitate in contacting me.

Yours Sincerely


Matthew Norton MA (Hons) MPA MRTPI
Business Manager – Planning Policy & Infrastructure




Appendix 4: Meeting with Mansfield District Council 13th December 2023

Ashfield District Council/ Mansfield District Council – Duty to Cooperate Meeting
Teams virtual meeting 13th December 2023
Notes of meeting

Attendees
Melanie Wheelwright (Ashfield District Council)
 Lisa Furness (Ashfield District Council)
Paul Tebbitt (PT)(Mansfield DC)

1. Introductions
All attendees introduced themselves. 

2. Draft Statement of Common Ground and potential way forward
LF shared a copy of the draft Statement of Common Ground

a. Main Urban Area (MUA) boundary
[bookmark: _Hlk153449934]Discussions were made regarding the Main Urban Area (MUA) boundary proposed to encompass ADC housing allocations and existing employment development adjacent to MDC district boundary. These areas essentially comprise small extensions to Mansfield’s urban area, and do not constitute ‘Countryside’ as protected under Ashfield LP policy EV2. These modest parcels of land have been included as MUAs under the settlement hierarchy element of ALP strategic policy S1.
PT had some concerns regarding whether this may lead to further development being focussed adjacent to Mansfield.  It was agreed to look at some additional wording into the SoCG to provide more clarity in this respect

b. Housing requirements and standardised methodology
ADC indicated that they would be using the Standard Methodology to determine their housing requirements. Using the most recent figures the annual requirement would be for 446.
The level of supply in Ashfield LP Regulation 19 document is approximately 13 years post adoption (to 2038/2039). However, ADC are not relying on neighbouring authorities to meet any shortfall in need. It was discussed that this had been considered previously and there was no realistic additional capacity in other authority areas. ADC highlighted the uncertainty in respect of the Government’s impending revamp of assessing housing need and will address any shortfall as part of the 5 yearly reviews if necessary. 
PT enquired whether there are any additional SHELAA sites which have not been included as housing allocations and may potentially come forward as reserve sites if required by an inspector. LF pointed to Background paper 1 which supports the Reg 19 LP and sets out site selection. Sites not included either did not fit with the Council’s spatial approach, or there was a certain level of uncertainty regarding delivery at the current time.
It was agreed that each LPA would meet its own housing need.

c. Gypsy & Traveller pitch provision and potential unmet need;
LF  set out that ADC would now be using the ethnic definition for addressing the future level of traveller need, rather than the PPTS definition. This reflects the ambiguity with demonstrating status, and the numerous court challenges. None the less, ADC will be meeting the need identified in the 2021 GTAA in full through site allocations. The timeframe does not completely align, with the GTAA assessing need up to 2038, and the LP period of 2040.  However, the impact of this is likely to be minimal given the figures involved, and a criteria based policy enables additional sites to come forward through the planning application process.  (NB it should also be noted that since drafting the Regulation 19 LP, a Gypsy site for 3 pitches has gained approval at chesterfield Road, Huthwaite for 3 dwellings).
All parties agreed that they had no capacity to accommodate unmet need from neighbours owing to difficulties in meeting their own need. All parties agreed to meet their own need.

d. Employment land requirements
It was agreed that ADC and MDC will meet their identified needs, with ADC also contributing to a sub-regional need for logistics sites at Junction 27 of the M1. 

e. Other Strategic Planning issues
Transport – All parties recognised that there were capacity issues on the network but acknowledged that Highways England did not consider there to be any ‘show stoppers’.
It was agreed that infrastructure delivery and enhancements would be key to supporting successful development moving forwards, including cross boundary infrastructure. Each authority will agree to fully cooperate in this respect.

3. Updated Statement of Common Ground timetable and sign off procedures
LF indicated that she would update the draft SoCG in light of the meeting and circulate it for comment.

Any other business
No other issues were identified. 



Appendix 5: GNPP meeting minutes 12th December 2023

Greater Nottingham Planning Partnership–Officer Grp 12/12/23
ACTION POINTS IN BOLD, 

Melanie Wheelwright (MW) Ashfield; Dave Lawson (DL), Mark Thompson (MT) Broxtowe; Alison Gibson (AG) Gedling; Matt Gregory (MG), Karen Shaw (KS),  Paul Tansey (PT), Nottingham City; Richard Mapletoft (RM), Rushcliffe; John King (JK) GNPP;  

Apologies: 

All to update the GANTT charts re progressing of evidence base

Responses to responses to the Preferred Approach: To be finished by the end of October.
JK has reviewed any outstanding issues and produced a short doc on sharepoint. All to review using JKs doc
All to make sure they pick up flagged comments from others esp by Rushcliffe
JK has double checked on progress and identify anything missing or outstanding

The GNSP’s objectives
MT checked for the latest version on sharepoint, then JK renamed it as nov 23
All to check the objectives on Sharepoint Nov 23. JK to work through amends and re-circulate.
These will be revisited at a later meeting

GNSP Policies – Site Policies
Site Specific Policies similar to Rushcliffes Core Strategy have been done as far as we can.  
GBC are reworking the policy on Top Wighay Farm

Housing Policy  No update
AG has drafted text on non-implementation rate to go in the housing background paper to provide further explanation on this.
Climate Change No update – GBC reworking based on responses received
Green Belt No update – Virtually finished
Policy 4: Employment – Update and discussion on targets No update
 – GF has circulated some tables to 2041. 
Town Centres No update – on hold until consultants report
Housing – No update Need to put the figs in  . RM circulated a note on 9/5/23. 
BBC will follow the same approach as GBC and RBC.

G & T No update – Nearly finalised
Design No update – AG has reviewed and added comments received from City.   
Historic Env No update – JK has forwarded comments to PM
Travel Demand – No update City have responded,  County to respond but have responded  previously.so RM has enough to be getting on with
Transport Inf No update – on hold
BGI – No update JK has reviewed HE and NE comments and revised the policy. The policy has been slimmed down and includes what NE wanted including, though most of what NE requested re NE’S GI Framework is in the supporting text
Compensation will be a last resort and on-site (JK has amended)
Biodiversity No update JK has reviewed HE and NE comments and revised the policy and may bring the policy back. Mitigation hierarchy has been put in
The Policy now includes text re cumulative effect of multiple developments and cross boundary issues
Re - net gain monitoring - Paul Philips at RBC said that  RBC (and hopefully other LAs) have standard BNG monitoring to do annually
Infrastructure and developer contribution No update policies to be merged
Strategy Chpt - No update

Evidence base work streams No update

KS is waiting for clarification from Finance on what evidence they require
The City will forward GBCs email to ask the LAs involved in commissioning to email the City with details of the Centres Study and Viability Study and the City contribution for each

SA: Grp:  No update All the appendices will be done before the end of the year. SA Grp met on on 23/11. JK has relooked back at the housing strategy policy. Appraisals are being updated and nearly being signed off.  Deadline is 25/12. Next meeting is 10am on 5/1/24.  

Viability Appraisal:  3 responses received – all on Sharepoint, there has been some queries on cost, though 2 of the bids specified costs
Those on the working grp to fill in their scores and respond to PM by 18/12.
There may be need for a moderation meeting
We will aim to appoint just before Christmas but explain to the consultants when the elements will be ready.

IDP: JK has invited the police to a GNPP meeting re Police infrastructure funding. JK to contact the Police again
All can read it on sharepoint
JK to input the S106 info for the strategic sites
Steve Ryder has contacted Notts County Council re flooding info
JK to consider adding future schemes eg further tram routes

Greater Nottingham Centres Study – Nexus has now visited each of the 90+ defined centres individually and fully surveyed their retail/leisure/service uses. They are currently in the process of writing up the detailed healthcheck assessments and producing a series of colour-coded centre maps, which will feed into a number of the key Study outputs including:
•	policy recommendations in relation to the hierarchy of centres and their future role and function; 
•	SWOT analyses and practicable recommendations for the city, town and district centres;
•	suggested thresholds for local impact assessments; 
•	guidance on the future provision of housing, retail and other development; and
•	consideration of the desirability of maintaining or amending current Greater Nottingham planning policy designations of Primary Shopping Areas, Frontages and Secondary Shopping Frontages.
 
BAS Consultancy, working as a sub-contractor to Nexus Planning, has now completed a series of four interactive evening workshops. Nexus hope to either have it the draft report with us just before they close up for Christmas, or very early in the New Year.

HRA – 
Inception meeting with Lepus was on 12/12. We need to understand what data and info they needed
MG has checked out the state of the housing chpt and will amend
JK to facilitate Lepus to contact SYSTRA or visa versa
JK to contact SYSTRA re data for the HRA to get a cost ADAT data
Duncan is waiting for info from Mansfield – JK to contact Duncan

Green Belt Review  No update DL and MT to discuss amending the BBC one re Bennerley

Strategic Distribution Background Paper/Consultation 
Consultation took place for 6 weeks from 25/9-7/11. 80 individual comments from about 40 respondees. Summarising to be done by 25/12
Comments on sites to be considered by the relevant LA. JK has assigned the comments. Cllr Rex Walker at RBC and the EA comments have been added

Site Selection Report: No update awaiting review of responses to the Preferred Approach

SFRA: No update EBC wish to be involved if we do an SFRA.

Transport Modelling 
There will be a meeting re mitigation at 3.30pm on 20th Dec 2023
MG to send reminders to the City and County Transport officers re  whether to do 2 stages
MG to contact SYSTRA re what are the costs and timings if there are 2 stages
JK to send a reminder out asking if there were any comments on the mitigation
AG to work up Policy 1 and Employment Policy and JK to work up Policy 11 Local Services, then JK to share with SYSTRA.
If its in bold and highlighted in yellow the policy changes are needed by 14/12
JK has redrafted Policy 2 is sharepoint as the Dec23 version

There was a meeting on 16/11 re stage 4 mitigation
· MG to email Claire at ARUP re a proposal the CO2 impacts can be an add on
· JK has looked at the policies (eg design and transport policies) re potentiall to contribute to the 20 min neighbourhoods and produce a short summary of which do and which could do and how they could
· JK has sent out requests. All to send JK the non-housing development on the strategic sites by 6/12. JK to then collate and forward to SYSTRA
· There is a mitigation meeting 3.30pm on 6/12/23 – JK has invited National Highways. SYSTRA and ARUP are attending. 
· JK to invite all GNPP members. JK to prepare a note/agenda
· MG to explain it’ll be Chatham House meeting. We can discuss sites eg Toton, Leapool Island, R-o-S PS, future tram lines etc
· Need to ask how bad is this in reality 

Key Diagram

Following decided on the layers:
· MUBA (MT to send shapefile from Judith)
· Allocations need updating
· Add strategic highway network:  A46 ,A52 and A453 to be added, be selective for City Centre (consider only using trunk roads)
· Strategic green infrastrcure – take this off as separate map
· Consider a new symbol for Boots
· MT has looked at railway aspiration at Toton and extension of NET to Kimberley. Whatever is shown on Key Diagram will need a mention in policy
· Regeneration zones to be reviewed and likely removed

KS to work-up and liaise with Duncan.

Water cycle study : All the draft work is on Sharepoint. KH has received comments from Severn Trent and the EA. KH is looking through the comments. Final sign off will be needed 
Housing Needs Assessment Update –ICENI did a JPAB presentation. 
All to continue making comments into sharepoint version by 19/12 then JK to get back to ICENI before Christmas
There is a mismatch between the text and figs
KS/Niki/MatthewG to look at the student figs 
[bookmark: _Hlk153291481]AG to ask GF to attend 19/12 GNPP meeting esp re the number of jobs highlighted in the emp study and the number of jobs in the ICENI study and then explore if there is a big difference
MG doesn’t think we can’t rely on out commuting
Housing Background Paper (City and Borough Capacity)
Each authority to fill in the detail, particularly the City and Gedling as they are short.
GBC are progressing and will report back soon.
KS has handed the 3D sites to the 3D Modeller
KS to do a more detailed update once the 3D modelling work is complete.
MG to check he’s received the PUA/non-PUA supply figs with the lapse rate/non-implementation deducted. Figs may not sum due to rounding

Remove the PUA figs from the Housing policy 5.3.2, and refer to the amount of housing supply that is in and adjoining the PUA in the Housing Background Paper

Low Carbon Study: MG has asked MGrant circulate the tenders received 
City to keep everyone updated with the S114 notice. 
Both parts of the study currently can’t be funded by the City at the moment but MG/KS are trying to fund it by not using the general fund – Matt to confirm later in the week.
MGrant says there will be a meeting on 14/12 re Carbon Commission if only to discuss possible ways forward depending on funding. 

Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)  
There is a 3rd strand that you’ll have to identify where the opportunities are for BNG if going over 10%. KH is to write a short paper The County are looking for 20%. 

Settlements Study/Background Paper No Update
The background paper has been updated by MT. MT has received some info from Jonathan Hall JK has circulated it. There is a query re sources of data. There was a meeting on 13/11. MT has contacted JH re some of the anomalies eg open spaces, - we may use the NE GBI data. The data will be used as one element of the settlement work

Part 2 Local Plans No update –Red – Conflict  Amber – Some conflict/ non alignment  Green – No conflict/ general alignment 
We need to think about how we deal with the Amber ones, but will ‘park’ for the moment
GBC to look at them again and update the individual and combined ones in Sharepoint

AOB/Outstanding issues from prev mins

N & SD have sent out a cross boundary email out. Please respond to JK so JK can do a jt response

Mansfield DC are thinking about doing an employment study. JK to invite MDC to a future meeting when GF is available

KS to talk to JK re whether to do a jt response to the ADC plan

KS has circulated a Spatial Planning Survey to input into

EBC. Housing Minister has intervened to prevent them from withdrawing their plan. Oliver presented to JPAB

Inovem Contract – probably prefer the ie 2yrs+1 contract depending on costs. AG to forward on the costs

JPAB Dates – Pam to use last years dates as a guide and show Milan. MT to circulate dates wider after this meeting.


Appendix 6: Joint Logistics Study working group – 30th March 2023 meeting actions

Strategic Distribution and Logistics Background Paper
Working Group Meeting 
9:30am 30th March 2023
ACTIONS
	Action
	Who
	Deadline
	Complete

	Send employment delivery figures 2018-22 (permissions and completions for each use class (excluding office)) to GF
	ALL
	6 April 2023
	

	Identify sites where access to SHN is unclear (review comments from NH) 
	ALL
	Next Meeting (w/c 24 April)
	

	Identify key stakeholders – Utilities companies – check with GF
	JK
	6 April 2023
	

	Send site info to Key Stakeholders
	JK
	12 April 2023
	

	Revise Stage 1 assessments, creating Stage 2 (use templates provide by JK on 29/03). 

· Check recent submissions (PA etc.)
· Consider whether other evidence is available (regen etc.) Share with group. 
· Identify any uncertainties – also see second action.
	ALL
	Next Meeting (w/c 24 April)
	

	Agree date for next meeting – provide dates and times to JK for w/c 24 April 2023
	ALL
	31 March 2023
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