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1.

Introduction
Purpose of Briefing Note

1.1

This Briefing Note sets out and explains the process by which a new Site Assessment
Methodology (SAM) (incorporating Sustainability Appraisal) has been produced for assessing
sites for inclusion in the East Riding Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD). The SAM
incorporates the statutory requirements for Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Strategic
1
Environmental Assessment (SEA) . It enables the appraisal and comparison of potential
development sites for inclusion within the DPD.

1.2

A draft version of this document was released for public consultation from 4 May, 2010 to the
th
26 July, 2010, alongside the Preferred Approach Core Strategy and Potential Sites Allocations
DPD. This final briefing note has been revised in light of consultation responses received during
this time, and also as a result of further responses received as a result of additional consultation
with various departments within the Council and with other key stakeholders.

1.3

This Briefing Note is intended to be a stand alone piece of evidence to help explain why we have
taken the final approach to assessing potential development sites. The actual SAM document to
be used in carrying out the site assessments is set out as an Appendix to this Briefing Note.

th

The East Riding Local Development Framework
1.4

The Council is currently preparing its Local Development Framework (LDF) which will set out a
long-term vision, strategy for development, development policies, and site allocations. The LDF
will consist of a number of DPDs, including:
•

Core Strategy;

•

Allocations;

•

Bridlington Town Centre Area Action Plan (AAP);

•

Joint Minerals (to be prepared jointly with Hull City Council); and

•

Joint Waste (to be prepared jointly with Hull City Council).

Allocations DPD
1.5

1

The Allocations DPD will be a key document within the LDF. The Core Strategy will contain
preferred areas of growth for future development around the larger settlements of East Riding. It
sets out a settlement network that identifies those towns and villages where new allocations will
be considered. The Allocations DPD will allocate the specific sites to implement the Core
Strategy’s approach. The exception to this is in Bridlington town centre, where sites will be
allocated through the Bridlington Town Centre AAP. The Allocations DPD deals with a range of
land uses, including housing, retail, employment and open space amongst others. It will not deal
with sites for waste management facilities or sites for the working of minerals.

The requirements for SA and SEA are set out in the Allocations DPD Part II Scoping Report.

1
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Relationship to the existing Housing Site Assessment
Methodology
1.6

Earlier in the LDF process it had been the Council’s intention to produce separate DPDs for
housing and employment. A Housing Site Assessment Methodology (HSAM) was produced by
the Council in early 2007 to be used in assessing candidate sites for their suitability for housing
2
development . It has since been decided that an Allocations DPD would be produced for a range
of land uses rather than just specifically for housing.

1.7

The exceptions to this are minerals and waste uses which will be covered in the Joint Waste and
Minerals DPDs.

1.8

The SAM for the Allocations DPD has been developed following review of the HSAM. As with the
HSAM, the SAM includes wider assessment criteria in addition to sustainability factors.

2

http://www.eastriding.gov.uk/corp-docs/forwardplanning/docs/ldf/housing/interactive2/index.html
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2.

Developing the Site Assessment
Methodology

2.1

The SAM was developed using the following set of underlying assumptions. It should:

2.2

•

Use the HSAM as a starting point, updating and expanding it as appropriate;

•

Be easy to understand and straightforward to apply;

•

Reflect latest national, regional and local policy context and baseline. In particular, policies
and supporting information issued since the HSAM was developed should be reviewed and
incorporated as appropriate;

•

Linked to the review of policy, baseline and key issues, and be built upon a series of SA
objectives;

•

Essentially comprise a tool for assessing the sustainability of sites, but should also consider
deliverability;

•

Enable a set of site assessment results to be produced which can then be used to write the
SA report necessary at each future stage in the Allocations DPD’s production;

•

Cover the full range of land uses for which allocations will be required. Accordingly, the
number of questions for each land use should be focused and manageable; and

•

Be tailored to reflect the availability of site related information.

This SAM has been developed through the following eight step process:
•

Step 1: Develop SA objectives for the Allocations DPD;

•

Step 2: Review decision-making questions, scoring criteria and guidance notes from the
HSAM;

•

Step 3: identify the different types of land uses to which the HSAM questions can be applied;

•

Step 4: Link decision-making questions from HSAM to SA objectives;

•

Step 5: Develop a set of decision-making questions for the SAM;

•

Step 6: Develop a scoring mechanism for each decision-making question;

•

Step 7: Revise guidance notes; and

•

Step 8: Develop pro-forma for site assessment.

Step 1: Develop SA objectives for the Allocations DPD
2.3

Good practice in SA seeks to first define a series of SA objectives on the basis of reviewing
policies, plans and programmes, baseline information and identifying key issues. These SA
objectives provide a recognised and useful framework against which sustainability effects can be
assessed and compared. The development of SA objectives has been undertaken previously as
part of the SA process for the Core Strategy, Bridlington AAP, Minerals DPD and Waste DPD.
These have been reviewed as part of the preparation of the Part II SA Scoping Report for the
Allocations DPD, which sets out a revised set of SA objectives specifically for this DPD. These
are listed in Table 2-1 below:

3
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Table 2-1: Allocations DPD SA objectives

No.

SA objective

1

To improve levels of health and reduce health inequalities

2

To reduce social exclusion and improve equality of opportunity amongst social groups

3

To improve accessibility and public transport links to key services and employment areas

4

To improve housing affordability

5

To improve overall levels of education and skills and retain and attract local highly skilled
labour

6

To improve air quality

7

To reduce the growth of road traffic

8

To encourage more efficient use of land

9

To improve the quality of local fresh water resources

10

To reduce levels of atmospheric GHG by reducing emissions and increasing extent of
carbon sinks

11

To minimise the impacts of climate change by developing in a way that reduces risk from
flooding and coastal erosion

12

To reduce carbon based energy use by increasing energy efficiency and production of
renewable energy

13

To protect and enhance biodiversity and important wildlife habitats, and to conserve
geology

14

To conserve and enhance heritage assets and their settings

15

To protect and enhance the countryside and landscape quality

16

To ensure compatibility of existing and proposed neighbouring land uses

17

To maintain and strengthen the economy of East Riding

18

To increase diversity of employment

19

To support the renaissance of rural areas

20

To avoid sterilisation of mineral resources

21

To ensure adequate infrastructure provision for new development

Step 2: Review decision-making questions, scoring criteria and
guidance notes from the HSAM
2.4

The next step was to review existing decision-making questions, scoring scheme and guidance
text from the HSAM. The questions are listed in Table 2-2.

2.5

The HSAM uses a four stage approach to site assessment. Stage 1 comprises an initial sieving
exercise, the objective of which is to exclude all those sites located where significant housing
growth is not being planned or which have significant constraints to development such that
development is highly unlikely to be appropriate, i.e. showstoppers.
4
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2.6

Stage 2 comprises an initial ranking of sites remaining from Stage 1 against the key objectives of
Planning Policy Statement 3, namely location on previously developed land and accessibility to a
range of facilities.

2.7

All sites will then be subject to a more detailed assessment in Stages 3 and 4. In Stage 3 detailed
site-specific questions relating to key social, environmental and economic issues are used to
assess and score each candidate site. Finally, Stage 4 comprises an assessment of deliverability
within the lifetime of the previous Housing DPD. Overall performance of sites through Stages 2-4
will determine their suitability for development.
Table 2-2: HSAM decision-making questions

Question
Stage 1: Initial Assessment and Site Exclusion
Q1: Does the site lie within or adjacent to a settlement that is identified in the LDF settlement
hierarchy?
Q2: Are further housing allocations required for the settlement?
Q3: Would residential development cause a significant negative effect on an international or
national site of biodiversity or geological value?
Q4: Would residential development be unsuitable because the site lies within an area that is at
the greatest risk from flooding or coastal erosion?
Q5: Would residential development cause a significant negative effect on a nationally important
archaeological site or monument or a nationally or internationally important historical site?
Stage 2: Initial Ranking
Q6: Does the site contain previously developed land, Greenfield land or a mix of both?
Q7: How accessible is the site to existing public transport?
Q8: How accessible is the site to existing services and facilities?
Stage 3: Detailed Site Specific Considerations
Q9: Would residential development affect a regional or local site of biodiversity or geological
value or affect legally protected species?
Q10: Would residential development affect trees or hedgerows, or areas of ancient woodland
not subject to statutory protection?
Q11: Would residential development affect the historic or cultural environment?
Q12: Would residential development affect the existing built character of the settlement?
Q13: What is the capacity of the landscape to accommodate residential development?
Q14: Does the site lie within an area at risk from flooding?
Q15: Does the site lie within an area of low air quality or would residential development result
in a significant adverse impact on air quality?
Q16: Would residential development result in the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural
land?
Q17: Would residential development affect the public drinking water supply?
Q18: Would residential development lead to the sterilisation of mineral resources?
Q19: What is the capacity of existing schools to cope with the level of residential development
proposed for the settlement?
Q20: What is the capacity of existing utilities and infrastructure to cope with the level of
residential development proposed for the settlement?
Q21: What is the capacity of the highway network to cope with the development of the site?
Q22: Would residential development result in the loss of any existing or proposed physical or
social infrastructure or would it contribute to the construction of new physical or social
infrastructure?
Q23: Would residential development help support the regeneration of the locality?
Q24: Would residential development be compatible with existing or proposed neighbouring
uses or conflict with land that has been protected/safeguarded for alternative uses?
Stage 4: Deliverability
Q25: Are there any other insurmountable physical, environmental or legal constraints that may
prejudice the development of the site?
Q26: Is the site subject to any ownership constraints and is it likely to be attractive to the
5
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market?
Q27: In the light of the answers to questions 1 to 26 is the site likely to be developable within
15 years of the adoption of the Housing DPD? If the answer is yes, is the site deliverable
within 5 years of adoption?

Step 3: Identifying which HSAM questions apply to different land
uses
2.8

This step involved identifying land uses to which the HSAM questions were applicable. This was
to ensure that the scope of the SAM questions cover as many land uses as possible so as to be
generic and not land use specific wherever possible.

2.9

A number of documents were reviewed to identify the types of land use that would need to be
covered by the SAM. Several categories exist in the Council’s own policies and more widely, for
example the national land use classes order.

2.10

Based on this review, the following land use types are considered most appropriate for the SAM:
•

housing and residential institutions;

•

office;

•

retail;

•

industrial;

•

leisure and recreation and tourism;

•

community;

•

open space; and

•

transport.

2.11

These are defined in more detail in Table 2-3 which includes examples of more specific types of
land use included in the scope of each land use type.

2.12

Whilst transport uses may also be covered by the Local Transport Plan (LTP), they have been
included in the SAM to ensure that they are treated consistently with other uses.

6
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Table 2-3: Land use types for the SAM

Land use type
Housing and
residential
institutions
Office

Scope and examples
Housing; gypsy and traveller sites; residential institutions such as care homes
and boarding schools; secure residential institutions such as military barracks
and prisons; houses in multiple occupation
Offices, research and development facilities

Retail

Shops, retail warehouses, showrooms; financial and professional services
such as banks, estate and employment agencies; restaurants, cafés; drinking
establishments; takeaways
General industrial; storage and distribution, light industry (appropriate in a
residential area)
Cinemas, music, bingo, dance and concert halls, swimming baths, skating
rinks, gyms and sports arenas; tourist facilities; caravan sites; hotels

Industrial
Leisure,
recreation and
tourism
Community

Open space
Transport

Health centres, hospitals, clinics; crèches, nurseries, day centres; schools,
colleges, universities; art galleries, museums, libraries; halls, places of
worship, church halls; law courts; non-residential education and training
centres; emergency service facilities such as police and fire stations
Open space, public rights of way
Roads; car parks; railway lines and stations; pedestrian and cycle paths; park
and ride schemes, multi-modal interchanges (road, rail, & water), wharves,
jetties, rail heads, rail freight terminals.

2.13

Although most of the HSAM questions were originally formulated to be housing specific, it was
found that minor edits to remove references such as ‘residential’ meant that most questions could
be applied to a range of land uses, e.g. Q17: Would residential development affect the public
drinking water supply?

2.14

However, there were a number of notable exceptions where specific questions would not be
relevant for a particular type of land use, such as open space and transport uses.

2.15

Table 2-4 shows where there is coverage (in green) and gaps (blanks) between all the land uses
that will be considered in the SAM and the questions that were set out in the HSAM.
Table 2-4: Applicability of HSAM decision-making questions to identified land use types

Transport

Open space

Community

Leisure,
recreation
and tourism

Industrial

Retail

Office

Decision-making question
Stage 1
Q1: Does the site lie within or adjacent to a
settlement that is identified in the LDF settlement
hierarchy?
Q2: Are further housing allocations required for the
settlement?
Q3: Would residential development cause a
significant negative effect on an international or
national site of biodiversity or geological value?
Q4: Would residential development be unsuitable
because the site lies within an area that is at the
greatest risk from flooding or coastal erosion?
Q5: Would residential development cause a
significant negative effect on a nationally important
archaeological site or monument or a nationally or

Residential

Land use type
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Transport

Open space

Community

Leisure,
recreation
and tourism

Industrial

Retail

Office

Decision-making question
internationally important historical site?

Residential

Land use type

Stage 2
Q6: Does the site contain previously developed land,
Greenfield land or a mix of both?
Q7: How accessible is the site to existing public
transport?
Q8: How accessible is the site to existing services
and facilities?
Stage 3
Q9: Would residential development affect a regional
or local site of biodiversity or geological value or
affect legally protected species?
Q10: Would residential development affect trees or
hedgerows, or areas of ancient woodland not subject
to statutory protection?
Q11: Would residential development affect the
historic or cultural environment?
Q12: Would residential development affect the
existing built character of the settlement?
Q13: What is the capacity of the landscape to
accommodate residential development?
Q14: Does the site lie within an area at risk from
flooding?
Q15: Does the site lie within an area of low air
quality or would residential development result in a
significant adverse impact on air quality?
Q16: Would residential development result in the
loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land?
Q17: Would residential development affect the public
drinking water supply?
Q18: Would residential development lead to the
sterilisation of mineral resources?
Q19: What is the capacity of existing schools to cope
with the level of residential development proposed
for the settlement?
Q20: What is the capacity of existing utilities and
infrastructure to cope with the level of residential
development proposed for the settlement?
Q21: What is the capacity of the highway network to
cope with the development of the site?
Q22: Would residential development result in the
loss of any existing or proposed physical or social
infrastructure or would it contribute to the
construction of new physical or social infrastructure?
Q23: Would residential development help support
the regeneration of the locality?
Q24: Would residential development be compatible
with existing or proposed neighbouring uses or
8
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Transport

Open space

Community

Leisure,
recreation
and tourism

Industrial

Retail

Office

Decision-making question
conflict with land that has been
protected/safeguarded for alternative uses?
Stage 4
Q25: Are there any other insurmountable physical,
environmental or legal constraints that may prejudice
the development of the site?
Q26: Is the site subject to any ownership constraints
and is it likely to be attractive to the market?
Q27: In the light of the answers to questions 1 to 26
is the site likely to be developable within 15 years of
the adoption of the Housing DPD? If the answer is
yes, is the site deliverable within 5 years of
adoption?

Residential

Land use type

2.16

The HSAM questions have been adapted as far as possible in order to broaden their applicability
to as many land use types as possible.

2.17

The staged approach used by the Council in the HSAM (i.e. Stages 1 to 4) has been retained as it
ensures sites which are unacceptable are identified and screened out early on. Inclusion of a
fourth stage to assess factors such as deliverability and developability, which are not strictly
sustainability considerations, has also been retained.

Step 4: Link decision-making questions from HSAM to SA
objectives
2.18

The decision-making questions provide a more measurable assessment of sustainability than
objectives alone and can be linked to indicators and targets. Therefore, it is also necessary to link
the questions from the HSAM to the SA objectives developed for the Allocations DPD.

2.19

Overall, there was good compatibility between the SA objectives and the decision-making
questions: for example, Q.15 ‘Does the site lie within an area of low air quality or would residential
development result in a significant adverse impact on air quality?’ links well to SA objective 6 (To
improve air quality).

2.20

However, in some instances there was only partial or incomplete coverage of SA objectives. It is
important to ensure that the SAM includes appropriate decision-making questions which will
enable the assessment of sites to be undertaken against all of the SA objectives. Without this,
some sustainability considerations will be missed and the assessment process will be less
comprehensive, and therefore risk not meeting the requirements of the SA process.

2.21

New SAM questions were therefore added to those applicable questions from the HSAM using a
combination of experience from previous projects, professional judgement and in response to
specific issues identified by the Council. For example, to better cover SA objective 1 (To improve
levels of health and reduce health inequalities), a new question was created: Does the site
provide publicly accessible open space, green infrastructure or recreation facilities?

2.22

The outcomes of this step are shown in Table 2-5 below and more explanation on the rationale is
provided in

2.23
9
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2.24

Table 2-6. Table 2-5 also reflects the wider range of land uses that will be covered in the
Allocations DPD.
Table 2-5: Compatibility between SA objectives and HSAM decision-making questions and
identification of new decision-making questions associated with the SA objectives

No

SA objective

1.

To improve levels of health and
reduce health inequalities

2.

To reduce social exclusion and
improve equality of opportunity
amongst social groups

SAM Questions
(existing HSAM question numbers are shown where relevant)
AMENDED Q8: How accessible is the site by walking and
cycling?
NEW: Does the site provide publicly accessible open space,
green infrastructure or recreation facilities or a public right of
way?
AMENDED Q8: How accessible is the site by walking and
cycling?
AMENDED Q22: Would development result in the loss of any
existing or proposed community facility or would it contribute to
the construction of a new facility?
AMENDED Q23: Would development of the site have a
recognised regeneration or economic benefit?
NEW: Does the site provide publicly accessible open space,
green infrastructure or recreation facilities or a public right of
way?
NEW: Would the site help meet affordable housing needs?
Q19: What is the capacity of existing schools to cope with the
level of development proposed for the settlement?
NEW: Would the development support the vitality and viability of
the existing town centre?

3.

To improve accessibility and
public transport links to key
services and employment areas

4.

To improve housing affordability

5.

To improve overall levels of
education and skills and retain
and attract local highly skilled
labour
To improve air quality

6.

7.

To reduce the growth of road
traffic

AMENDED Q7: How accessible is the site by public transport?
AMENDED Q8: How accessible is the site by walking and
cycling?
NEW: Is the site needed for a specific transport scheme?
NEW: Would the development make use of the waterway and rail
network?
NEW: Does the site provide publicly accessible open space,
green infrastructure or recreation facilities or a public right of
way?
NEW: Would the development support the vitality and viability of
the existing town centre?
NEW: Would the site help meet affordable housing needs?
Q19: What is the capacity of existing schools to cope with the
level of development proposed for the settlement?

AMENDED Q15: Does the site lie within an area of, or in close
proximity to, any significant source(s) of air pollution, or would
development affect air quality?
Q21: What is the capacity of the highway network to cope with
the development of the site?
NEW: Would the development make use of the waterway and rail
network?
NEW: Does the site provide publicly accessible open space,
green infrastructure or recreation facilities or a public right of
way?
10
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No

SA objective

8.

To encourage more efficient use
of land

9.

To improve the quality of local
fresh water resources

10.

To reduce levels of atmospheric
Greenhouse Gases by reducing
emissions and increasing extent
of carbon sinks

SAM Questions
(existing HSAM question numbers are shown where relevant)
Q6: Does the site contain previously developed land, Greenfield
land or a mix of both?
Q16: Would development result in the loss of the best and most
versatile agricultural land?
NEW: Would the development make use of the wider non-road
transport network, including waterways and rail?
NEW: Would the development of the site lead to the remediation
of contaminated land or removal of an unacceptable risk to public
health?
Q18: Would development lead to the sterilisation of viable
mineral resources?
AMENDED Q17: Could development potentially affect any
abstraction of groundwater intended for human consumption?
AMENDED Q20: What is the capacity of existing utilities
infrastructure to cope with the level of development proposed for
the settlement?
NEW: Does the site provide publicly accessible open space,
green infrastructure or recreation facilities or a public right of
way?
NEW: Would the development make provision for on-site
renewable or very low carbon energy generation, or contribute to
reducing greenhouse gas emissions?
NEW: Would the development make use of the waterway and rail
network?

11.

12.

13.

14.

To minimise the impacts of
climate change by developing in a
way that reduces risk from
flooding and coastal erosion

To reduce carbon based energy
use by increasing energy
efficiency and production of
renewable energy
To protect and enhance
biodiversity and important wildlife
habitats, and to conserve geology

To conserve and enhance
heritage assets and their settings

AMENDED Q3: Would the development be unsuitable because of
its location in the functional floodplain or an area at risk from
coastal erosion?
NEW: How acceptable is the development in terms of the site’s
vulnerability to flood risk?
NEW: Would the development make provision for on-site
renewable or very low carbon energy generation?

Q3: Would development cause a significant negative effect on an
international or national site of biodiversity or geological value?
AMENDED Q9: Would development affect a site of biodiversity or
geological value or affect legally protected species?
AMENDED Q10: Would development affect natural features that
are important for wildlife or landscape character such as trees or
hedgerows, or areas of ancient woodland not subject to statutory
protection?
AMENDED Q5: Would the development cause substantial harm
to a nationally designated heritage asset?
AMENDED Q11: Would development affect a heritage asset?

15.

To protect and enhance the
countryside and landscape quality

Q12: Would development affect the existing built character of the
settlement?
AMENDED Q10: Would development affect natural features that
are important for wildlife or landscape character such as trees or
hedgerows, or areas of ancient woodland not subject to statutory
protection?
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No

SA objective

SAM Questions
(existing HSAM question numbers are shown where relevant)
AMENDED Q13: Would the development impact on the visual
amenity or character of the natural landscape?

16.

To ensure compatibility of
neighbouring land uses

AMENDED Q24: Is the development compatible with existing or
proposed neighbouring uses (e.g. noise and light impacts)?

17.

To maintain and strengthen the
economy of East Riding

AMENDED Q23: Would development of the site have a
recognised regeneration or economic benefit?

18.

To increase diversity of
employment

19.

To support the renaissance of
rural areas

20.

To avoid sterilisation of mineral
resources

21.

To ensure adequate infrastructure
provision for new development

NEW: Would the development support the vitality and viability of
an existing town centre?
NEW: Are further employment allocations required for the
settlement?
NEW: Are further town centre and retail allocations required for
the settlement?
AMENDED Q8: How accessible is the site by walking and
cycling?
AMENDED Q7: How accessible is the site by public transport?
AMENDED Q23: Would development of the site have a
recognised regeneration or economic benefit?
Q18: Would development lead to the sterilisation of viable
mineral resources?
AMENDED Q22: Would development result in the loss of any
existing or proposed community facility or would it contribute to
the construction of a new facility?
AMENDED Q22: What is the capacity of existing utilities
infrastructure to cope with the level of development proposed for
the settlement?

Question not readily covered by
SA objective

Question not readily covered by
SA objective
Question not readily covered by
SA objective
Question not readily covered by
SA objective
Question not readily covered by
SA objective

AMENDED Q1 & 2: Would the use for the site be appropriate
when considered against the settlement's place in the Core
Strategy settlement network or the strategy for locating
development?
NEW: Would the development help achieve the vision for the
settlement as set out in the Core Strategy?
Q25: Are there any other insurmountable physical,
environmental or legal constraints that may prejudice the
development of the site?
Q26: Is the site subject to any ownership constraints and is it
likely to be attractive to the market?
AMENDED Q27: In the light of the answers to all preceding
questions, is the site likely to be developable within 15 years of
the adoption of the Allocations Document? If the answer is yes,
is the site deliverable within 5 years of adoption?

Step 5: Develop a set of decision-making questions for the SAM
2.25

As outlined above, the HSAM decision-making questions have been updated and new questions
added as appropriate. This has taken into account relevant changes to national planning policy
that has been published since the Council adopted the HSAM. Additional changes have been
made to address responses on the draft SAM, which was published for consultation in May 2010,
as well as meetings with a number of Council teams and other stakeholders. The results of this
exercise are presented below in

2.26
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2.27

Table 2-6. The column setting out the rationale for each question has been further developed
within the guidance notes that accompany the SAM. A column at the end of the table shows
which land use each question is applicable to.

Table 2-6: SAM draft decision-making questions

Decision-making question
and stage

Stage 1
Question 1: Would the use for
the site be appropriate when
considered against the
settlement's place in the Core
Strategy settlement network or
the strategy for locating
development?

Existing
/ new /
amended
decisionmaking
question

Source of
question

Amended

HSAM

Question 2: Would
development cause a
significant adverse effect on
an international or national site
of biodiversity or geological
value?

Amended

HSAM

Question 3: Would the
development be unsuitable
because of its location in the
functional floodplain or an area
at risk from coastal erosion?

Amended

HSAM

Rationale

The current
settlement hierarchy
differs significantly
from that of 2007 and
this question relates
only to housing.
Therefore, a wider
question is proposed.
Amendments have
been made to refer to
the settlement
network in the Core
Strategy as well as
the strategy for
locating development
as some allocations
may be required
outside of the
settlement network.
Retain - question is
well framed and
important for the SA.
However, wording
has been changed
from ‘negative’ to
‘adverse’ in order to
achieve consistency
with the Habitats
Regulation
Assessment process.
Retain – however,
the wording has been
changed to identify
sites where
development is not
permitted in the
functional floodplain.
It recognises that
flood risk is a function
not only of location
but also of the
vulnerability of the
use.

Applicable land use
type

All

All

All
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Existing
/ new /
amended
decisionmaking
question
Amended

HSAM

Retain - question is
well framed and
important for the SA.
However, wording
has been changed
from ‘significant’ to
‘substantial’, and the
question now focuses
on heritage assets in
general and the
significance of such
assets in line with
recent Government
Policy in PPS5.

All

Existing

HSAM

Retain - question is
well framed and
important for the SA.

All except open space

Question 6: How accessible is
the site by public transport?

Amended

HSAM

All except transport

Question 7: How accessible is
the site by walking and
cycling?

Amended

HSAM

Question 8: How acceptable
is the development in terms of
the site’s vulnerability to flood
risk?

Amended

HSAM

Retain but slightly
modified - question is
well framed and
important for the SA.
Retained but in a
modified form question is well
framed and important
for the SA.
Retain – however,
the wording has been
changed to
acknowledge that
flood risk is a function
not only of location
but also of the
vulnerability of the
use. Q3 identifies
sites where
development is not
permitted in the
functional floodplain.
This question
assesses sites
depending on
whether they can be
located in areas of
lower flood risk.

New

ERYC

Question added to
ensure that
allocations made
through the DPD

All

Decision-making question
and stage

Question 4: Would the
development cause
substantial harm to a
nationally designated heritage
asset?

Stage 2
Question 5: Does the site
contain previously developed
land, greenfield land or a mix
of both?

Stage 3
Question 9: Would the
development help achieve the
vision for the settlement set
out in the Core Strategy?

Source of
question

Rationale

Applicable land use
type

All except transport

All
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Decision-making question
and stage

Existing
/ new /
amended
decisionmaking
question

Source of
question

Question 10: Would
development affect a site of
biodiversity or geological value
or affect legally protected
species?

Amended

HSAM

Question 11: Would
development affect natural
features that are important for
wildlife or landscape character
such as trees or hedgerows,
or areas of ancient woodland
not subject to statutory
protection?
Question 12: Would
development affect a heritage
asset?

Amended

HSAM

Amended

HSAM

Question 13: Would
development affect the
existing built character of the
settlement?
Question 14: Would the
development impact on the
visual amenity or character of
the natural landscape?

Existing

HSAM

Amended

HSAM

Question 15: Does the site lie
within an area of, or in close
proximity to, any significant

Amended

HSAM

Rationale

have regard to the
Core Strategy’s
vision and strategy
for each settlement.
Retain - question is
well framed and
important for the SA
but slightly modified
to consider national
sites. Although
national sites are
considered in
question 2, they are
not subject to
Habitats Regulation
Assessment like
International Sites
and therefore require
a more detailed
assessment via this
question.
Amended to broaden
out the types of
natural features that
are within the scope
of the question.

Applicable land use
type

All

All

Amended to broaden
out the scope of the
question to consider
‘heritage assets’ in
line with PPS5.
Retain - question is
well framed and
important for the SA.

All

Amended to focus on
aspects of the
landscape we are
trying to protect.
Question is now
refers to only the
‘natural’ landscape to
more clearly
differentiate it from
the ‘built landscape’
considered under
question 13.
Rephrased to focus
on proximity to
sources of air

All

All

All
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Decision-making question
and stage

Existing
/ new /
amended
decisionmaking
question

Source of
question

source(s) of air pollution, or
would development affect air
quality?

Rationale

Applicable land use
type

pollution.

Question 16: Would
development result in the loss
of the best and most versatile
agricultural land?
Question 17: Could
development potentially affect
any abstraction of
groundwater intended for
human consumption?
Question 18: Is the
development compatible with
existing or proposed
neighbouring uses (e.g. noise
and light impacts)?

Existing

HSAM

Retain - question is
well framed and
important for the SA.

All

Amended

HSAM

Amended to focus on
water abstraction
areas

All

Amended

HSAM

All

Question 19: Would the
development of the site lead to
the remediation of
contaminated land or removal
of an unacceptable risk to
public health?

New

Atkins/ERYC

Question 20: Would
development lead to the
sterilisation of viable mineral
resources?
Question 21: Would the
development make provision
for on-site renewable or very
low carbon energy generation,
or contribute to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions?

Existing

HSAM (but
slightly
modified)

Existing question has
been adapted to
reflect all instances
where development
would not be
compatible with
existing or proposed
uses.
Land contamination
is a significant
constraint and
opportunity and
therefore benefits
from inclusion as a
question.
Retain - question is
well framed and
important for the SA.

New

Atkins

All except open space
and transport

Question 22: Does the site
provide publicly accessible
open space, green
infrastructure or recreation
facilities or a public right of
way?

New

Atkins - in
response to
request for
consideration
by ERYC

Added as new sites
and certain types of
developments are
likely to trigger the
requirement for the
provision on-site
renewable energy
generation.
Existing questions
relate mostly to
accessibility to socioeconomic and
transport services.
Provision of open
space and
recreational facilities
is also important and
is therefore included.
Access to a public
right of way provides
a sustainable means
of access.

All

All except open space

All
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Existing
/ new /
amended
decisionmaking
question
Existing

HSAM

Retain - question is
well framed and
important for the SA.

Housing and
residential institutions

Amended

HSAM

All except transport

Question 25: What is the
capacity of the highway
network to cope with the
development of the site?
Question 26: Would the
development make use of the
waterway and rail network?

Existing

HSAM

Question is well
framed and important
for the SA. Clarified
to relate only to
utilities infrastructure
to reduce duplication
with other questions.
Retain - question is
well framed and
important for the SA.

New

Atkins - in
response to
request for
consideration
by ERYC

Industrial, storage or
distribution

Question 27: Would
development result in the loss
of any existing or proposed
community facility or would it
contribute to the construction
of a new facility?
Question 28: Would the
development support the
vitality and viability of the
existing town centre or district
centre?

Amended

HSAM

Existing questions
relate mostly to
accessibility via car,
public transport,
walking and cycling.
There may be
opportunities,
particularly for
employment sites, to
make use of the
wider network of
waterways (e.g.
ports) and rail (e.g.
freight).
Question amended to
make the distinction
between the different
elements of
infrastructure.

New

Atkins/ERYC

Office, retail, and
Leisure, recreation
and tourism (but not
including caravan
sites)

Question 29: Would
development of the site have a
recognised regeneration or
economic benefit?

Amended

HSAM

Question added as it
is necessary to
determine the most
suitable sites that
would satisfy any
identified need for
further ‘town centre’
uses.
Needed to address
economic benefits
arising from new
development.

Question 30: Would the site
help meet affordable housing
needs?

New

Atkins/ERYC

Decision-making question
and stage

Question 23: What is the
capacity of existing schools to
cope with the level of
development proposed for the
settlement?
Question 24: What is the
capacity of existing utilities
infrastructure to cope with the
level of development proposed
for the settlement?

Source of
question

Rationale

Though specific to
housing, this
question alludes to
the fact that bigger

Applicable land use
type

All except open space

All

All

Housing and
residential institutions
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Decision-making question
and stage

Existing
/ new /
amended
decisionmaking
question

Source of
question

Rationale

Applicable land use
type

sites have the
potential to deliver
more sustainable
housing outcomes.
Stage 4
Question 31: Are there any
other insurmountable physical,
environmental or legal
constraints that may prejudice
the development of the site?

Existing

HSAM

Question 32: Is the site subject
to any ownership constraints
and is it likely to be attractive
to the market?

Existing

HSAM

Question 33: In the light of the
answers to all preceding
questions, is the site likely to
be developable within 15
years of the adoption of the
Allocations Document? If the
answer is yes, is the site
deliverable within 5 years of
adoption?

Amended

HSAM

Retain - question is
well framed and
useful even though
this is not in itself a
sustainability
consideration. A
good ‘catch all’
question to pick upon
issues not identified
via other questions in
the methodology.
Retain - question is
well framed and
useful even though
this is not in itself a
sustainability
consideration.
Retain - question is
well framed and
useful even though
this is not in itself a
sustainability
consideration. Minor
changes made to
remove references to
Questions 1-26.

All

All

All

Step 6: Develop an assessment mechanism for each decisionmaking question
2.28

The HSAM uses a series of scores for the different questions. This includes positive, negative,
neutral and no impacts and a description of how these can be assessed. Most questions are
weighted depending on their relative importance, with a focus on particularly adverse effects
which may lead to sites being inappropriate for development.

2.29

The approach for the SAM set out below is broadly similar to that of the HSAM, with a few minor
adjustments and a new colour-coding system to enable easy comparison between sites (see
example in Table 2.13).
•

Cells appearing in red indicate major constraints, i.e. showstoppers.

•

Dark green indicates major positive benefits.

•

Dark orange indicates major negative effects.

•

Lighter colours between this spectrum indicate less significant effects.

•

Grey signifies neutral or no effects.
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2.30

Table 2-7 sets out a scoring scheme for SAM decision-making questions.
Table 2-7: Assessment scheme for SAM decision-making questions

Decisionmaking question

Assessment

Stage 1
Question 1: Would the
use for the site be
appropriate when
considered against
the settlement's place
in the Core Strategy
settlement network or
the strategy for
locating
development?
Question 2: Would
development cause a
significant adverse
effect on an
international or
national site of
biodiversity or
geological value?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Question 3: Would the
development be
unsuitable because of
its location in the
functional floodplain
or an area at risk from
coastal erosion?
Question 4: Would the
development cause
substantial harm to a
nationally designated
heritage asset?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Question 5: Does the
site contain previously
developed land,
greenfield land or a
mix of both?

Wholly
previously
developed 6 points

Mixed: > 75% PDL
- 5 points

Stage 2

Question 6: How
accessible is the site
by public transport?
Question 7: How
accessible is the site
by walking and
cycling?
Question 8: How
acceptable is the
development in terms
of the site’s
vulnerability to flood
risk?

Mixed: 50 - 75%
PDL - 4 points

Mixed: 25 - 49
% PDL - 3
points

Mixed: <
25% PDL 2 points

Wholly
Greenfiel
d-1
point

Please refer to tables 2.8 and 2.9 below

Please refer to tables 2.10 and 2.11 below

Please refer to table 2.12 below

Stage 3
Question 9: Would the
development help
achieve the vision for
the settlement as set
out in the Core
Strategy?

(+++)

(0)

(---)

Development would support the
delivery of the Core Strategy
vision and sub-area policies.

Development is likely to have no
impact on the delivery of the Core
Strategy vision and sub-area policies.

Development would undermine
the delivery of the Core Strategy
vision and sub-area policies.
Site may be inappropriate for
development
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Decisionmaking question
Question 10: Would
development affect a
site of biodiversity or
geological value or
affect legally protected
species?

Assessment
(+++)

(+)

Existing features
and species could
be conserved /
retained and are
likely to be
enhanced or new
features can be
incorporated into
the proposal.
Effects are
associated with
national and
regional sites and
BAP species.

Existing
features and
species could
be conserved/
retained and
are likely to be
enhanced or
new features
can be
incorporated
into the
proposal.
Effects are
associated
with local
sites.

(0)
No effect /
existing
features
could be
conserved or
retained.

(-)

(--)

(---)

Features and
species unlikely
to be retained in
their entirety.
Any significant
impacts can be
mitigated.
Effects are
associated with
local sites.

Internationally or
nationally
protected features
are unlikely to be
retained in their
entirety. Any
significant impacts
can be mitigated
(e.g. by
translocation of a
legally protected
species).
Effects are
associated with
protected species,
regional or
national sites

Features and
protected
species
unlikely to be
retained. No
satisfactory
mitigation
measures
possible.
Site may be
inappropriate
for
development

Question 11: Would
development affect
natural features that
are important for
wildlife or landscape
character such as
trees or hedgerows, or
areas of ancient
woodland not subject
to statutory
protection?

(+++)

(0)

(-)

(---)

Existing features can be
conserved/retained and there
is opportunity for their
enhancement or new features
can be incorporated into the
proposal.

No effect/ existing features can
be retained.

Features unlikely to be
retained in their entirety.
Any significant impacts can
be mitigated (e.g. by
providing new/replacement
features).

Question 12: Would
development affect a
heritage asset?

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(-)

Features
unlikely to be
retained. No
satisfactory
mitigation
possible.
Site may be
inappropriate
for
development
(---)

Development
would result in a
significant
enhancement of
an existing
heritage asset.

Development would
result in minor
enhancement (e.g.
existing features of
significance can be
retained and there
are some
opportunities for their
enhancement).

Development
unlikely to have a
harmful impact upon
a heritage asset.
Existing features can
be retained.

Development likely to
have a harmful impact
upon those elements
which contribute to the
significance of a heritage
asset. Features unlikely
to be retained in their
entirety. Any significant
impacts can be
mitigated.

Development
likely to have a
harmful impact
upon those
elements
which
contribute to
the
significance of
a heritage
asset.
Features
unlikely to be
retained. No
satisfactory
mitigation
measures
possible.
Site may be
inappropriate
for
development

Question 13: Would
development affect
the existing built
character of the
settlement?

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(-)

(---)

Development
would result in
significant
enhancement
(e.g. through
redevelopment of
a derelict or
rundown area).

Development could
result in an
enhancement (e.g.
through the sensitive
development of an
infill site or vacant
building).

Development
unlikely to have an
effect / effect very
minor.

Development could
detract from the existing
built character. Existing,
important features
unlikely to be retained in
their entirety. Any
significant impacts can
be mitigated .

Development
could cause a
significant
detraction
from the
existing built
character (e.g.
development
would result in
the
coalescence
of two
separate
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Decisionmaking question

Assessment
settlements).
Features
unlikely to be
retained. No
satisfactory
mitigation
measures
possible.
Site may be
inappropriate
for
development

Question 14: Would
the development
impact on the visual
amenity or character
of the natural
landscape?

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(-)

(---)

Low Sensitivity:
Characteristics of
landscape are
robust and are
able to
accommodate
development
without significant
character change;
thresholds
for significant
change are very
high. The
development
would relate well
to the
landscape
character.

Low-medium
sensitivity:
Characteristics of
landscape are
resilient to
change and are able
to absorb
development in many
situations without
significant character
change; thresholds
for significant change
are high.
Many aspects of the
development would
relate to landscape
character.

Development is not
located within the
natural landscape,
by being within a
built up area or an
area which consists
entirely of man-made
landscape features.
Development would
not affect the natural
landscape.

Medium-high sensitivity:
Characteristics of
landscape are
vulnerable to
change and
development can be
absorbed only in limited
situations without
significant character
change; thresholds for
significant change are
low. Few aspects of the
development relate to
landscape character.

High
sensitivity:
Characteristics
of landscape
are very
vulnerable to
change and
are unable to
accommodate
development
without
significant
character
change;
thresholds for
significant
change are
very low. The
development
conflicts
directly with
landscape
character.
Site may be
inappropriate
for
development

Question 15: Does the
site lie within an area
of, or in close
proximity to, any
significant source(s) of
air pollution, or would
development affect air
quality?

(+++)

(0)

(-)

(--)

(---)

Development would
remove an existing
source of air pollution.

Site lies within an area
where air quality is
currently acceptable and
not approaching
prescribed levels.
Development is unlikely
to result in a significant
reduction in air quality.

Site lies within an
area where air
quality is currently
acceptable but
approaching
prescribed levels.
Development is
unlikely to result
in the prescribed
levels being
exceeded.

Site lies within an
area where air
quality is over
prescribed levels,
but mitigation
measures would
prevent a further
decrease in quality
or would result in a
partial
improvement.

Site lies within
an area where
air quality is
over
prescribed
levels, or
development
may push air
quality over
prescribed
levels. No
satisfactory
mitigation
measures
possible.
Site may be
inappropriate
for
development

Question 16: Would
development result in
the loss of the best
and most versatile

(0)

(-)

(---)

Development would not affect
land classified as being the

Minor loss of the best and
most versatile agricultural

Significant loss of the best and most versatile
agricultural land.
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Decisionmaking question
agricultural land?

Question 17: Could
development
potentially affect any
abstraction of
groundwater intended
for human
consumption?

Question 18: Is the
development
compatible with
existing or proposed
neighbouring uses, or
would it create a
nuisance that will
affect existing
residents?

Assessment
best and most versatile
agricultural land.

land.
Site may be inappropriate for
development

(+++)

(0)

(-)

(---)

Development does
not affect the
abstraction of
groundwater
intended for human
consumption and
would remove an
existing source of
pollution.
(+++)

Development
would not affect
the public
drinking water
supply.

Development has the potential
to affect the public drinking
water supply. Any significant
impacts can be mitigated.

Development has the potential to
cause pollution of groundwater and
affect a public drinking water
supply. No satisfactory mitigation
measures possible.

(0)

(-)

(---)

Development would
remove an existing
use that creates a
nuisance (e.g. noise,
dust, light or
pollution).

Development
would be
compatible with
existing or
proposed
neighbouring
uses.

Development would not be
compatible with existing or
proposed neighbouring uses.
Any significant impacts can be
mitigated.

Significant issues mean that
development would not be
compatible with existing or
proposed neighbouring uses. No
satisfactory mitigation measures
possible.

Site may be inappropriate for
development

Site may be inappropriate for
development
Question 19: Would
the development of
the site lead to the
remediation of
contaminated land or
removal of an
unacceptable risk to
public health?

(+++)

(0)

(---)

Development is located on land that is
highly likely to be contaminated and will
remediate the site.

Development is not located
on land that is likely to be
contaminated.

Development is located on land that
is highly likely to be contaminated
which, due to physical constraints or
economic viability cannot be
remediated.
Site may be inappropriate for
development

Question 20: Would
development lead to
the sterilisation of
viable mineral
resources?

(0)

(-)

(---)

Site is not within a
mineral safeguarding
area, area of search,
preferred area or
specific site with
planning permission for
mineral extraction, or
pre-extraction is
possible.

Site falls within a location where
there are potentially viable mineral
deposits that could be worked in the
future.

Site falls within an area of search, preferred
area, or specific site with planning permission
for mineral extraction, and pre-extraction is
not possible (or possible later). .
Site may be inappropriate for
development

Question 21:

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(---)

Would the
development make
provision for on-site
renewable or very low
carbon energy
generation, or
contribute to reducing
greenhouse gas
emissions?

Development
would deliver
significant
additional gridconnected low
carbon/ renewable
energy capacity, or
significantly
contribute to
reducing
greenhouse gas
emissions.

Development would
exceed energy
efficiency standards
and/or meet a
proportion of its
energy requirements
from decentralised
and renewable or very
low carbon
technologies.

Development would not exceed
energy efficient standards contribute
to the delivery of renewable or low
carbon energy as it is below the
required site size threshold.

Development would
result in the loss of gridconnected renewable
energy capacity.
Site may be
inappropriate for
development
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Decisionmaking question

Assessment
(+++)

(+)

(0)

(-)

(---)

Development
would deliver
significant new
open space,
green
infrastructure,
recreation
facilities or a
public right of way
is created and
public
accessibility
improved.

Development would
create minor
opportunities for
open space, green
infrastructure,
recreation facilities
or a public right of
way to be
created/improved,
or public
accessibility
improved.

Existing open
space, green
infrastructure,
recreation facilities
or a public right of
way would be
conserved/retained
and access is
maintained.

Existing open
space, green
infrastructure
recreation
facilities or a
public right of way
are lost and public
accessibility is
diminished. Loss
is not significant
and/or any
significant impacts
can be mitigated.

Existing open space,
green infrastructure,
recreation facilities or a
public right of way are
lost, or adversely
affected, and public
accessibility is
diminished. No
satisfactory mitigation
measures possible.

Question 23: What is
the capacity of
existing schools to
cope with the level of
development
proposed for the
settlement?

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(-)

(---)

No capacity
constraints
identified and
development
would result in a
significant
improvement to
an existing
school.

No capacity
constraints
identified and
development would
involve minor
improvements to an
existing school.

Sufficient surplus
places available /
no effect on school
places (e.g.
development will
not increase
demand for school
places).

Capacity not
sufficient but most
impacts, including
any significant
capacity
constraints, can
be overcome.

Insufficient capacity and
constraints cannot be
overcome.

Question 24: What is
the capacity of
existing utilities
infrastructure to cope
with the level of
development
proposed for the
settlement?

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(-)

(---)

No capacity
constraints
identified and
development
would significantly
improve the
capacity of
existing utilities
services and
infrastructure.
(+++)

No capacity
constraints
identified and
development would
involve minor
improvements to
existing utilities
services and
infrastructure.

Sufficient capacity
and no
infrastructure
constraints
identified.

Capacity limited or
insufficient
capacity, but most
impacts, including
any significant
capacity
constraints can be
overcome.

Insufficient capacity and
constraints cannot be
overcome.

(+)

(0)

(-)

(---)

No capacity
constraints
identified and
development
would improve
the capacity of
the highway
network or an
existing access.

No capacity
constraints
identified and
development would
result in a minor
improvement to the
capacity of the
highway network or
an existing access.

Sufficient capacity
and no
infrastructure or
access constraints
identified.

Limited/insufficient
capacity, or access
constraints, but most
impacts, including
any significant
constraints, can be
overcome.

Insufficient capacity or
access constraints
cannot be overcome.

Question 22: Does the
site provide publicly
accessible open
space, green
infrastructure,
recreation facilities or
a public right of way?

Question 25: What is
the capacity of the
highway network to
cope with the
development of the
site?

Question 26: Would
the development
make use of the
waterway and rail
network?

Site may be
inappropriate for
development

Site may be
inappropriate for
development

Site may be
inappropriate for
development

Site may be
inappropriate for
development

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(---)

Development can make
use of the rail or
waterway network to
reduce the transportation
of freight or goods by
road and is likely to rely
on this type of
transportation.

Development can
make limited use of
the rail or waterway
network to reduce the
transportation of
goods by road.

Development cannot
make use of the rail or
waterway network.

Development leads to loss of or
damage to the rail or waterway
network, or precludes future use
of such infrastructure.
Site may be inappropriate for
development
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Decisionmaking question
Question 27: Would
development result in
the loss of any
existing or proposed
community facility or
would it contribute to
the construction of a
new facility?

Assessment
(+++)

(0)

(-)

(---)

New community facility, or an
improved existing facility, is
proposed and is viable and
sustainable.

New community facility
is proposed but is not
viable or sustainable,
no new facility is
proposed or no facilities
would be lost.

Development would
involve loss of an
existing community
facility or proposed
(e.g. allocated) facility
that may still be
required. Any
significant impacts can
be mitigated.

Development would
involve loss of an existing
well used community
facility or proposed (e.g.
allocated) facility that is
still required. No
satisfactory mitigation
(e.g. a suitable and
viable replacement
facility) measures
possible.
Site may be
inappropriate for
development

Question 28: Would
the development
support the vitality and
viability of an existing
town or district
centre?

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(-)

(---)

Development
would
significantly
support the
vitality and
viability of an
existing town or
district centre.

Development may
contribute to the
vitality and
viability of an
existing town
centre.

Development would
have no effect on the
vitality and viability of
an existing town or
district centre.

Development
may have a
negative effect on
an existing town
or district centre.
Any significant
impacts can be
mitigated.

Development would have
an unacceptable impact
on an existing town or
district centre, or there
are other sites available
that are better connected
to the existing centre. No
satisfactory mitigation
measures possible.
Site may be
inappropriate for
development

Question 29: Would
development of the
site have a
recognised
regeneration or
economic benefit?

Question 30: Would
the site help meet
affordable housing
needs?

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(-)

(---)

Development
would
significantly
help achieve
the aims of a
recognised
regeneration
strategy/plan
and would
have a
significant
benefit for the
most deprived
areas.

Development
would contribute to
achieving the aims
of a recognised
regeneration
strategy/plan, and
would have an
identifiable benefit
for a deprived area.

Development
would not effect
the aims of a
recognised
regeneration
strategy/plan,
would not provide
a benefit to a
deprived area, or
create new
economic
opportunities.

Development may
conflict with an
existing or emerging
regeneration strategy,
have a detrimental
impact on a deprived
area, or result in the
loss of employment
land. Any significant
impacts can be
mitigated.

Development would
directly conflict with an
existing or emerging
regeneration strategy,
have a significant
detrimental impact on a
deprived area, or result
in the loss of
safeguarded
employment land. No
satisfactory mitigation
measures possible.
Site may be
inappropriate for
development

(+++)

(+)

(0)

(---)

Yes, the proposal
will make provision
for affordable
housing on-site and
is located in an
area where the
ratio of household
income to house
price is particularly
high.

Yes, the proposal
will make provision
for affordable
housing but is NOT
located in an area
where the ratio of
household income to
house price is
particularly high.

The site would not contribute to the
delivery of affordable housing as it is
below the required site size threshold.

Development would
result in the loss of
existing affordable
housing stock.
Site may be
inappropriate for
development

Stage 4
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Decisionmaking question

Assessment

Question 31: Are
there any other
insurmountable
physical,
environmental or legal
constraints that may
prejudice the
development of the
site?

No

Yes

No constraints
OR
Constraints identified but mitigation is possible

Constraint(s) identified but mitigation unlikely.
Site may be inappropriate for development

Question 32: Is the
site subject to any
ownership constraints
and is it likely to be
attractive to the
market?

No

Yes

No known constraints: owner(s) willing to sell

Constraints likely: known ownership constraints or
evidence of no developer interest

Question 33: In the
light of the answers to
all preceding
questions, is the site
likely to be
developable within 15
years of the adoption
of the Allocations
Document? If the
answer is yes, is the
site deliverable within
5 years of adoption?

Deliverable within 5 years

Developable within 6 - 15 years

Not developable

No known constraints or constraints
can be overcome within 5 years

Constraints identified and unlikely to
be overcome within 5 years, but
achievable within the lifetime of the
Allocations Document

Constraints so significant that
development unlikely within the
lifetime of the Allocations
Document. Site not
considered for allocation. Reassess position on subsequent
review of Allocations Document

Table 2-8: Question 6 – Scoring of accessibility from site by public transport
Covers housing & residential institution uses
Destination
Journey time to Destination by Public Transport
Within 15
Minutes

Within 30
Minutes

Within 45
Minutes

Within 60
Minutes

Over 60
Minutes

6

4

2

1

0

6
6
6

4
4
4

2
2
2

1
1
1

0
0
0

6

4

2

1

0

Total Score

27 +

26 - 23

22 - 19

18 - 15

14 - 11

10 - 7

6-0

Points

6

5

4

3

2

1

0

To 'Major'
Centres
To Employment
Shopping
Secondary
Health
Secondary &
Tertiary
Education

Table 2-9: Question 6 – Scoring of accessibility to site by public transport
Covers all land use types apart from housing and residential institution uses and transport uses
Population within 40 minutes journey time from destination (30minutes by bus and 10
minutes walking)
30,000+
20,000 to
10,000 to 19,999 5,000 to 9,999
Less than 5,000
29,999
6

4

2

1

0

Table 2-10: Question 7 – Scoring of accessibility from site by walking and cycling
Covers housing & residential institution uses
Service /
Walking Distances
Facility
400m
800m

Cycling Distances
1200m

1.2km

3.6km

5km
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Shopping Areas (including leisure)
Hull City
Centres
Other Centres
Employment
Main
Employment
Area
Education
Primary
School
Secondary
School
Higher
Education
Health
GP Premises

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

2

6

4

2

4

2

1

6

4

2

5

3

1

6

4

1

1

0

0

6

4

2

2

0

0

4

2

1

4

2

1

4

2

1

3

2

1

Total Score

42+

41 - 37

36 - 32

31 - 27

26 - 22

21 - 16

15 - 0

Points

6

5

4

3

2

1

0

Table 2-11: Question 7 – Scoring of accessibility to site by walking and cycling
Covers office all land use types apart from housing and residential institution uses and transport uses
Population within 1200 metres of destination (maximum reasonable walking distance
10,000+

5,001 to 9,999

2,001 to 5,000

1,000 to 2,000

Less than 1,000

3

2

1

0.5

0

Population within 5km of destination (maximum reasonable cycling distance
20,000+
3

10,000 to
19,999
2

5,000 to 9,999

2,000 to 4,999

Less than 2,000

1

0.5

0

The two scores are added together to establish the total score for destination accessibility.
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Table 2-12: Scoring mechanism for question 8 (Site Assessment scores for each flood zone according to vulnerability classification)
Flood Zone
►

Zone 1 - Low
probability
(Tidal or Fluvial)

Zone 2 Medium
probability
(Tidal or Fluvial)

6 Points

5 points plus
sequential test
required
*3 points plus
sequential test
required
5 points plus
sequential test
required

PPS25
Vulnerability
Classification
▼
Water
Compatible

*4 points plus
sequential test
required

6 Points

Essential
Infrastructure

*4 points plus
sequential test
required

6 points
Highly
vulnerable

*2 points plus
sequential test
required

6 points

More vulnerable

*3 points plus
sequential test
required

6 points
Less vulnerable

*4 points plus
sequential test
required

*3 points plus
sequential test
required

3 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required
*1 point plus
sequential &
exception tests
required
4 points plus
sequential test
required

Zone 3a – High
Probability
(fluvially
dominated)

Zone 3a – Areas
warned of a
defense failure> 12 hours
(Tidally
dominated)

Zone 3a – Areas
warned of a
defense failure6 to 12 hours
(Tidally
dominated)

Zone 3a – Areas
warned of a
defense failure< 6 hours
(Tidally
dominated)

Zone 3a – Areas
in close
proximity to
defencesDanger to some
(Tidally
dominated)

Zone 3a – Areas
in close
proximity to
defencesDanger to most
(Tidally
dominated)

Zone 3a – Areas
in close
proximity to
defencesDanger to all
(Tidally
dominated)

Zone 3b –
Functional
Floodplain
(Tidal or Fluvial)

-1 points plus
sequential test
required

-1 points plus
sequential test
required

-2 points plus
sequential test
required

-3 points plus
sequential test
required

-4 points plus
sequential test
required

-5 points plus
sequential test
required

-6 points plus
sequential test
required

-7 points plus
sequential test
required

*-1.5 points plus
sequential test
required
-1 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-1.5 points plus
sequential test
required
-1 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-2.5 points plus
sequential test
required
-2 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-3.5 points plus
sequential test
required
-3 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-4.5 points plus
sequential test
required
-4 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-5.5 points plus
sequential test
required
-5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-6.5 points plus
sequential test
required
-6 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-7.5 points plus
sequential test
required
-7 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-1.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-1.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-2.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-3.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-4.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-5.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-6.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

*-7.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

Should Not be
permitted

Should Not be
permitted

Should Not be
permitted

Should Not be
permitted

Should Not be
permitted

Should Not be
permitted

Should Not be
permitted

-2 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

-2 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

-3 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

-4 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

-5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

-6 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

-7 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required

5 points plus
sequential test
required

*-2.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required
-1 points plus
sequential test
required

*-2.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required
-1 points plus
sequential test
required

*-3.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required
-2 points plus
sequential test
required

*-4.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required
-3 points plus
sequential test
required

*-5.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required
-4 points plus
sequential test
required

*-6.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required
-5 points plus
sequential test
required

*-7.5 points plus
sequential &
exception tests
required
-6 points plus
sequential test
required

*3 points plus
sequential test
required

*-1.5 points plus
sequential test
required

*-1.5 points plus
sequential test
required

*-2.5 points plus
sequential test
required

*-3.5 points plus
sequential test
required

*-4.5 points plus
sequential test
required

*-5.5 points plus
sequential test
required

*-6.5 points plus
sequential test
required

*2 points plus
sequential test
required

Site excluded
through the
provisions of
Question 3

* If significant other sources of flooding are present
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Step 7: Revise guidance notes
2.31

The guidance notes that accompany the HSAM have been revised and expanded for use with the
SAM. This not only included ensuring the methodology covers application for different land uses
by removing specific references to housing, but also involved reviewing national, regional and local
policies and information sources to ensure the document fully reflects the current policy context.
The revised and updated guidance notes are set out within the full SAM that is set out in an
Appendix to this document.

Step 8: Develop pro-forma for site assessment
2.32

Example pro-forma sheets for logging assessment results has been developed and included below
the summary of site assessment results section below, which shows an example of how sites
might be analysed.

Summary of site assessment results
2.33

The table on the following page provides an example of how the site assessment results on a
settlement level might be analysed and tabulated in the settlement summary table pro-forma.

2.34

With regard to the example, the following observations can be made:
•

Site 1: The site scores positive for all the Stage 1 questions and therefore stages 2, 3 and 4
can be undertaken. The site is generally assessed to be suitable given the relative number of
green cells.

•

Site 2: The site is appropriate to the settlement's place in the settlement network. However, It
should be screened out at stage 1, on the basis that it causes unacceptable negative effects
on biodiversity and geological resources. The site does not therefore progress on to stages
2-4 as no further assessment of the site is needed.

•

Site 5: The site scores positive for all the Stage 1 questions and therefore stages 2, 3 and 4
can be undertaken. However, unlike Site 1, there is a greater proportion of orange cells
which indicates negative effects. Between Site 1 and 5 the former generally appears to be
more appropriate for allocation and development according to the SAM methodology.
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Table 2-13: Example assessment summary table

Settlement X Settlement X is a town of xxx residents (2001 Census) located approximately x mile
Analysis
north of the A Road. Settlement X is a centre for local services and community
facilities serving a wide rural area and also because of its geographical position and
proximity to the A road is popular with people wishing to commute to employment in
XXX or further afield. Settlement X is identified as a settlement capable of
accommodating new development to serve housing, employment and local service
requirements.
Question
Site 1
Site 2
Site 3
Site 4
Site 5
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
(1) Conformity with Settlement Network
No
Yes
No
No
No
(2) Biodiversity & Geological Value
No
No
No
No
No
(3) Flood Risk & Coastal Change
No
No
No
No
No
(4) Heritage Assets
4
1
1
1
(5) Greenfield & Brownfield Land
5
4
4
3
(6) Accessibility by Public Transport
5
4
4
2
(7) Accessibility by Walking & Cycling
6
4
-2
6
(8) Flood Risk
(0)
(0)
(+++)
(0)
(9) Settlement Vision
(0)
(0)
(+)
(--)
(10) Biodiversity & Geological Value
(+++)
(0)
(0)
(-)
(11) Wildlife & Natural Environment
(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)
(12) Heritage Assets
(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)
(13) Built Character
(+)
(+)
(-)
(---)
(14) Landscape Character
(+++)
(0)
(0)
(0)
(15) Air Quality
(-)
(-)
(-)
(0)
(16) Agricultural Land
(0)
(0)
(0)
(-)
(17) Groundwater
(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)
(18) Compatibility with neighbouring uses
(+++)
(0)
(0)
(0)
(19) Contaminated land
(0)
(0)
(-)
(0)
(20) Mineral Resources
(+)
(+)
(+)
(+)
(21) Renewable & Low Carbon Energy
(0)
(0)
(0)
(+++)
(22) Publicly Accessible Open Space
(0)
(-)
(+)
(-)
(23) School Capacity
(+)
(0)
(0)
(-)
(24) Utilities Infrastructure Capacity
(0)
(+++)
(0)
(-)
(25) Highway Network Capacity
N/A
N/A
(0)
N/A
(26) Waterway & Rail Network
(0)
(+)
(0)
(0)
(27) Community Facilities
N/A
N/A
(0)
N/A
(28) Town Centre Vitality & Viability
(0)
(0)
(+)
(0)
(29) Regeneration & Economic Benefits
(+)
(+)
N/A
(+)
(30) Affordable housing
No
No
No
Yes
(31) Insurmountable Constraints
No
No
No
No
(32) Ownership & Market Constraints
6-15 years
5 years 5 years 6–15 years
(33) Deliverability
2.35

The next table on the following page shows how individual site assessments might be tabulated
within a pro-forma. It shows the outcome for the site against each question with a column
providing space to include explanation as to why the site achieved a particular outcome against
each question along with any assumptions the site assessor made in determining each outcome.

29

EAST RIDING OF YORKSHIRE COUNCIL –
SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL OF THE ALLOCATIONS DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT
Site Assessment Methodology Briefing Note

Table 0-1: Example of the site pro-forma assessment

Site 1
Land bid number
Site Area
Proposed use
Date received
Additional information received

9999
5.5ha
Residential
January 2009
March 2010
Assessment result

Question
(1) Conformity with Settlement Network
(2) Biodiversity & Geological Value
(3) Flood Risk & Coastal Change
(4) Heritage Assets
(5) Greenfield & Brownfield Land
(6) Accessibility by Public Transport
(7) Accessibility by Walking & Cycling
(8) Flood Risk

Outcome
Yes
No
No
No
4
5
5
6

Comments
Site is adjacent to a Local Service Centre
No (inter)national site affected
Flood Zone 1
No nationally important assets affected
50% Greenfield / 50% Brownfield Land
Within 30min travelling distance
Within 800m travelling distance
More vulnerable use and in flood zone 1
Unlikely to impact on the delivery of the town
(0)
vision
(9) Settlement Vision
(0)
(10) Biodiversity & Geological Value
Existing features could be conserved
Opportunity to enhance existing features through
(+++)
additional planting etc.
(11) Wildlife & Natural Environment
(0)
(12) Heritage Assets
No effect
Includes the redevelopment of a vacant industrial
(+)
(13) Built Character
unit
(+)
(14) Landscape Character
Low-medium sensitivity
Development would remove an existing source of
(+++)
(15) Air Quality
air pollution
Minor loss of the best and most versatile
(-)
(16) Agricultural Land
agricultural land (Grade 2)
(0)
(17) Groundwater
No affect
B road runs along the southern boundary not
(18) Compatibility with neighbouring uses (0)
significant
(+++)
(19) Contaminated land
Contaminated Land, former industrial site
Sand and Gravel Safeguarding Area bounds the
(0)
(20) Mineral Resources
western side of the site
Development would provide on-site renewable
energy
(21) Renewable and Low Carbon Energy (+)
Open space would be required with a housing
(0)
development of this size
(22) Publicly Accessible Open Space
(0)
(23) School Capacity
Sufficient school capacity exists
(+)
(24) Utilities Infrastructure Capacity
Existing capacity is sufficient and can be improved
(0)
(25) Highway Network Capacity
Sufficient capacity
N/A
(26) Waterway & Rail Network
Question is not relevant for this use
(0)
(27) Community Facilities
No facility lost and no new facility proposed
N/A
(28) Town Centre Vitality & Viability
Question is not relevant for this use
(29) Regeneration & Economic Benefits (0)
Site does not affect a regeneration strategy
The proposal will make provision for affordable
(+)
(30) Affordable housing
housing
Land remediation required but mitigation is
No
(31) Insurmountable Constraints
possible
No
(32) Ownership & Market Constraints
No constraints
6-15 years Deliverable in 6-15 years
(33) Deliverability
30

EAST RIDING OF YORKSHIRE COUNCIL –
SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL OF THE ALLOCATIONS DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT
Site Assessment Methodology Briefing Note

3.

Using the Site Assessment Methodology

3.1

The SAM will be used by the Council in site assessment and could also be used by landowners,
agents and other interested parties to assess their own sites. It is recommended that site
assessment is undertaken with as much information as possible, preferably including at least the
following minimum details:
•

Location;

•

Size of site;

•

Existing use;

•

Types of proposed uses – e.g. dwellings, supermarket, open space, etc.;

•

Number of units (e.g. 100 dwellings) for housing sites;

•

Wherever possible, proportion of land devoted to different uses (e.g. 50% open space, 25%
housing, 25% employment uses);

•

Neighbouring land uses.

3.2

The findings of the site assessments will be used by the Council to identify and exclude those
potential site allocations identified as being least sustainable. For sites that are assessed more
favourably, the findings will also be used positively in identifying both on-site and off-site
measures, such as the retention of important vegetation or provision of footpath and cycle links, to
further improve the overall proposal to benefit the local community. Such measures can be
implemented by including them within the Allocations DPD’s policies, site concept statements and
plans.

3.3

The site assessments will also be used to produce the SA report at future stages of the Allocations
DPD. The SA report assesses each site’s performance against each of the plan’s 21 SA
objectives and also forms an important consideration in determining which sites to allocate in the
plan.

3.4

It is important to note that the SAM is simply a tool to help identify those factors that may influence
the allocation of a site for new development in the Allocations DPD. As such a final definitive
score for each site is not one of the methodology’s outputs. However, the site selection process
will also include consideration of other factors, most of which have been incorporated in the SAM.
The DPD will explain how the SA process has influenced site selection, including how the findings
of the SA report have been taken into account.
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4.

The Full Site Assessment Methodology

4.1

The preceding four chapters have set out to explain and justify how the HSAM, adopted in May
2007, has been revised to create a new Site Assessment Methodology applicable to a range of
land uses and incorporating the requirements of sustainability appraisal.
The actual final revised Methodology to be used in assessing sites for inclusion within the
Allocations DPD has been published separately alongside this Briefing Note.
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Atkins is an international Design, Engineering & Management
Consultancy. Our clients choose Atkins to plan, design and
enable their major projects across a wide range of disciplines both
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