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Supporting sustainable patterns of development
Consultee
Ms Diana Sandy,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/786
The whole of the section on Spatial Strategy is woolly and
vague. Is it intended to be?

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding Youth Assembly

Observations

CSPA/2168

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding College
Students

Observations

CSPA/2187

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding of Yorkshire
Council Tenants' Forum

Object

CSPA/2148

- Best to put houses in commuter villages
- Spread the development around ? but more in urban
areas
- Smaller villages won’t be able to cope with lots of
development. Will have negative effects on the community
- If building in smaller villages, need to provide
infrastructure and shops
- Building in these areas could increase the shops and
services a lot.
Housing & Growth
General support for the following points was expressed
- Sustainable development of towns is all part of taking care
of the environment.
- Support settlement hierarchy as proposed method to
achieve this.
Housing
Q1. It is hoped that by directing housing development as
set out by East Riding Council it will be sustainable. If new
housing is in existing towns and villages each house will
have less need for private cars and will benefit more from
existing infrastructure and services. Do you agree with this
pattern of development? In general terms, is each area
taking the right share of new development? If not what

Officer Comments
The Spatial Strategy section seeks to
provide an overall framework to ensuring
that development occurs in the right
locations. It needs to build in a degree of
flexibility as the plan will span a 15-20
year timeframe.
The Development Policies section,
together with other documents such as
the Allocations Document can and will
add detail to the strategy.
Noted. The Strategy Document will need
to consider how new development can
best support existing services and
facilities. Therefore, there will need to be
a balance between which supports
villages but manages the negative impacts
of development.
Noted.

Various views noted.
Infrastructure has been considered
through the Infrastructure Study and this
has informed the preparation of the Core
Strategy – Further Consultation
document.

changes do you propose and why?
- Must build new services, infrastructure, drainage etc
before any new developments over a certain size.
- The roads cannot cope with cars now, so new roads vital
- New employment should come with housing
- A general opinion was to use existing villages that have
lost or losing facilities for small housing developments. This
would regenerate the villages but without losing the
character
- Bridlington has really poor transport links especially after
5:30
- The so-called main roads in the East Riding are poor e.g.
Bridlington to Beverley
- Brough cannot take any more housing
- Bridlington generally has poor accessibility
- Hospital services in East Riding very poor e.g. an
ambulance was needed from Hull and then Scarborough to
deliver a pregnant lady to hospital.

The Strategy Document will need to
consider how new development can best
support existing services and facilities.
Therefore, there will need to be a
balance between which supports villages
but manages the negative impacts of
development.

Promoting sustainable patterns of development and addressing climate change
Consultee
Joan Burnett, Conservation
Society of Yorkshire
Derwent

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/556
The strategy appears to assume that patterns of work
involve people working in offices or factories during what
might be termed office hours. This ignores a large group of
people- sales reps, service engineers and trades peoplewho by definition are mobile so rely on a good road
network, and who need premises where they can store
equipment, goods, and vehicles, which is not sensible in an
urban location. There is also a growing tendency for office
workers to work from home, and for small companies
comprising one or two people working in consultancy from
their own premises, and visiting clients when necessary.
For example, we have 4 letting cottages, occupied by a gas
fitter, a web designer, a potato processor (working from
premises in Elvington, but supplying chip shops county
wide), and a train station supervisor, who works shifts.
None of these people could realistically do their jobs using
public transport, but for the main part the village is

Officer Comments
Noted. The Spatial Strategy seeks to
ensure that many people at least have the
opportunity to make journeys by public
transport. This is more likely to be the
case if new homes are built in more
accessible locations. However, the
Council recognises the rural nature of
the East Riding and that it will not be
possible for everyone to use public
transport.
Other policies such as Proposed Policy
SS3 seek to recognise the needs of rural
areas, for example, by supporting the
development of work-live units.

convenient because it is central to where they operate.

Question 3
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/52
The sustainable development approach set out is broadly
adhered to an overarching strategy. However, the policies
elsewhere in the PACS do not deliver on the objectives
outlined in SS1.
It is an appropriate approach in SS1 to locate jobs, services
and housing close together. However the approach
adopted elsewhere in the PACS runs contrary to this
objective.
The approach taken to directing new development to areas
where there are services, facilities, homes and jobs, and
where it can be served by sustainable modes of transport is
entirely appropriate and is indeed supported. However, the
Core Strategy does not deliver this approach in the current
form as the 2 mile exclusion around the larger settlements
acts as a barrier to delivering in accordance with this
objective. Further comment is made on this matter under
Questions 4 and 8 of the representations.
The failure to provide growth to areas such as Nafferton
also fails to deliver on point 4 of SS1. The promotion of
sustainable modes of transport and well connected places
should make use of existing facilities and secure them in
the long term while increasing accessibility to those
services to a greater percentage of the population. This
includes directing growth and development to support such
nodes such Nafferton train station.
Reference to RSS targets for renewable energy generation
should be removed in order to conform to the up-to-date
planning framework following the revocation order issued
on the 6th July 2010.
CSPA/83
Consideration of regional connectivity emphasises the
movement of body and mind from place to place and the
problems this creates for carbon dioxide emissions through
use of private cars, in particular. There needs to be greater
emphasis on encouraging improvements in

Officer Comments
Noted.
See also responses to Questions 4 and 8.
The Core Strategy – Further
Consultation document has reconsidered
the role of settlements close to larger
centres.
The proposed revocation/abolition of
RSS will be considered through future
versions of the Strategy Document.

Noted. The Local Plan seeks to work
with other strategies to provide a
framework which can support the
increased use of telecommunications.

Mr John Downing,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/81

Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

Object

CSPA/181

Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne

Support with
conditions

CSPA/182

telecommunications, especially through extension of fibreoptics broadband communication. In an administrative area
as rural as the East Riding, there is especial need to look at
tele-connecting the villages in order to reduce physical
journeys by private car.
In view of the advances in technology already occurring and
anticipated, together with the increased cost of transport
in response to fossil fuel depletion likely to become evident
during the Plan period as well as climate change
imperatives, the Strategy should positively plan for creating
live/work opportunities not involving travel to work, not
just in the rural communities (in policy SS3) but also in the
overarching SS1. The Plan should actively create a
framework in which working from home becomes
normative in knowledge based industries and professions.
Propose add a new paragraph to SS1
Promoting live/work practices and development in order to
reduce the overall need to travel
With regards to point B.1 of Policy SS1, Bourne Leisure
does not consider it always appropriate to: "Direct
development away from areas of high flood risk".
Bourne Leisure considers that East Riding Council should
adopt "an 'exceptions’ approach that would allow
development to occur in some locations in the high risk
zone, subject to appropriate management and
consideration of flood risk issues", but that as part of this
approach, consideration should also be given to the.
specific characteristics of particular uses (for example,
certain tourism uses need to be located adjacent to water).
In the case of existing tourism accommodation uses that
are already sited in waterside locations, development
proposals should be considered in relation to their overall
planning benefits, compared with the existing development.
This approach would reflect policy guidance in PPS25,
which acknowledges the attractiveness of waterside sites
for holiday accommodation (paragraph D20 of Annex D).
Bourne Leisure supports Policy SS1 in principle, particularly
point B.2 which refers to: "Facilitating the re-location/ roll
back of development from areas between Barmston and
Spurn Point that area vulnerable to coastal change".

Noted. Whilst Proposed Policy SS3
supports work-live units in rural areas,
such proposals could be supported
through Proposed Policy SS2 as well.

Noted. Proposed Policy HQE6
incorporates the ‘exceptions’ approach
which is consistent with national policy.
Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy Document
has been drafted to cross reference to
other policies in the Strategy which will
address the causes and impacts of climate
change. For example, Policy ENV6 seeks
to avoid, as far as possible, development
taking place in areas of high risk.

Noted. The Council proposes to
introduce a levy on new developments
which could contribute to the upgrading
of coastal management works if

Leisure Ltd

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/191

Caroline Searle, Entec UK
Ltd on behalf of Crown
Estate, Crown Estate

Support with
conditions

CSPA/211

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord

Support

CSPA/305

However, the Company considers that the Plan needs to
refer to the importance of maintaining existing coastal
defence works and providing new works to protect
enhanced coastal and tourist-related businesses, with there
being scope for landowners and business operators to
carry out such works or contribute to their costs.
10) The supplement document Planning and Climate
Change to PPS1 specifically states in PPS1, that renewable
and low energy carbon regeneration should be ‘promoted
and encouraged’ rather than ‘requiring’. Thus, our client
suggests that parts 7 and 8 are re-worded. We therefore
would suggest that Proposed Policy SS1 (Promoting
sustainable patterns of development and addressing climate
change) should have the following alterations made:
A-3. Building at higher densities where appropriate which
reflect the character of the existing area and
supporting opportunities for mixed use development.
7. Requiring Seeking to achieve a proportion of energy
supplying larger developments to come from decentralised
and renewable or low carbon sources.
8. Requiring Encouraging high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM).
B-3. Requiring Encouraging high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM) with built-in
resilience to the impacts of climate change (e.g. from flood
risk, storms, higher temperatures and drought):
The Crown Estate supports Policy SS1 but would like the
following to be considered either as part of B4 or a new
B5:
‘Ensuring appropriate amenity green space, outdoor sport
and children’s play areas are provided through new
developments - either as an integral element of new
development schemes or through developer contributions
as appropriate’
Provision of green space will be beneficial to local
communities and help fight against climate change.
The Lords support the sustainable patterns of development
set out, which include directing new development to areas

appropriate.

Noted. Many of the criteria set out in
Proposed Policy SS1 are followed
through in more detail in other policies
as part of the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy.
Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy Document
has been drafted to cross reference to
other policies in the Strategy which will
address the causes and impacts of climate
change. For example, Policy ENV1
encourages high standards of sustainable
design and the prudent and efficient use
of natural resources. Policies ENV1 and
EC6 promote renewable and
decentralised energy generation in
appropriate locations.

Noted. Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been drafted to cross
reference to other policies in the
Strategy which will address the causes
and impacts of climate change. For
example, Policy C3 on open space is an
important function of delivering a Green
Infrastructure network.
Noted.

Feoffees

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr N. Muirhead,
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Zircon Flooring Ltd
Ingrid Barton,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/238

where there are services, facilities, homes and jobs, and
where it can be served by sustainable methods of
transport; making efficient use of land and directing
development away from areas at risk of flooding.
The inclusion of a general, broad reaching policy
concerning the issues of climate change and sustainable
development is appropriate. There is a gap, however,
between references in Policy SS1 (sections A and B) to
‘high' standards of sustainable design and construction in
accordance with BREEAM and Code for Sustainable
Homes, and setting out the specific requirements for
particular types and scales of developments. Similarly, the
requirements for 'a proportion of energy supplying larger
developments to come from decentralised and renewable
or low carbon sources' will require articulating in more
detail in order to be achievable.
It is noted that Policy HQE8 is a more specific policy on
sustainable construction. It would be appropriate to
maintain a generic policy (SSI) in the Core Strategy, but to
refer to how and where more specific requirements will be
set out (i.e. HQE8). However, it is felt that this more
detailed policy would be more appropriate in a
Development Control Policies DPD, or a Supplementary
Planning Document, rather than the Core Strategy. Further
comments are provided on HQE8 later in this
representation.
See response to CSPA/315

Observations

CSPA/367

See response to CSPA/315

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Observations

CSPA/274

Noted. The Council has a useful section
on its website regarding green energy.

Jennifer Hadland, Smiths
Gore on behalf of Mrs S

Observations

CSPA/333

An ER explanatory leaflet re. green technologies would
make this subject more comprehensible and help them deal
with the many approaches from commercial green
technology companies. A guide for PCs might be useful too
if there is an intention to promote parish green techs.
The Council have identified sufficient ways in which the
LDF can promote sustainable development and address the

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Jonathan Fry,

Object

CSPA/315

Noted. Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been drafted to cross
reference to other policies in the
Strategy which will address the causes
and impacts of climate change.
The Council will not be preparing a
Development Control Policies DPD. The
Strategy Document will be supplemented
by Supplementary Planning Documents
where appropriate.

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Noted.

James,

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support with
conditions

CSPA/419

Mr John Pilgrim, Yorkshire
Forward

Support with
conditions

CSPA/431

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr & Mrs JH Foreman,
Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of

Support with
conditions

CSPA/474

issues associated with climate change. Notwithstanding this,
it is considered necessary for development to be focussed
in areas with adequate services and facilities.
A greater focus needs to be given to sustainable new
modes of transport, for example, Park and Ride schemes particularly at the Dunswell roundabout, north of Hull. It is
therefore agreed that there should be a greater focus on
promoting sustainable modes of transport and wellconnected places throughout the Core Strategy.
Whilst we broadly support the thrust of this Policy, it
should reflect the sustainability benefits outlined above of
reusing existing buildings wherever practicable. Suggested
amendment: Policy SS1 Criterion A.2. Amend to read:"Making the most efficient use of land, mineral, energy and
water resources, including prioritising the reuse or
adaptation of the area’s existing building stock, previously
developed land,.. etc”
We welcome the approach taken through policy SS1 to
promote sustainable patterns of development and address
climate change, which is reflected through the settlement
hierarchy and subsequent policies. Sustainable
Development is one of the key priorities underpinning the
RES, and the Core Strategy preferred option is considered
to align well to this aim. The clarity of the policy could,
however, be enhanced by more clearly defining the
expectations of the strategy. For example, whilst it is stated
that a ‘proportion’ of energy supplying larger developments
should come from decentralised and renewable or low
carbon sources, or that ‘high standards’ of sustainable
design and construction will be required, defining exactly
what will be expected would strengthen the policy.
See response to CSPA/315

Support

CSPA/488

Policy SS1- the Lords have supported this policy;

Noted.

Object

CSPA/533

See response to CSPA/315

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Noted.

Noted. Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been drafted to cross
reference to other policies in the
Strategy which will address the causes
and impacts of climate change.

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Mr and Mrs Rhodes,
Jennifer Peacock,
Spawforths on behalf of
Messrs Hick, Goulden and
Sweeting ,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/503

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support with
conditions

CSPA/515

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)

Support

CSPA/572

Mr Peter Wood,

Object

CSPA/586

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Mrs Pamela Austin, Cottage
Farm Neighbourhood
Watch

Support

CSPA/659

Object

CSPA/698

Promoting sustainable patterns of development and
addressing climate change, identifies that new development
should be directed to areas where there are services,
facilities, homes and jobs and where it can be served by
sustainable modes of transport. Whilst we are fully
supportive of Policy SS1 we would also suggest that the
policy should recognise the ability of Greenfield sites in
sustainable locations to achieve sustainable patterns of
development.
We support the inclusion of Policy SS1, which set a clear
message that sustainable patterns of development will be
promoted in East Riding. The Council may also want to
consider the opportunities to link new and existing
developments to renewable and low carbon sources
through LDF documents, for example opportunities to link
combined heat and power (CHP) networks to new
allocations could provide substantial energy savings and use
existing and proposed resources in the most efficient way.

Noted. Proposed Policy SS1 does not
exclude the development of Greenfield
sites, and focuses on sustainable patterns
of development.

CSL supports Policy SS1 which seeks to promote
sustainable patterns of development and address climate
change. More specifically, Centrica supports the
recognition of the need to support the creation of
economic clusters for the renewable energy sector. Whilst
the development of renewable energy is supported, it
should be noted that gas will remain a considerable part of
the UK’s energy mix for the foreseeable future.
What tourism? Market Weighton has one run down
unprofitable hotel, an ancient giant man and a by-pass. It
was a small village on a trade route north from Hull, and is
fast becoming a commuter town. Enough is enough!
Seems to cover climate change measures comprehensively.

Noted.

Carbon dioxide footprints in the new development around
Bridlington will be huge. There is no bus service in the
morning or evenings and only 4 bus routes anyway. Vast
amount of car use and bussing children to schools (all local
schools on North Ward and full).

Noted. In East Riding terms, Bridlington
has a good bus services and offers
opportunities for people to use public
transport for some journeys.

Noted. Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been drafted to cross
reference to other policies in the
Strategy which will address the causes
and impacts of climate change. For
example, Policies ENV1 and EC6
promote renewable and decentralised
energy generation in appropriate
locations.

Noted.

Noted.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Evison Farmers
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr K Warkup,
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Jayne Briggs,
Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,
Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of
Horncastle Group PLC

Support with
conditions

CSPA/655

See response to CSPA/315

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Observations

CSPA/727

See response to CSPA/315

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Observations

CSPA/607

See response to CSPA/315

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Observations

CSPA/636

See response to CSPA/315

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Observations

CSPA/1257

Noted. The Spatial Strategy recognises
that some development will be needed to
support the vibrancy of settlements
across the district (see Proposed Policies
SS2 and SS3 in particular).

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr R Swales,
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1000

In addition to that set out in the plan (particularly where it
aims to provide development in those locations where
there are already services and facilities, homes and jobs),
some additional development in some settlements can
actually support and enhance their sustainability. There are
opportunities around the District where additional new
development can provide services, shops, employment
opportunities etc which can enhance the sustainability of
locations. The absence of these would otherwise result in
the need to travel some considerable distance and
therefore the provision of some modest development to
enhance the sustainability of some settlements and
locations should be allowed for in the Core Strategy.
See response to CSPA/315

Support with
conditions
Observations

CSPA/843

See response to CSPA/315

See officer comment to CSPA/315

CSPA/846

We note that part a.6) of Policy SS1 promotes renewable
energy schemes in appropriate locations in excess of RSS
targets. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to the amend wording of
this policy and/or clarify that the Authority will utilise
regional evidence on the potential for renewable and low
carbon energy. Please also see our response to Question
34. Nonetheless, Pegasus Planning Group strongly supports

Noted. Reference to RSS has been
removed from Policy S2 of the Draft
Strategy Document.

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Support

CSPA/959

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support

CSPA/885

Wind Prospect
Developments Ltd

Support with
conditions

CSPA/840

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1012

the promotion of renewable and low carbon schemes in
the District.
We welcome the introduction of Policy SS1 (promoting
sustainable patterns of development and addressing climate
change). We particularly welcome ERYC’s approach to
directing development away from flood zones, conserving
and enhancing biodiversity as well ensuring development is
built in accordance with the Code for Sustainable Homes
and BREEAM. This is especially important with regards to
flood proofing and green infrastructure including green
roofs.
Your approach seeking to minimise the causes of climate
change and mitigating where possible against climate change
is also supported. The city council recognises the
importance of working across authorities to effectively
address the climate change, flood risk, drainage and
renewable agenda.
WPDL supports the principles and objectives of proposed
policy SS1. In relation to point A6 however, WPDL would
suggest:
- either the objective is reworded to make it clear that
both commercial and domestic scale renewable energy
developments are necessary (and should be encouraged);
- or the existing objective is split into two separate
objectives addressing commercial and domestic scale
renewable energy developments and their appropriate
target capacities respectively;
- or the words ‘commercial scale’ are inserted between
‘encouraging’ and ‘renewable’ to clarify the renewable
energy generation model that is being referred to.
WPDL would suggest reconsideration and removal of the
references to the Regional Spatial Strategy due to the move
by the new coalition government to revoke RSS’s. We
consider that in light of these serious changes to the
Development Plan position that this consultation document
should be revised and re-consulted on to reflect these
changes.
We welcome this policy, but have some comments.
In Policy SS1 there is again confusion between climate

Noted.

Noted.

Noted. Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been drafted to cross
reference to other policies in the
Strategy which will address the causes
and impacts of climate change. For
example, Policies ENV1 and EC6
promote renewable and decentralised
energy generation in appropriate
locations, which includes both domestic
and commercial scale developments.
Reference to RSS has been removed
from Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy
Document.

Noted. The distinction will be made
clearer in the revised version.

Council
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1013

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1014

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1015

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1016

change mitigation and adaptation in points A and B. Please
see earlier note for an explanation of the definitions of
these terms.
Policy SSI Part A could include a statement encouraging
zero carbon, sustainable projects outside allocated
development areas. This policy statement could read
‘Innovative, low carbon, small scale (1-3 dwellings)
domestic developments outside allocation areas will be
prioritised above those meeting minimum standards.’ This
policy statement would facilitate small-scale
developers/individuals ability to build innovative sustainable
homes and enable the Council to encourage such
development. This would avoid planning policy restricting
the development of new building techniques and new types
of ‘eco house’.
Point AI of policy SS1 reads ‘Directing new development to
areas where there are services, facilities, homes and jobs,
and where it can be served by sustainable modes of
transport:’. Although this is a worthwhile policy, it is also
very important that we simultaneously try to create
employment in rural areas to avoid, as much as possible,
the majority of people in these settlements commuting
(sometimes long distances, usually by car) to get to work providing employment and housing close together. (This
point is covered to a certain extent in ‘Proposed
Approach, sec 4.36, p33 and proposed policy SS3, p43).
Policy SS1 Part A should encourage developers to link new
large developments to the creation of allotment space. If
higher density dwellings are being sought the pressure on
allotment waiting lists in the East Riding will only increase
in principal towns. The creation of more allotment space
should be core to either the adaptation or mitigation
element of this policy. Allotments also contribute to quality
of life and health goals, but they should only be explained
on appropriate land with an assessment of any potential
biodiversity interest.
Point A2 two under this policy should also flag up that
some previously developed land and/or brown field sites
may have significant biodiversity value that should be

Noted. Policy ENV1 of the Draft Strategy
Document supports development with
high design and environmental standards.

Noted. Policies S4 and EC2 of the Draft
Strategy Document support the growth
of the rural economy.

Noted.

Noted. The Plan should be read as a
whole and any application will need to
consider the value of biodiversity on and

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1017

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1024

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1020

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1021

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus

Object

CSPA/1434

considered prior to works commencing in line with the
biodiversity policy within the core strategy and any future
biodiversity SPD.
Point B4 needs clarification, as whilst habitat networks are
part of the mixture of uses that make up green
infrastructure they are not one and the same and by
strengthening green infrastructure you may not always
strengthen habitat networks as the most important
functions in some areas might not be nature conservation
related. Therefore the wording should say ‘conserving,
enhancing and linking green infrastructure which could
include measures to provide flood mitigation measures,
shading for urban areas and natural air conditioning. The
strengthening of habitat networks that may also form part
of the green infrastructure network will allow biodiversity
to adapt to climate change and potentially move to more
favourable conditions in line with the core strategy policy
on biodiversity.’
While it is good that Proposed Policy SS1 promotes the
use of rollback to help mitigate the impacts of coastal
change, there should be wider consideration of alternative
adaptation measures. In addition the appropriate use of
CCMAs, as proposed in PPS25 could be included (based on
the SMP2, the Coastal Change Pathfinder and the EA
erosion mapping). It would also be helpful to include the
role of SMPs as a material consideration in the planning
process in coastal areas. Point B1 should read ‘Directing
development away from areas of high flood and coastal
erosion risk’.
Point A9 under this policy should mention habitat
networks as well as Green Infrastructure. In point 9
‘Heywoods’ should read ‘HEY Woods’ as it is an
abbreviation.
Point A10 gives an example of sustainable waste
management for sustainable waste management of
anaerobic digestion, but it may be better not to give an
example as it may prejudice consideration of this approach
over others.
See response to CSPA/315

around the site in line with Policy ENV4
of the Draft Strategy Document.
Noted. Table1 alongside Policy S2 of the
Draft Strategy Document, which
supports proposals that address climate
change, provides clarification.

Noted. Table1 alongside Policy S2 of the
Draft Strategy Document, which
supports proposals that address climate
change, includes reference to supporting
the implementation of the Shoreline
Management Plan.
Policy ENV6 provides more details on
how coastal change will be managed
through the Draft Strategy Document.
Noted.

Noted.

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Peter Ward, Peter
Ward Homes Ltd
Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Andrew Rose,
Spawforths on behalf of
Miller Strategic Land

Victoria Molton, Walker
Morris Solicitors on behalf
of Mr Paul Lisseter,

&
CSPA/1435
Support

CSPA/1211

Yes

Noted.

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1206

Noted. Proposed Policy SS1 did not
exclude the development of Greenfield
sites, and focused on sustainable patterns
of development.

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1057

Policy SS1 identifies that new development should be
directed to areas where there are services, facilities, homes
and jobs and where it can be served by sustainable modes
of transport. Whilst Miller Strategic Land is fully supportive
of Policy SS1 we would also suggest that the policy should
recognise the ability of Greenfield sites in sustainable
locations to achieve sustainable patterns of development.
This policy is supported. It is right that new development
should be directed towards settlements with adequate
services and facilities. It is also important that the majority
of new development is located on a good transport
corridor ie easily accessible by means other that the
private car. However, it is considered that this policy is not
supported by the proposed settlement hierarchy that
proposes an amount of new development to be located in
small villages that have very few facilities and are not
located along good transport corridors. It is suggested that
the proposed settlement hierarchy is amended to adhere
to policy SS1.
SS1 A1: This should be modified to read: "Directing most
new development......."
Furthermore, the Strategy fails to allow for the
redevelopment of redundant brownfield sites within the
confines of settlements such a North Ferriby, which would
make beneficial use of land which would otherwise remain
disused. The Strategy should be revised to accommodate a
common sense approach to this issue.
We consider that an important element of sustainable
development particularly in a rural district such as East
Riding is ensuring a sustainable and vibrant rural economy.
Policy SS1 should recognise the role of the rural economy
in addressing a number of climate change issues and should
not adopt an overly restrictive approach towards

Mr A J Williams, Advance
Land and Planning Limited
on behalf of Leonard
Cheshire Disability (LCD)

Object

CSPA/812

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Observations

CSPA/1096

Noted. The Strategy Document will need
to seek a balance by promoting the
majority of new development to those
locations with services and facilities
(including public transport) with an
approach that recognises the East
Riding’s rural nature (where some small
scale development is required to meet
local needs).
See also specific responses and officer
comments on the settlement network.
Noted. Table1 alongside Policy S2 of the
Draft Strategy Document, which
supports proposals that address climate
change, includes reference to directing
‘most’ new development.

Noted. Policy S4 and other policies of the
Draft Strategy Document support the
continued vibrancy of the rural parts of
the East Riding.

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,
Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mrs Margaret
Jibson,

Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of Mr P
Martin,
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Hudson,
Mark Jones, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Wykeland Group Limited

Observations

CSPA/1156

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1188

development in the countryside.
See response to CSPA/1096
We generally support this policy, but wish to see the
following changes:
- A3 - Building at higher densities - This is not what people
in the East Riding want. They want houses with gardens,
high quality design and streets with trees, and that means
building at lower densities - new development should blend
in more with the countryside rather than look very urban
in appearance.

See officer comment to CSPA/1096
Noted. Table1 alongside Policy S2 of the
Draft Strategy Document, which
supports proposals that address climate
change, includes reference to higher
densities ‘where appropriate’. Further
policy direction is provided in Proposed
Policy H4.
Policy ENV6 of the Draft Strategy
Document incorporates the ‘exceptions’
approach which does allow for some
development in areas of high flood risk
where appropriate and where mitigation
measures can be built into the
development. This is consistent with
national policy.

Observations

CSPA/1138

- B1 ‘Directing development away from areas of high flood
risk’ The LDF presents a very strategic picture of flood
risk. Development can take place in areas at risk from
flooding/or adjacent to such areas as long as flood risk
mitigation measures exist or are built into the design.
Given the low lying nature of the East Riding such a policy
would be a recipe for no development in many areas, thus
impacting on the sustainability of settlements and rural
services (the fear of flooding has not prevented
development in Holland, where large areas are below sealevel);
See response to CSPA/1257

Object

CSPA/1511

See response to CSPA/315

See officer comment to CSPA/315

Object

CSPA/1568

Proposed policy SS1 provides strategic guidance for the
LDF as a whole as well as providing a development control
tool. As a result it is a lengthy policy. The structure of this
policy confirms our concern in respect of the general
approach in the LDF, where spatial planning themes are
being conflated with detailed development control policies.
Policy SS1 as drafted provides a range of sensible
statements that will be used to help shape the
development. It is unclear as to what the difference is

Noted. Proposed Policy SS1 is a mix of
spatial strategy and development
management criteria. It is acknowledged
that they are similar to some of the
Strategy’s objectives, however, they are
policies and are therefore integral in the
decision making process in terms of
applications.

See officer comment to CSPA/1257

between SS1 and the spatial strategy objectives on page 20
regarding climate change and sustainable development.

Mark Lane, DPP on behalf
of Mr Jonathan Atkinson, J
G Hatcliffe and Partners

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1197

Mr Alex Gymer,
Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mr Jon Los,

Object
Support with
conditions

CSPA/1292
CSPA/1383

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of

Object

CSPA/1465

Our client fully supports the objective of promoting
sustainable patterns of development by directing new
development into areas where there are existing services,
facilities, homes, jobs and where sustainable modes of
transport are available or proposed.
We also support the principle of directing new
development to previously developed land ("PDL").
However we note that there is little PDL in East Yorkshire.
In the context of East Yorkshire, where there is only a limit
amount of PDL, we feel that the Local Planning Authority
("LPA") should view this objective in its broadest sense in
that priority should not just be given to the development of
land which genuinely constitutes PDL but also land that
needs to be redeveloped such as redundant or underused
farm buildings and waste land which is located either within
or on the edge of sustainable settlements.
Take a more proactive approach to public transport links.
Under A.1 this states that new development will be
‘directed to areas where there are services, facilities,
homes and jobs, and where it can be served by sustainable
modes of transport’. We would welcome this wording if
ERYC can confirm that development along the A1174 HullBeverley corridor which includes the settlements of
Dunswell and Woodmansey satisfies the wording of this
policy. However, the settlement hierarchy and subsequent
policies seem to undermine the inclusion of this corridor as
an area where development can be directed even though it
is well served by sustainable modes of transport including
excellent bus services and cycling/walking routes.

See response to CSPA/315

As there are no plans to develop a
specific development management DPD,
the Strategy Document needs to provide
sufficient guidance for development
proposals and planning applications.
Noted. A target that 25% of new
dwellings should be built on previously
developed land recognises the availability
of ‘brownfield’ land in the East Riding.
Policy S4 of the Draft Strategy Document
includes guidance on the conversion of
buildings in the Countryside.

Noted.
Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. Woodmansey and
Dunswell have been identified as
Hinterland Villages. However, because of
their proximity to the larger settlements,
Hinterland Villages are not regarded as
service centres in their own right.
See officer comment to CSPA/315

Land and Property Bank
Mr Richard Frudd, Indigo
Planning on behalf of
National Grid Property Ltd

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings

Support with
conditions

Observations

CSPA/1668

CSPA/1656

National Grid support the objectives of the policy which
are to promote sustainable patterns of development and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions through, amongst other
measures, encouragement given to locating development
on centrally located, sustainable brownfield sites (i.e. as per
the National Grid sites in Driffield and Bridlington).
However, National Grid are concerned with the blanket
approach to setting requirements for the provision of
renewable energy and building design standards across all
new developments, without proper cognisance of the site
specific considerations relevant to each individual proposal.
For example, BREEAM ratings are dependent on a series of
factors over and above the simple design of the building or
development, and the ability of a scheme to achieve a
higher rating will therefore be dependent on the site
specific circumstances of each case. Similarly, it is not
always possible, or viable, to incorporate on site renewable
or low carbon energy production technology as part of
new developments. Therefore, the policy needs to
recognise that not all development will be able to comply
with these aspirations. We would recommend that
additional text is added to confirm that these objectives
should be met, unless it can be demonstrated that it is not
possible and/or viable to do so through reference to the
specific circumstances of each case.
Proposed Policy SS1: Promoting sustainable patterns of
development and addressing climate change
4.1 As previously mentioned, the spatial strategy element
of the Core Strategy is necessary to manage development.
It draws together the need to promote sustainable
development with a particular focus on how development
can be managed to address the challenges presented by
climate change.
4.2 In terms of helping to tackle climate change, the
supplement to PPS1, Planning and Climate Change, stresses
the need for local authorities to develop their core
strategy and support local development documents to have
an 'evidence-based understanding of the local feasibility and
potential for renewable and low-carbon technologies,

Noted. Table1 alongside Policy S2 of the
Draft Strategy Document, which
supports proposals that address climate
change, includes reference to encouraging
high standards of sustainable design and
construction.
Please see responses and officer
comments to Proposed Policy HQE8.

Noted. Many of the criteria set out in
Proposed Policy SS1 are followed
through in more detail in other policies
as part of the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy. Any revisions to the wording of
those policies will need to be reflected in
Proposed Policy SS1.
Whilst national planning policy states that
local planning authorities should promote
and encourage renewable and low carbon
energy sources, it does not preclude
them from requiring it where justified.

including microgeneration, to supply new development in
their area'. Drawing from this evidence base, and ensuring
consistency with housing and economic objectives, planning
authorities should then set out a target percentage of the
energy to be used in new development to come from
decentralised and renewable or low-carbon energy
sources, 'where it is viable’.
4.3 In response to the wide-ranging challenges associated
with climate change Central Land Holdings is generally in
support of paragraph 4.8 of the Core Strategy and the
proposed approach for a wide-ranging policy embracing the
many planning based elements of delivering more
sustainable forms of development.
4.4 However in relation to question 3, there is concern
that the use of the word 'Requiring' under Proposed Policy
SS1 (A) 7 and 8 is too absolute and should be revised in
order to achieve more flexibility. By 'requiring' such
provision through policy, this may lead to inappropriate
solutions being introduced simply to meet policy
objectives, to the detriment of the scheme as a whole, and
not just financial implications. The Supplement to PPS1
specifically states, in paragraph 19, that renewable and low
energy carbon regeneration should be 'promoted and
encouraged’; this language is very different to 'requiring'.
Therefore, Policy SS1 does not reflect National Policy and
it is considered that as currently drafted the policy is
unsound.
Proposed Change
4.5 It is considered that for Policy SS1 to be sound it
should reflect paragraph 4.8 and National Policy and should
be revised as follows:
‘A. The LDF and development decisions will seek to
promote sustainable patterns of development and reduce
the level of greenhouse gas emissions by:
1. Directing new development to areas where there are
services, facilities, homes and jobs, and where it can be
served by sustainable modes of transport;
2. Making the most efficient use of land, mineral, energy,
and water resources, including prioritising the use of the
area's previously developed land, ensuring that such land is

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings
Mr Jamie Pyper, Signet
Planning on behalf of
Southwell County Homes
and Makinder

Object

CSPA/1714

Support

CSPA/1529

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Stuart Evison,

Object

CSPA/1646

safe and free from contamination or capable of full
remediation;
3. Building at higher densities where appropriate and
supporting opportunities for mixed-use development;
4. Promoting sustainable modes of transport and wellconnected places;
5. Supporting the creation of economic clusters for the
renewable energy technology sector;
6. Encouraging renewable energy generation and other
suitable technologies in appropriate locations to exceed
RSS targets;
7. Seeking to achieve Requiring a proportion of energy
supplying larger developments to come from decentralised
and renewable or low carbon sources;
8. Encouraging Requiring high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM);
9. Conserving, enhancing and linking Green Infrastructure
(e.g. through the Heywoods initiative, Rights of Way
Improvement Plan); and
10. Promoting sustainable waste management (e.g.
anaerobic digestion).'
See response CSPA/1656
The requirements of Policy SS1 in promoting sustainable
patterns of development and addressing climate change
take a robust approach to ensuring that sustainable
development is promoted and it is not considered that any
further requirements will be needed to fulfil the objectives
of this policy.
Our client supports the role of the LDF in terms of seeking
to promote sustainable developments. In particular part A
1) which encourages new development to be directed to
areas where there are services, facilities, homes and jobs,
and where it can be served by sustainable modes of
transport.
However, we object to part A 3) of policy SS1 which seeks
to promote building at higher densities where appropriate.
This clause provides uncertainty as to what will determine

See officer comment to CSPA/1656
Noted.

Noted. Table1 alongside Policy S2 of the
Draft Strategy Document, which
supports proposals that address climate
change, includes reference to higher
densities ‘where appropriate’. Further
policy direction is provided in Proposed
Policy H4.

whether a building density is appropriate or not. Given that
housing densities should reflect the character of the
existing surrounding area, our client suggests that this
should be incorporated in to the policy to ensure that the
policy is clear.
Further comments on housing density is provided in
chapter 7 of this report in relation to proposed policy
HBHM4 on making the most efficient use of land and the
latest version of PPS3 (which removes the national
indicative minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare).
Given that the LDF will set out planning requirements over
a significant period of time, the LDF when addressing
climate change will need to be flexible given that
technology and requirements regarding climate change will
alter through time. Furthermore, the current housing
market poses additional challenges to the delivery of the
required housing numbers and a degree of commercial
realism is required. Over-ambitious requirements for onsite renewables and higher environmental standards for
new houses can simply exacerbate current problems.
The supplement document Planning and Climate Change to
PPS1 specifically states in PPS1, that renewable and low
energy carbon regeneration should be ‘promoted and
encouraged’ rather than ‘requiring’. Thus, our client
requests that parts 7 and 8 are re-worded. We therefore
would suggest that Proposed Policy SS1 (Promoting
sustainable patterns of development and addressing climate
change) should be as follows:
Proposed Policy SS1: Promoting sustainable patterns of
development and addressing climate change:
A. The LDF and development decisions will seek to
promote sustainable patterns of development and reduce
the level of greenhouse emissions by:
1. Directing new development to areas where there are
services, facilities, homes and jobs, and where it can be
served by sustainable modes of transport;
2. Making the most efficient use of land, mineral, energy,
and water resources, including prioritising the use of the
area's previously developed land, ensuring that such land is
safe and free from contamination or capable of full

Many of the criteria set out in Proposed
Policy SS1 are followed through in more
detail in other policies as part of the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy. Any
revisions to the wording of those policies
will need to be reflected in Proposed
Policy SS1.
Whilst national planning policy states that
local planning authorities should promote
and encourage renewable and low carbon
energy sources, it does not preclude
them from requiring it where justified.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1537

remediation;
3. Building at higher densities where appropriate which
reflect the character of the existing area and supporting
opportunities for mixed-use development;
4. Promoting sustainable modes of transport and wellconnected places;
5. Supporting the creation of economic clusters for the
renewable energy technology sector;
6. Encouraging renewable energy generation and other
suitable technologies in appropriate locations to exceed
RSS targets;
7. Seeking to achieve Requiring a proportion of energy
supplying larger developments to come from decentralised
and renewable or low carbon sources;
8. Encouraging Requiring high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM);
9. Conserving, enhancing and linking Green Infrastructure
(e.g. through the Heywoods initiative, Rights of Way
Improvement Plan); and
10. Promoting sustainable waste management (e.g.
anaerobic digestion).?
B. The LDF and development decisions will seek to
mitigate and adapt to the expected impacts of climate
change by:
1. Directing development away from areas of high flood
risk
2. Facilitating there-location/rollback of development from
areas between Barmston and Spurn point that are
vulnerable t coastal change;
3. Encouraging Requiring high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM) with built-in
resilience to the impacts of climate change (e.g. from flood
risk, storms, higher temperatures and drought): and
4. Conserving, enhancing and linking Green Infrastructure
to help support habitat networks and to provide flood
mitigation features.
We support the general thrust of these proposals but have
concerns about the impact of sustainable energy proposals

Noted. Rainwater harvest systems may
be one way of achieving some of the

and its impact on villages. Equally there seem to no
requirements to include for rainwater harvesting systems
and non potable water supplies.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr A Naylor
Mr Jon Los

Observations

CSPA/1667

See response to CSPA/315

Observations

CSPA/1522

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land

Observations

CSPA/1593

New roads /railway line,/ assumed builds etc don’t need to
take priority over existing sites which can be made more
sustainable.
School and community needs including (existing ) what are
they.
Relationship between existing policies
From reviewing the document, there is a significant amount
of repetition between policies and we therefore believe a
number of policies can be amalgamated and streamlined.
Taking into account the above as an example we set out
some comments in relation to SS1 and SS2. Galliford
believes that both policies could be significantly streamlined
into one policy, setting out the overall objective for
promoting sustainable patterns of development by focusing
development in the defined settlement network and could
be structured as follows:
“Policy SS1 - Delivering Sustainable Patterns of
Development
A. The LDF and development decisions will seek to
promote sustainable patterns of development to deliver
the East Ridings development needs by directing towards
those settlements defined in the settlement network as
follows:
1. Major Haltemprice Settlements - list of places
2. Principal Towns - list of places and percentage of housing
growth
The MHS and PT listed above will be the main focus of
growth in the East Riding, with 15% and 45% of housing
(respectively) being focused towards these settlements
3. Local Service Centres - list of places and percentage of

criteria for the Code for Sustainable
Homes or BREEAM ratings. However,
there is a degree of flexibility of what
means developers can use to achieve
water and energy efficiency savings in line
with the Code and BREEAM rating
systems.
See officer comment to CSPA/315
Noted. School and community
infrastructure have been considered
through the Infrastructure Study.
Noted. There are potentially some
opportunities to streamline a number of
policies within the document.
Proposed Policy SS1 concerns more than
the pattern of development – albeit this is
an important part in delivering sustainable
development and addressing climate
change. It sets the broad approach for a
number of other policies within the
Strategy Document.

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of The
Kingswood Parks
Development Company
Ltd,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1687

housing growth
4. Rural Service Centres - list of places and percentage of
housing growth
The Local Service Centres and Rural Service Centres will
provide for more limited development to sustain and meet
their needs
5. Supporting Villages - list of places and percentage of
housing growth
Smaller scale development would be supported in
supporting villages to meet their basic needs, where
development is in keeping with their character.”
Proposed Policy SS1: Promoting sustainable patterns of
development and addressing climate change
As previously mentioned, the spatial strategy element of
the Core Strategy is necessary to manage development. It
draws together the need to promote sustainable
development with a particular focus on how development
can be managed to address the challenges presented by
climate change.
In terms of helping to tackle climate change, the
supplement to PPS1, Planning and Climate Change, stresses
the need for local authorities to develop their core
strategy and support local development documents to have
an 'evidence-based understanding of the local feasibility and
potential for renewable and low-carbon technologies,
including microgeneration, to supply new development in
their area', Drawing from this evidence base, and ensuring
consistency with housing and economic objectives, planning
authorities should then set out a target percentage of the
energy to be used in new development to come from
decentralised and renewable or low-carbon energy
sources, 'where it is viable
In response to the wide-ranging challenges associated with
climate change KPDC is generally in support of paragraph
4.8 of the Core Strategy and the proposed approach for a
wide-ranging policy embracing the many planning based
elements of delivering more sustainable forms of
development.
However in relation to question 3, there is concern that
the use of the word `Requiring' under Proposed Policy SS1

Noted. Many of the criteria set out in
Proposed Policy SS1 are followed
through in more detail in other policies
as part of the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy. Any revisions to the wording of
those policies will need to be reflected in
Proposed Policy SS1.
Whilst national planning policy states that
local planning authorities should promote
and encourage renewable and low carbon
energy sources, it does not preclude
them from requiring it where justified

(A) 7 and 8 is too absolute and should be revised in order
to achieve more flexibility. By 'requiring' such provision
through policy, this may lead to inappropriate solutions
being introduced simply to meet policy objectives, to the
detriment of the scheme as a whole, and not just financial
implications. The Supplement to PPS1 specifically states, in
paragraph 19, that renewable and low energy carbon
regeneration should be promoted and encouraged; this
language is very different to 'requiring'. Therefore, Policy
SS1 does not reflect National Policy and it is considered
that as currently drafted the policy is unsound.
Proposed Change
It is considered that for Policy SS1 to be sound it should
reflect paragraph 4.8 and National Policy and should be
revised as follows:
'A. The LDF and development decisions will seek to
promote sustainable patterns of development and reduce
the level of greenhouse gas emissions by:
1. Directing new development to areas where there are
services, facilities, homes and jobs, and where it can be
served by sustainable modes of transport;
2. Making the most efficient use of land, mineral, energy,
and water resources, including prioritising the use of the
area's previously developed land, ensuring that such land is
safe and free from contamination or capable of full
remediation;
3. Building at higher densities where appropriate and
supporting opportunities for mixed-use development;
4. Promoting sustainable modes of transport and wellconnected places;
5. Supporting the creation of economic clusters for the
renewable energy technology sector;
6. Encouraging renewable energy generation and other
suitable technologies in appropriate locations to exceed
RSS targets;
7. Seeking to achieve Requiring a proportion of energy
supplying larger developments to come from decentralised
and renewable or low carbon sources;
8. Encouraging Requiring high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Humber
Growers/Shirethorn Ltd

Object

CSPA/1700

for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM);
9. Conserving, enhancing and linking Green Infrastructure
(e.g. through the Heywoods initiative, Rights of Way
Improvement Plan); and
10. Promoting sustainable waste management (e.g.
anaerobic digestion).'
As previously mentioned, the spatial strategy element of
the Core Strategy is necessary to manage development. It
draws together the need to promote sustainable
development with a particular focus on how development
can be managed to address the challenges presented by
climate change.
In terms of helping to tackle climate change, the
supplement to PPS1, Planning and Climate Change, stresses
the need for local authorities to develop their core
strategy and support focal development documents to have
an 'evidence-based understanding of the local feasibility and
potential for renewable and low-carbon technologies,
including microgeneration, to supply new development in
their area'. Drawing from this evidence base, and ensuring
consistency with housing and economic objectives, planning
authorities should then set out a target percentage of the
energy to be used in new development to come from
decentralised and renewable or low-carbon energy
sources, 'where it is viable'.
In response to the wide-ranging challenges associated with
climate change, the Humber Growers Group is generally in
support of paragraph 4.8 of the Core Strategy and the
proposed approach for a wide-ranging policy embracing the
many planning based elements of delivering more
sustainable forms of development.
Given the above, the Humber Growers Group strongly
supports Proposed Policy SS1 (A) 3 which supports
'opportunities for mixed-use development:
However in relation to question 3, there is concern that
the use of the word 'Requiring' under Proposed Policy SS1
(A) 7 and 8 is too absolute and should be revised in order
to achieve more flexibility. By 'requiring' such provision
through policy, this may lead to inappropriate solutions
being introduced simply to meet policy objectives, to the

Noted. Many of the criteria set out in
Proposed Policy SS1 are followed
through in more detail in other policies
as part of the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy. Any revisions to the wording of
those policies will need to be reflected in
Proposed Policy SS1.
Whilst national planning policy states that
local planning authorities should promote
and encourage renewable and low carbon
energy sources, it does not preclude
them from requiring it where justified

detriment of the scheme as a whole, and not just financial
implications. The Supplement to PPS1 specifically states, in
paragraph 19, that renewable and low energy carbon
regeneration should be 'promoted and encouraged this
language is very different to 'requiring'. Therefore, Policy
SS1 does not reflect National Policy and it is considered
that as currently drafted the policy is unsound.
Proposed Change
It is considered that for Policy SS1 to be sound it should
reflect paragraph 4.8 and National Policy and should be
revised as follows:
'A. The LDF and development decisions will seek to
promote sustainable patterns of development and reduce
the level of greenhouse gas emissions by:
1. Directing new development to areas where there are
services, facilities, homes and jobs, and where it can be
served by sustainable modes of transport;
2. Making the most efficient use of land, mineral, energy,
and water resources, including prioritising the use of the
area's previously developed land, ensuring that such land is
safe and free from contamination or capable of full
remediation;
3. Building at higher densities where appropriate and
supporting opportunities for mixed-use development;
4. Promoting sustainable modes of transport and wellconnected places;
5. Supporting the creation of economic clusters for the
renewable energy technology sector;
6. Encouraging renewable energy generation and other
suitable technologies in appropriate locations to exceed
RSS targets;
7. Seeking to achieve Requiring a proportion of energy
supplying larger developments to come from decentralised
and renewable or low carbon sources;
8. Encouraging Requiring high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM);
9. Conserving, enhancing and linking Green Infrastructure
(e.g. through the Heywoods initiative, Rights of Way
Improvement Plan); and

Object

CSPA/1749

10. Promoting sustainable waste management (e.g.
anaerobic digestion).'
Proposed Policy SS1: Promoting sustainable patterns of
development and addressing climate change,
identifies that new development should be directed to
areas where there are services, facilities, homes
and jobs and where it can be served by sustainable modes
of transport. Whilst we are fully supportive of
Policy SS1 we would also suggest that the policy should
recognise the ability of Greenfield sites in
sustainable locations to achieve sustainable patterns of
development.
Specifically by reference to the use of the private motor
car and ensuring development takes place where public
transport can be sustainably increased (i.e. high density
large scale housing) which can create TRICS ratings of
good or better, something which South Cave cannot
achieve. Sites with direct access to rail should be
prioritised, something which for example again South Cave
does not have. In the Parish's July 2010 survey 81% of
respondents travelled to the station by car. By removing
the arbitrary 2 mile buffer from the boundary of major
settlements so that development takes place adjacent to
the greatest densities of housing and can thereby benefit
from and create new opportunities for sustainable
transport. The designation of supporting villages should not
be used within the central area, unless by exception, as
these cannot be justified as "remote" (for example Leven
may wish to be included and there may be an argument for
RSC/SV status). Policy SS4 should be refocused on the
sustainable areas of the sub regional centre's periphery and
the RSC and SV quota should be substantially reduced to
no more than for example, 8% or even less to avoid
dispersed development taking place in the dormitory
hotspots.
See response CSPA/1656

Object

CSPA/1851

Our client supports the role of the LDF in terms of seeking

Mr Mike Ashworth,
Spawforths on behalf of
Taylor Wimpey (UK)

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1429

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/2070

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton

Noted. Proposed Policy SS1 did not
exclude the development of Greenfield
sites, and focused on sustainable patterns
of development.

The Preferred Approach Core Strategy
sought to promote most new
development to those areas of the East
Riding with good public transport
provision and access to services, facilities
and jobs. For example, 80% of new
housing was promoted in the urban areas
(Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal
Towns and Local Service Centres) where
only 60% of people live. Whilst there is a
need for a focussed approach, the
strategy must also recognise the needs of
areas outside of here as these represent
40% of the total population.
The scale of residential development
promoted in South Cave through the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy
represents 0.8% of total planned housing
compared to South Cave’s population
representing 1.5% of the total East Riding
population.
See officer comment to CSPA/1656
Noted. Table1 alongside Policy S2 of the

Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/1852

to promote sustainable developments. However, we object
to part A 3) of policy SS1 which seeks to promote building
at higher densities where appropriate. This clause provides
uncertainty as to what will determine whether a building
density is appropriate or not. Given that housing densities
should reflect the character of the existing surrounding
area, our client suggests that this should be incorporated in
to the policy to ensure that the policy is clear. Further
comments on housing density is provided in chapter 8 of
this report in relation to proposed policy HBHM4 on
making the most efficient use of land and the latest version
of PPS3 (which removes the national indicative minimum
density of 30 dwellings per hectare).
3. Building at higher densities where appropriate which
reflect the character of the existing area and supporting
opportunities for mixed-use development;
Given that the LDF will set out planning requirements over
a significant period of time, the LDF will need to be flexible
given that technology and requirements regarding climate
change will alter through time. Furthermore, the current
housing market poses additional challenges to the delivery
of the required housing numbers and a degree of
commercial realism is required. Over-ambitious
requirements for on-site renewables and higher
environmental standards for new houses can simply
exacerbate current problems.
The supplement document Planning and Climate Change to
PPS1 specifically states in PPS1, that renewable and low
energy carbon regeneration should be 'promoted and
encouraged' rather than 'requiring'. Thus, our client
requests that parts 7 and 8 are re-worded. We therefore
would suggest that Proposed Policy SS1 (Promoting
sustainable patterns of development and addressing climate
change) should be as follows:
A7. Seeking to achieve Requiring a proportion of energy
supplying larger developments to come from decentralised
and renewable or low carbon sources;
A8. Encouraging Requiring high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM);

Draft Strategy Document, which
supports proposals that address climate
change, includes reference to higher
densities ‘where appropriate’. Further
policy direction is provided in Proposed
Policy H4.
Many of the criteria set out in Proposed
Policy SS1 are followed through in more
detail in other policies as part of the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy. Any
revisions to the wording of those policies
will need to be reflected in Proposed
Policy SS1.
Noted. Many of the criteria set out in
Proposed Policy SS1 are followed
through in more detail in other policies
as part of the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy. Any revisions to the wording of
those policies will need to be reflected in
Proposed Policy SS1.
Whilst national planning policy states that
local planning authorities should promote
and encourage renewable and low carbon
energy sources, it does not preclude
them from requiring it where justified.

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land

Observations

CSPA/1603

B3. Encouraging Requiring high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM) with built-in
resilience to the impacts of climate change (e.g. from flood
risk, storms, higher temperatures and drought): and
Support
Policy SS1 - A.1
Our client supports the recognition in A.1 to direct new
development to areas where there are services, facilities
homes and jobs. Our client believes that this overarching
principle is in accordance with PPS1, which seeks to ensure
sustainable patterns of development. Galliford believes that
development at the Principal Town of Beverley would meet
these criteria and supports the focus of development on
this settlement in the emerging plan period.
Policy SS1 - B.1
Our client supports the Council’s strategy for directing
development away from areas of high flood risk. Our client
notes that this strategy is in accordance with Annex D of
PPS25, which at D.1 states that the risk-based Sequential
Test should be applied at all stages of planning. Its aim is to
steer new development to areas at the lowest probability
of flooding (Zone 1). (our emphasis).
Objection
Policy SS1 - A.2
Galliford is however concerned with certain elements of
Proposed Policy SS1. With reference to A.2, whilst our
client does not object to the principles of prioritising the
use of previously developed land, there is a need to
recognise the potential delays in bringing forward sites and
preparing them for development. Therefore to ensure a
responsive and flexible supply of deliverable land, there is a
need to ensure that priority is given to deliverable
previously developed land and deliverable greenfield sites.
This would therefore enable sufficient flexibility in land
supply to ensure that the East Riding has a responsive and
flexible supply of deliverable land, which would enable it to
meet its housing targets.
Policy SS1 - A.3
Objective 8 (Page 21) seeks to encourage an efficient use

Noted. Proposed Policy SS1 did not
exclude the development of Greenfield
sites, and focused on sustainable patterns
of development.
There reference to ‘where appropriate’
with regards to housing density is
consistent with Objective 9 [sic].
Whilst national planning policy states that
local planning authorities should promote
and encourage renewable and low carbon
energy sources, it does not preclude
them from requiring it where justified.

of land by developing at densities which reflect local
circumstances. Policy SS1 A.3 emphasis is to seek to build
to high densities, “where appropriate”. Galliford believes
Policy SS1 approach does appear inconsistent with
Objective 8, and therefore the objective should be fed
down through to an appropriately worded policy.
The Council will also be aware that the minimum density
requirement of 30 dph has now been deleted from PPS3.
Therefore it is essential to ensure that housing delivered
meets the residents of East Riding’s needs, otherwise there
is a risk in a “mismatch” between what is needed and what
is actually delivered. This could for example lead to
an exacerbation in the problems currently facing the
housing market, where there is a distinct oversupply of
flats throughout the UK.
Policy SS1 - A.7, A.8 and B.3
Galliford are concerned with regards Policy SS1 (A) 7 and
8, and (B) 3 specifically the reference to “requiring”
development proposals to ensure a proportion of energy
from larger developments to come from decentralised and
renewable sources and high standards of sustainable design.
We refer to the supplement to PPS1, paragraph 19
which states that renewable and low energy carbon
regeneration should be “promoted and encouraged”.
Therefore as drafted Policy SS1 is contrary to national
guidance and as currently drafted is considered to be
unsound.
We also note in the context of (A) 8 reference to “high
standard of sustainable design and construction” is too
vague and ambiguous and could easily be misinterpreted
given the different levels contained within The Code for
Sustainable Homes or BREEAM. Therefore our client
believes it would be more appropriate to align this
criterion with the principles contained within the RSS,
which seek to achieve at least Level 3 of The Code for
Sustainable Homes or at least BREEAM ‘Very Good’.
Policy SS1 - B.4
Our client supports the overall principle of Policy SS1 B(4),
however believes there is again a need for greater flexibility
in the wording to ensure consistency with national

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
David Watts,

Object

CSPA/1785

guidance. The Government’s objectives, at PPS 9 include to
conserve, enhance and restore the diversity of England’s
wildlife and geology by sustaining, and where possible
(our emphasis) improving the quality and extent of natural
habitat and geological and geomorphological sites.
Proposed Changes
Taking into consideration the above objections we propose
the following changes to make the plan sound.
Policy SS1 - A.2
Amend A.2 as follows:
2. Making the most efficient use of land, mineral, energy,
and water resources, including prioritising the use of the
area’s deliverable previously developed land, ensuring that
such land is safe and free from contamination or capable of
full remediation
Policy SS1 - A.3
Amend A.3 as follows:
3. Building at densities which reflect the existing local
character and supporting opportunities for mixed-use
development.
Policy SS1 - A.7, A.8 and B.3
Amend A.7, A.8 and B.4 as follows:
A 7. Promote and encourage a proportion of energy supply
supplying larger developments to come from decentralised
and renewable or low carbon sources
A 8. Promote and encourage high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with
government guidance at the time of development
proposals)
B 3. Requiring high standards of sustainable design and
construction to achieve at least The Code for Sustainable
Homes Level 3 or BREEAM ‘Very Good’, with built-in
resilience to the impacts of climate change whilst taking
into consideration factors such as feasibility and viability.”
4.1 As previously mentioned, the spatial strategy element
of the Core Strategy is necessary to manage development.
It draws together the need to promote sustainable
development with a particular focus on how development
can be managed to address the challenges presented by
climate change.

Noted. Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been drafted to cross
reference to other policies in the Core
Strategy which will address the causes
and impacts of climate change. For
example, Policy ENV1 encourages high

4.2 In terms of helping to tackle climate change, the
supplement to PPS1, Planning and Climate Change, stresses
the need for local authorities to develop their core
strategy and support local development documents to have
an 'evidence-based understanding of the local feasibility and
potential for renewable and low-carbon technologies,
including microgeneration, to supply new development in
their area: Drawing from this evidencebase, and ensuring
consistency with housing and economic objectives, planning
authorities should then set out a target percentage of the
energy to be used in new development to come from
decentralised and renewable or low-carbon energy
sources, 'where it is viable
4.3 In response to the wide-ranging challenges associated
with climate change David Watts is generally in support of
paragraph 4.8 of the Core Strategy and the proposed
approach for a wide-ranging policy embracing the many
planning based elements of delivering more sustainable
forms of development.
4.4 However in relation to question 3, there is concern
that the use of the word 'Requiring' under Proposed Policy
SS1 (A) 7 and 8 is too absolute and should be revised in
order to achieve more flexibility. By `requiring' such
provision through policy, this may lead to inappropriate
solutions being introduced simply to meet policy
objectives, to the detriment of the scheme as a whole, and
not just financial implications. The Supplement to PPS1
specifically states, in paragraph 19, that renewable and low
energy carbon regeneration should be 'promoted and
encouraged; this language is very different to 'requiring'.
Therefore, Policy SS1 does not reflect National Policy and
it is considered that as currently drafted the policy is
unsound.
Proposed Change
It is considered that for Policy SS1 to be sound it should
reflect paragraph 4.8 and National Policy and should be
revised as follows:
'A. The LDF and development decisions will seek to
promote sustainable patterns of development and reduce
the level of greenhouse gas emissions by:

standards of sustainable design and the
prudent and efficient use of natural
resources. Policies ENV1 and EC6
promote renewable and decentralised
energy generation in appropriate
locations.
Whilst national planning policy states that
local planning authorities should promote
and encourage renewable and low carbon
energy sources, it does not preclude
them from requiring it where justified.

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2245

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support

CSPA/2041

Nathan Smith, Barton

Object

CSPA/1754

1. Directing new development to areas where there are
services, facilities, homes and jobs, and where it can be
served by sustainable modes of transport;
2. Making the most efficient use of land, mineral, energy,
and water resources, including prioritising the use of the
area's previously developed land, ensuring that such land is
safe and free from contamination or capable of full
remediation;
3. Building at higher densities where appropriate and
supporting opportunities for mixed-use development;
Promoting sustainable modes of transport and wellconnected places;
5. Supporting the creation of economic clusters for the
renewable energy technology sector;
6. Encouraging renewable energy generation and other
suitable technologies in appropriate locations to exceed
RSS targets;
7. Seeking to achieve Requiring a proportion of energy
supplying larger developments to come from decentralised
and renewable or low carbon sources;
8. Encouraging Requiring high standards of sustainable
design and construction (i.e. in accordance with the Code
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM);
9. Conserving, enhancing and linking Green Infrastructure
(e.g. through the Heywoods initiative, Rights of Way
Improvement Plan); and
10. Promoting sustainable waste management (e.g.
anaerobic digestion).'
Whilst we broadly support the thrust of this Policy, it
should reflect the sustainability benefits (outlined above
(response to Q2)) of reusing existing buildings wherever
practicable.
Your approach seeking to minimise the causes of climate
change and mitigating where possible against climate change
is also supported. The city council recognises the
importance of working across authorities to effectively
address the climate change, flood risk, drainage and
renewable agenda.
Our Client is supportive of the majority of this Policy, with

Noted. Table1 alongside Policy S2 of the
Draft Strategy Document, which
supports proposals that address climate
change, includes reference to re-use of
the area’s building stock.
Noted.

Noted.

Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

the exception of parts A.2, A.7, A.8 and B.3, to which it
objects.
Policy SS1 - A.2
As per our comments at paragraph 4.16 above, it is
considered that prioritising the use of previously developed
land should not be to the detriment of delivering the
required level of housing and should not amount to an
embargo on the use of greenfield sites before previously
developed land is exhausted. Our Client suggests that
including the word 'deliverable' in advance of `previously
developed land' would ensure that the correct emphasis is
contained within the proposed Policy.
Policy SS1 - A.7
This part of Policy SS1 requires a proportion of the energy
supply for larger developments to come from decentralised
and renewable or low carbon sources. We note that Policy
ENV5 of the RSS describes that for developments of 10 or
more dwellings or 1,000m', at least 10% of their energy
should be secured from decentralised and renewable or
low carbon sources. However, this Policy also adds a
caveat that this will not be a requirement if "having regard
to the type of development involved and its design, this is
not feasible or viable"; Therefore, our Client believes that
this caveat should be included within the text of part A.7 of
Policy SS1 in order to ensure that the Policy is deliverable
and consequently effective, under paragraph 4.52 of PPS3.
Policy SS1 - A.8 and B.3
Parts A.8 and B.3 of Policy SS1 both require "high
standards of sustainable design and construction" in respect
of reducing greenhouse gas emissions and mitigating and
adapting to the effects of climate change respectively. They
also include reference to Code for Sustainable Homes and
BREEAM. Our Client considers that 'high standards of
design' is a vague and subjective statement. Furthermore, it
is noted that Core Strategies should be able to be
monitored as part of the 'effective' test of soundness in
PPS3.
As it stands, our Client believes that these parts of Policy
SS1 are not able to be monitored and are
therefore not effective. As a consequence, our Client

Proposed Policy SS1 did not exclude the
development of Greenfield sites, and
focused on sustainable patterns of
development.
Policy S2 of the Draft Strategy Document
has been drafted to cross reference to
other policies in the Strategy which will
address the causes and impacts of climate
change. For example, Policy ENV1
encourages high standards of sustainable
design and the prudent and efficient use
of natural resources. Policies ENV1 and
EC6 promote renewable and
decentralised energy generation in
appropriate locations.
Whilst national planning policy states that
local planning authorities should promote
and encourage renewable and low carbon
energy sources, it does not preclude
them from requiring it where justified.

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Sunderlandwick Farms
Mr Garth Hanlon, Savills on
behalf of St John's College,
Cambridge

Object

CSPA/2009

Observations

CSPA/574

suggests that in order to remedy this situation, parts A.8
and B.3 of Policy SS1 should refer to specific Code for
Sustainable Homes/BREEAM levels to be achieved within
particular timescales as set out in the CLG publication of
May 2008; 'Greener Homes for the Future' (all homes to
be zero-carbon, i.e. Code Level 6, by 2016). However, we
also note that this aim is being reviewed this year alongside
Part L of the Building Regulations, such that the feasibility
of such a target and timescales for achieving it may be
amended. Our Client therefore recommends that parts A.8
and B.3 of this Policy should be amended to incorporate
reference to specific levels, with flexibility to reflect
emerging guidance on the matter later in 2010.
See response to CSPA/315
The concept and approach of sustainable development is
well documented in PPS 1 "Delivering Sustainable
Development" and the Planning and Climate Change
supplement.
The division of these overarching sustainability objectives
into those which promote sustainable patterns of
development (Part A) and those which aim to address
climate change (Part B) has simplified what can sometimes
appear a long list of similar considerations. We support the
clarity of this approach which should hopefully help
members of the public to recognise that issues relating to
sustainable development and climate change are not
explicitly one and the same.
Both part A and B seem to include measures relating to
building design, especially the ability of new development to
mitigate against flood risk. In light of Goole's situation (i.e.
predominantly located in areas of high flood risk but where
significant employment and housing growth is set to occur)
we understand that the authority has to try and plan ahead
and mitigate against the inevitable impacts of such an
approach, which has resulted from the need to concentrate
development in the most sustainable locations (i.e. PPS1).
Inevitably this will mean that certain measures will need to
be adopted in evaluating what are the least adverse sites

See officer comment to CSPA/315
Noted. The Draft Strategy Document
includes a policy on managing flood risk
and development (ENV6). This reinforces
the national approach to the Sequential
Test and Exceptions Test.
Please note the Level 2 Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment for Goole was published
in July 2011.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Support with
conditions

CSPA/190

Mr Matthew Naylor,
Yorkshire Water

Support

CSPA/2309

for development allocation in respect of flood risk - e.g.
exceptions test and the sequential approach. In the first
instance, we would recommend that the Council's
approach will include consideration of the vulnerability of
certain uses, especially less vulnerable employment uses
which are more compatible with higher flood-risk areas.
In the case of warehousing and distribution, current
guidance in the form of PPS25 is clear that certain types of
development are more compatible with higher risk
floodplains - both in terms of potential mitigation measures
and the vulnerability of such uses to flood damage. While
we await the results of the Phase 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment for Goole, we would like to remind the
Council of the somewhat compatible nature of B8 uses,
especially as simple measures such as storing goods above
ground are cheap and effective prevention measures which
would not affect the viability of such schemes. Other
measures such as bunding are also available, which together
with incorporation of permeable surfaces and sustainable
drainage systems should effectively reduce the severity of a
potential flood event.
9) Our client supports the role of the LDF in terms of
seeking to promote sustainable developments. However,
we object to part A 3) of policy SS1 which seeks to
promote building at higher densities where appropriate.
This clause provides uncertainty as to what will determine
whether a building density is appropriate or not. Given that
housing densities should reflect the character of the
existing surrounding area, our client suggests that this
should be incorporated in to the policy to ensure that the
policy is clear. Further comments on housing density is
provided in chapter 8 of this report in relation to proposed
policy HBHM4 on making the most efficient use of land and
the latest version of PPS3 (which removes the national
indicative minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare).
Yorkshire Water strongly supports policy SS1. The efficient
use of water resources is essential, particularly given the
potential effects of climate change. The prioritisation of
previously developed land is likely to make the best use of
existing infrastructure. We support part B and it’s aims to

Noted. Table1 alongside Policy S2 of the
Draft Strategy Document, which
supports proposals that address climate
change, includes reference to higher
densities ‘where appropriate’. Further
policy direction is provided in Proposed
Policy H4.

Noted.

mitigate and adapt to climate change.

Our larger settlements
Consultee

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/195
There is inconsistency in the Core Strategy with reference
being made to either the ‘Regional City’ or the
‘Haltemprice Settlements’. The LDF needs to be sure that
it is consistent in its reference to the group of settlements
close to Hull.

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings

Support

CSPA/1755

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Support

CSPA/1756

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings,
Central Land Holdings

Observations

CSPA/2217

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Central Land Holdings supports the strategy of focussing
the majority of development within the Major Haltemprice
Settlements and the Principal Towns, and indeed the
designation of these areas within the settlement hierarchy.
However, as previously mentioned, ERYC must take care
not to align their strategy too closely with that of Hull's
'Stepped Growth' approach for the reasons given above.
Proposed Change
It is considered that paragraphs 4.15 - 4.22 are sound as
currently drafted, provided that the strategy is not wholly
aligned with that adopted by Hull. As such there are no
specific changes proposed.
Our Client supports the text relating to the Major
Haltemprice Settlements at paragraphs 4.15 to 4.19 of the
Core Strategy Preferred Approach. In particular, we note
that the highly sustainable nature of the Settlements is
recognised at paragraph 4.17. As a consequence, our Client
is also supportive of the proposed approach set out at
paragraph 4.22, which includes the Major Haltemprice
Settlements as part of the main urban area and therefore
the focus for most new development.
Central Land Holdings supports the strategy of focussing
the majority of development within the Major Haltemprice
Settlements and the Principal Towns, and indeed the
designation of these areas within the settlement hierarchy.
As previously mentioned, paragraph 4.17 acknowledges
that 'The Major Haltemprice Settlements provide a highly
sustainable option for new development' and this is

Officer Comments
Reference to the Regional City means the
Major Haltemprice Settlements and the
City of Hull together in line with the
definition in the RSS. Reference to the
Major Haltemprice Settlements means
the Major Haltemprice Settlements.
Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

supported by Central Land Holdings. However, as
previously mentioned, ERYC must take care not to align
their strategy too closely with that of Hull's 'Stepped
Growth' approach for the reasons given above.
Proposed Change
4.7 It is considered that paragraphs 4.15 - 4.22 are sound as
currently drafted, provided that the strategy is not wholly
aligned with that adopted by Hull. As such, there are no
specific changes proposed.

Paragraph 4.15
Consultee
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1855 There is also inconsistency in the Core Strategy with
reference being made to either the 'Regional City' or the
'Haltemprice Settlements'. The LDF needs to ensure that it
is consistent in its reference to the group of settlements
close to Hull.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
Officer Comments
ID
CSPA/798
As it is now seen that the Haltemprice Settlements are part Noted. This is beyond the scope of
of the main regional centre - Kingston upon Hull - would it planning policy.
not be more appropriate to consider them legally,
constitutionally and – politically - as part of Greater Hull in
the same way that applies to all major cities?

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2105 We act for clients with an interest in the potential
development of land indicated as a possible housing
allocation for development in Driffield. This is identified as
site DRF15 in the consultation document.
Our clients support the Council's preferred approach to
the allocation of land for development, and in particular the

Reference to the Regional City means the
Major Haltemprice Settlements and the
City of Hull together in line with the
definition in the RSS. Reference to the
Major Haltemprice Settlements means
the Major Haltemprice Settlements.

Paragraph 4.19
Consultee
Ms Diana Sandy

Paragraph 4.20
Consultee
Mr P J Gray, Hickling Gray
Associates on behalf of
Client Unknown,

Officer Comments
Noted.

distribution of housing sites, insofar as the consultation
document identifies Driffield as a Principal Town which will
fulfil a regionally significant role as a service, employment
and transport hub.
We are aware that this status has been determined by the
Regional Spatial Strategy and the Council's own evidence
base. However we also note the government's
announcement that Regional Strategies are now abolished.
Whilst it is not clear what effect this may have for the
emerging Core Strategy there remains logic to the
recognition of Driffield as being one of the main urban
areas within the East Riding. As such it is reasonable to
conclude that further development of the town would
meet the objectives for sustainability.

Paragraph 4.22
Consultee
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes
Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Trustees of the Needler
Settlement,

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of The
Kingswood Parks
Development Company Ltd

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Support

Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/193
Our client supports the Council’s proposed approach in
paragraph 4.22, which seeks to focus most new
development in the main urban areas such as the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and the four Principal Towns.
CSPA/1626 The Trustees support the strategy of focussing the majority
of development within the Major Haltemprice Settlements
and the Principal Towns, and indeed the designation of
these areas within the settlement hierarchy. This is
particularly the case in relation to Beverley given that it is
arguably the most sustainable of the four Principal Towns
and indeed is the County Town.
Proposed Change
It is considered that paragraphs 4.15 - 4.22 are sound as
currently drafted. As such there are no specific changes
proposed.
CSPA/1688 KPDC supports the strategy of focussing the majority of
development within the Major Haltemprice Settlements
and the Principal Towns, and indeed the designation of
these areas within the settlement hierarchy, together with
the previous comments in relation to North Kingswood.
As previously mentioned, paragraph 4.17 acknowledges

Officer Comments
Noted.

Noted.

Noted. Potential urban extensions to
Hull have been considered as part of the
Further Consultation Core Strategy.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Support

CSPA/1853

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2220

that The Major Haltemprice Settlements provide a highly
sustainable option for new development' and this is
supported by KPDC. However, as previously mentioned,
ERYC must take care not to align its strategy too closely
with that of Hull's 'Stepped Growth' approach for the
reasons given above.
Proposed Change
It is considered that paragraphs 4.15 - 4.22 are sound as
currently drafted, provided that the strategy is not wholly
aligned with that adopted by Hull. However, as mentioned
in Chapter 3 of these representations, it is considered that
North Kingswood requires specific attention, and an
appropriate location to insert such a paragraph would be
after paragraph 4.19 in Chapter 4, under a sub heading
under the Major Haltemprice Settlements section, or even
under a stand alone section between the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns sections. The
suggested text for the North Kingswood paragraph is
contained within Chapter 3 of the representations.
Our client supports the Council's proposed approach in
paragraph 4.22 which seeks to focus most new
development in the main urban areas such as the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and the four Principal Towns.
Development elsewhere should be focussed in the Local
Service Centres, especially the larger towns such as
Pocklington and Howden. Indeed, RSS in paragraph 2.47
acknowledges that Local Service Centres include a wide
range of settlement types and sizes including small towns
and large rural villages. Therefore greater priority should
be given to the larger Local Service Centres.
P. 29, green shaded box, last line: “…an a additional..:

Noted.

Noted.

Meeting the needs of rural areas
Consultee
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/199
14) Our client supports policy SS2 that seeks to focus
development within the Major Haltemprice Settlements,
Principal Towns and Local Service Centres and therefore is

Officer Comments
Noted.

David Wilson Homes

Mr Robert Falkingham

Support with
conditions

CSPA/649

content with the current drafting of the policy. The key
Local Service Centres identified in the Core Strategy for
development and growth are Pocklington, Howden and
Market Weighton. Our client supports the Core Strategy
prioritising these three LSC?s out of the designated seven.
Whilst I would generally agree that future development
needs to be focused around the major settlements within
the East Riding that development is permitted in rural
areas. I appreciate that the document does provide for
some development in rural areas but there is clear demand
for more housing than proposed in these rural areas.

Noted. The Strategy Document will need
to seek a balance by promoting the
majority of new development to those
locations with services and facilities
(including public transport) with an
approach that recognises the East
Riding’s rural nature (where some small
scale development is required to meet
local needs).
See also specific responses and officer
comments on the settlement network.

Paragraph 4.25
Consultee
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/197
Our client agrees with the seven proposed Local Service
Centres and agrees that there are no other settlements
which fulfil the same role and function as the seven
identified.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/207
Paragraph 4.31 states that 90% of the east Riding
population live within 5 miles of the Regional City, the four
principal towns or the seven proposed Local Servcies
Centres. Thus, our client objects to only 81% of housing
being distributed to these places.

Officer Comments

Noted.

Paragraph 4.31
Consultee
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Noted. The statistics are not readily
comparable. The reference to 90%
includes a 5 mile buffer – part of this area
will include many of the proposed Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages
which will provide for a good proportion
of the remaining 19% of housing planned
for the ‘rural areas’.
More comparable is the fact that 60% of

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/1854

Paragraph 4.31 identifies that 90% of the East Riding's
population live within 5 miles of the Regional City, the four
Principal Towns or the seven proposed Local Service
Centres. Our client is therefore concerned that the Core
Strategy as currently drafted is only proposing 81% of all
future housing in these locations. This is discussed in
further detail later on in this report.

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/53
The identification of the seven local service centres is
OBJECTED to.
It is an important remit of the Core Strategy to identify
Local Service Centres as part of the settlement hierarchy.
Following the revocation of RSS and the settlement
hierarchy therein, it is essential that a suitable framework is
established in the Core Strategy. There is substantial gap
though in the settlement hierarchy as currently set out, a
result of discounting settlements located close to higher
order settlements and the lack of weight attributed to the
populations out which Principal Towns serve.
Local service hubs are important to the provision of
services and facilities for rural communities which is a
strong feature of the East Riding. However, the approach
taken in the PACS to identifying the delivery of services to
the community does not reflect existing provision of
services, which should be protected, and the scope for
wider available amenities in future. The role of other
centres and linked trips to higher order services needs to
be realised to enhance the sustainability of the strategy.
The proposed approach to the larger settlements, primarily
Principal Towns, needs to be amended which has an effect
then on the identification of Local Service Centres. The
function of the Principal Towns as service, employment and

people live in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Principal Towns and Local
Service Centres compared with a planned
81% provision of new homes.
See officer comment to CSPA/207.

Question 4
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Officer Comments
Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’ has been introduced through the
Further Consultation Core Strategy.
These recognise that villages close to
larger settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. However, because of their
proximity to the larger settlements, they
are not regarded as services centres in
their own right.

transport hubs extends beyond the population of the
settlement itself. The links to nearby settlements mean
those services and amenities rely upon a broader
population base and the approach set out in the Core
Strategy should recognise this.
The identification of the Principal Towns is not objected to,
but the function and the area in which they influence needs
to be recognised in spatial policy terms through the PACS.
Each Principal Town has well established its own hinterland
and wider population network with surrounding
settlements. In some instances these settlements, with
their own levels of amenities and sustainable facilities,
operate as a dual service provider to the area, effectively
making it a satellite settlement. A key example of this is the
relationship between Driffield and Nafferton.
The key spatial issues for Driffield include the strong links
to the rural hinterland (Appendix B of the PACS) and the
important service centre role for a wider but thinly
populated rural catchment area. The good quality
accessibility of the settlement by road and rail also applies
to Nafferton which has train services to Bridlington,
Scarborough, Beverley and Hull as well. These strong links
and dual service provision should be recognised and
supported in the PACS.
Recognising the role hinterlands and satellite settlements
provide would not detract from the proposed approach to
the large settlements as identified in the PACS (para 4.22).
The proposed approach to recognise the Principal Towns
and their hinterland as Spatial Planning Areas would
broaden the opportunities to focus development in those
main areas.
By incorporating this approach into PACS, concerns as to
the identification of sufficient numbers of Local Service
Centres could be overcome. The Joint Structure Plan
identified more Local Service Centres, and while that
should not be a recommendation of itself for more growth
points being identified, there is a need to ensure there is
sufficient flexibility within the PACS to accommodate
increased levels of growth.
It is also important to note that while population is an

Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Support

CSPA/84

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Jonathan Fry

Observations

CSPA/330

important consideration in the role and function of
settlements, these should not be viewed in isolation.
Settlements benefit from a larger supporting population
than just the town itself and can therefore provide services
to a wider area. This is recognised in the supporting text of
the PACS but is not articulated or delivered in policy. The
designation of Spatial Planning Areas associated with
Principal Towns’ hinterlands and satellite settlements
would bridge this gap between the objectives and delivery.
In this respect the provision of Nafferton as a satellite
settlement to accommodate growth in the hinterland of
Driffield would be an important example of service
provision to a wider and more thinly populated rural
catchment area. The opportunity for service provision in
these larger settlements and nearby increases linked trips
to these amenities and where this can be made by public
transport is particularly beneficial to the sustainability
qualities of the East Riding. In this respect defining the
hinterlands of Principal Towns as part of the Spatial
Planning Areas for growth is a significantly better and more
logical approach than currently set out in the PACS.
There is a need to recognise a hierarchy of Principal Towns
and Local Service Centres as a way of providing
infrastructural support rather than diluting resource
provision at high level in the nine towns of the JSP.
However, consideration needs to be given to the
geographical isolation of Stamford Bridge and its environs.
My client has no objections to the seven local service
centres proposed, which appear to have been selected on
the basis of reasonably consistent criteria, and are
supported by the 2004 RSS Settlement Study. However,
the geographical spread of the Local Service Centres
across the district raises some concerns. It is clear that to
the northern part of the district, around Driffield and
Bridlington, there is a gap in the settlement hierarchy as a
result of there being no settlement within that part of the
district which fulfils a local service centre role.
Whilst the Core Strategy document refers to 90% of the
population living with 5 miles of the regional city, principal
towns and local service centres, it also needs to consider

Noted.

Noted. Driffield fulfils the role of a
Principal Town in the northern part of
the East Riding and provides a large
service centre role for an extensive area.
An assessment of Hutton Cranswick
does not suggest that it performs a Local
Service Centre role. Such a role is even
less evident when considering its location
between the Principal Town of Driffield
and the Principal Town of Beverley.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr N. Muirhead

Support with
conditions

CSPA/250

where gaps in the settlement hierarchy might exist. This is
particularly important in a district such as East Riding,
which has a large geographical area and is predominantly
rural.
We do therefore not agree with the statement in
paragraph 4.31 which states that the LSC's ‘provide a good
geographical spread'. Whilst this may be the case for much
of the district, we consider that the absence of a local
service centre in the northern part of the district (i.e. the
Driffield and Wolds and Bridlington Coastal sub areas)
should be acknowledged. This will then enable
consideration of how other settlements in the hierarchy
can help to address this gap.
My client considers that there is a gap in the settlement
hierarchy in the north of the district which makes the
inclusion of Hutton Cranswick within the settlement
hierarchy important. Hutton Cranswick has a considerable
range of services and excellent public transport links for
this part of the district.
The settlement needs growth to sustain these services and
to ensure that they remain viable in the future to ensure
the community remains vibrant.
We do therefore not agree with the statement in
paragraph 4.31 which states that the LSC's ‘provide a good
geographical spread'. Whilst this may be the case for much
of the district, we consider that the absence of a local
service centre in the northern part of the district (i.e. the
Driffield and Wolds and Bridlington Coastal sub areas)
should be acknowledged. This will then enable
consideration of how other settlements in the hierarchy
can help to address this gap.
My client considers that given the rural and less accessible
nature of this northern part of the district, it is fundamental
that those settlements which currently support services
are allocated sufficient growth to ensure their future
sustainability. In this sense, the inclusion of North
Frodingham, which already has a number of services, as a
Supporting Village in the settlement hierarchy (see below)
would be in accordance with a recognition of the
challenges faced in this part of the district and the absence

Noted. Driffield fulfils the role of a
Principal Town in the northern part of
the East Riding and provides a large
service centre role for an extensive area.
An assessment of North Frodingham
does not suggest that it performs a Local
Service Centre role. Such a role is even
less evident when considering its location
between the Principal Town of Driffield
and the Local Service Centre of Hornsea.

Mr P.W. Atkins

Object

CSPA/265

Ingrid Barton
Jennifer Hadland, Smiths
Gore on behalf of Mrs S
James

Support
Observations

CSPA/275
CSPA/335

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr & Mrs JH Foreman
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Rhodes,

Object

CSPA/476

Support with
conditions

CSPA/535

of a Local Service Centre in those sub areas.
In proposing a number of sites for additional housing
development in Hornsea would you please let me know if
the fact has been considered that extensive housing
development has been progressing for many years in
Hornsea and the surrounding area in the form of holiday
parks with residential caravans and chalet bungalows with
12 months occupation for many of them.
These have increased our normal population many times
over and we are now in the position that we are already
overcrowded and further development, of any extent, is
not necessary and would only make our situation worse.
The particular areas where we should not be permitting
building houses are those open areas and car parks near to
the seafront which must be retained for leisure purposes
which are essential for Hornsea as a great seaside resort.
Yes
The identified Local Service Centres in the document are
supported. It is important, however, for the Council to
continue to work in partnership with the adjoining
Councils, particularly Hull City Council, to ensure a logical
strategic approach is fulfilled to the benefit of the wider
region.
See response CSPA/330
My clients have no objections to the seven local service
centres proposed, which appear to have been selected on
the basis of reasonably consistent criteria, and are
supported by the 2004 RSS Settlement Study. However,
the geographical spread of the Local Service Centres
across the district raises some concerns. It is clear that to
the northern part of the district, around Driffield and
Bridlington, there is a gap in the settlement hierarchy as a
result of there being no settlement within that part of the
district which fulfils a local service centre role.
Whilst the Core Strategy document refers to 90% of the
population living with 5 miles of the regional city, principal
towns and local service centres, it also needs to consider

The Council uses information from midyear population estimates prepared by
the Office for National Statistics. This
information captures NHS registrations,
for example, which may capture the
majority of ‘permanent’ residents living in
caravan and chalet parks. However, the
statistics have a degree of error so the
wider issue of ‘holiday home’ residents
needs to be acknowledged.
Site-specific issues will be addressed
through the Allocations Document.
Noted.
Noted.

See officer comment to CSPA/330
Noted. Driffield fulfils the role of a
Principal Town in the northern part of
the East Riding and provides a large
service centre role for an extensive area.
An assessment of Beeford does not
suggest that it performs a Local Service
Centre role. Such a role is even less
evident when considering its location
between the Principal Town of Driffield
and the Local Service Centre of Hornsea.

Jennifer Peacock,
Spawforths on behalf of
Messrs Hick, Goulden and
Sweeting

Observations

CSPA/500

Mr Andy Booth, Globe
Cosultants Ltd
Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society

Support

CSPA/406

Support

CSPA/661

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Evison Farmers

Support

CSPA/657

where gaps in the settlement hierarchy might exist. This is
particularly important in a district such as East Riding,
which has a large geographical area and is predominantly
rural.
We do therefore not agree with the statement in
paragraph 4.31 which states that the LSC's ‘provide a good
geographical spread'. Whilst this may be the case for much
of the district, we consider that the absence of a local
service
centre in the northern part of the district (i.e. the Driffield
and Wolds and Bridlington Coastal sub areas) should be
acknowledged. This will then enable consideration of how
other settlements in the hierarchy can help to address this
gap.
My clients consider that there is a gap in the settlement
hierarchy in the north of the district which makes the
inclusion of Beeford within the settlement hierarchy
important. Beeford has a considerable range of services and
excellent public transport links for this part of the district.
The settlement needs growth to sustain these services and
to ensure that they remain viable in the future to ensure
the community remains vibrant.
Howden is recognised as a Local Service Centre (LSCs)
within the preferred Approach Core Strategy, these being
areas which provide the main focal point for development
in rural areas. The documents highlight that Howden, with
a population of around 4,000, has a strong existing
employment location and situation on a key employment /
multi-modal transport corridor. The town is also identified
as a District Centre for retail purposes.
Yes. In particular support is given to Hedon's role as a
Local Service Centre.
Note should be taken of position in relation to Principal
Towns (and Hull) and size of local catchment area (as well
as present population/ availability of land etc.) Best option
proposed.
My client supports the identification of Elloughton/Brough
as a Local Service Centre. The settlement has a significant
level of local services including:

Noted.

Noted
Noted.

Noted.

- Brough Shopping Park, Welton Road
- Supermarkets (Morrisons & Sainsbury's)
- Post Offices - Main Street, Elloughton and Welton Road,
- Brough
- Banks - NatWest, HSBC, Barclays, Lloyds TSB
- Pharmacy - Lloyds Pharmacy - Welton Road
- Library - Centurion Way, Brough
- Total Garage, Welton Road, Brough
- Public Houses - The Half Moon, The Ferry Inn, The
Buccaneer and The Red Hawk
- Brough Childrens Centre - Springfield Avenue, Brough
- Brough Youth Hall - Welton Road
- St Marys Church Hall - St Marys Close, Elloughton
- Brough Methodist Social Hall - Welton Road
- United Reform Church School Room - Welton Low Road
- Elloughton Village Hall - Elloughton Road
- Elloughton News - Main Street, Elloughton
- Brough Primary School
- Elloughton Primary School
- Welton Primary School
- South Hunsley School
- Doctor's Surgery, Centurion Way, Brough
- Dental Practice, Tree Tops, Welton Road
Elloughton/Brough also benefits from excellent public
transport connections to the wider settlement network.
The settlement has a train station providing services to the
major centres of Doncaster, Hull, Leeds and York. A
variety of bus services connect the settlement to the wider
area, including larger settlements such as Beverley and Hull.
The opportunities to access employment and services in
larger settlements by public transport are therefore
considerable.
Elloughton/Brough not only has a good level of services, it
is situated on a key employment/multi-modal transport
corridor with linkages to the strategic employment site at
Melton. Its inclusion in the settlement hierarchy is
therefore strongly supported.
Given the importance of maintain existing services in rural
areas the sustainable growth of Elloughton is important and
sufficient land should be allocated in the settlement to

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Nobern Limited

Support

CSPA/676

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Jayne Briggs,
Mrs F Paterson-Choudhary,

Object

CSPA/608

Object

CSPA/683

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr R Swales,

Support

CSPA/1001

ensure the future viability and continued existence of those
services for its community and rural catchment.
My client supports the inclusion of Market Weighton as a
Local Service Centre. The settlement has a wide range of
local services and facilities and benefits from excellent
public transport connections to the wider settlement
network.
As a Local Service Centre Market Weighton will be a focus
for local housing growth. New housing growth will need to
be accompanied by economic growth to ensure the long
term sustainability of the community and hinterland. Given
this important role the sustainable economic growth of
Market Weighton cannot be understated and sufficient
business and industrial land should be allocated in the
settlement to ensure the future viability and continued
existence of those services for its community and rural
catchment.
See response CSPA/330
Originally 'Market villages' such as South Cave, North
Cave, and Brandesburton (to name but a few) were not
even mentioned in the position document. They now come
under 'priority 3'.
Why are villages such as Walkington, Bishop Burton,
Cherry Burton, and Rowley not included- just because a
'market' does not feature?
My clients have no objections to the seven local service
centres proposed, which appear to have been selected on
the basis of reasonably consistent criteria, and are
supported by the 2004 RSS Settlement Study. However,
the geographical spread of the Local Service Centres
across the district raises some concerns. It is clear that to
the northern part of the district, around Driffield and
Bridlington, there is a gap in the settlement hierarchy as a
result of there being no settlement within that part of the
district which fulfils a local service centre role.
Whilst the Core Strategy document refers to 90% of the
population living with 5 miles of the regional city, principal

Noted.

See officer comment to CSPA/330
The term ‘Market Village’ is not used in
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy
document.

Noted. Driffield fulfils the role of a
Principal Town in the northern part of
the East Riding and provides a large
service centre role for an extensive area.
Kilham has been considered as Rural
Service Centre (through the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy) after examining
the need to support a centre in this part
of the East Riding. An assessment of
Kilham does not suggest that it performs
a Local Service Centre role.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Support with
conditions

CSPA/848

towns and local service centres, it also needs to consider
where gaps in the settlement hierarchy might exist. This is
particularly important in a district such as East Riding,
which has a large geographical area and is predominantly
rural.
We do therefore not agree with the statement in
paragraph 4.31 which states that the LSC's ‘provide a good
geographical spread'. Whilst this may be the case for much
of the district, we consider that the absence of a local
service
centre in the northern part of the district (i.e. the Driffield
and Wolds and Bridlington Coastal sub areas) should be
acknowledged. This will then enable consideration of how
other settlements in the hierarchy can help to address this
gap.
My clients consider that there is a gap in the settlement
hierarchy in the north of the district which makes the
inclusion of Kilham within the settlement hierarchy
important. Kilham has a range of services which given the
remote rural nature of thearea and the absenc of local
service centres, it is particularly important to retain.
Without growth the settlement will be unable to sustain its
existing level of services which given the location of the
settlement in a remote rural area of the district, would be
particularly detrimental to the community.
We have no objections to the seven local service centres
proposed, which appear to have been selected on the basis
of reasonable consistent criteria, and are supported by the
2004 RSS Settlement Study. However, the geographical
spread of the Local Service Centres across the district
raises some concerns. It is clear that to the northern part
of the district, around Driffield and Bridlington, there is a
gap in the settlement hierarchy as a result of there being
no settlement within that part of the district which fulfils a
local service centre role.
Whilst the Core Strategy document refers to 90% of the
population living with 5 miles of the regional city, principal
towns and local service centres, it also needs to consider
where gaps in the settlement hierarchy might exist. This is
particularly important in an area such as East Riding, which

Noted. Driffield fulfils the role of a
Principal Town in the northern part of
the East Riding and provides a large
service centre role for an extensive area.
An assessment of other settlements does
not suggest that others perform a Local
Service Centre role. However, a range of
smaller centres (Rural Service Centres),
are identified in the Preferred Approach
Core Strategy.

is large geographical area and predominantly rural.
We do therefore not agree with the statement in
paragraph 4.31 which states that the LSC's ‘provide a good
geographical spread'. Whilst this may be the case for much
of the district, we consider that the absence of a local
service centre in the northern part of the district should be
acknowledged. This will then enable consideration of how
other settlements in the hierarchy can help to address this
gap.
We have provided you with comments regarding the Local
Service Centres via the Site Allocations consultation, in
particular highlighting a number of areas where capacity
issues in water infrastructure may act as a constraint to
development. If the necessary water infrastructure is not
present it can have a fundamental impact on the location,
quantity and timing of development an area is capable of
accommodating. It can also influence the ability of the
Water Authority to meet the terms of its various discharge
consents (Environmental Permits) and meet the obligations
embedded within the Water Framework Directive.
Establishing such capacity constraints prior to the adoption
of the Core Strategy is imperative and you would be
advised to consult fully with Yorkshire Water on this issue
and take advice where necessary. We would be pleased to
work in partnership to address any specific issues.
The Parish Council is happy that ELLOUGHTON CUM
BROUGH is designated as a LOCAL SERVICE CENTRE.
Also it is right to have BEVERLEY as our PRINCIPAL
TOWN but transport links to it should be improved. A
more frequent bus service is vital.
Yes

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Observations

CSPA/961

Jane Smith, Elloughtoncum-Brough Parish Council

Support

CSPA/905

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr A J Williams, Advance
Land and Planning Limited
on behalf of Leonard
Cheshire Disability (LCD)
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes

Support

CSPA/1212

Object

CSPA/813

lt is suggested that because of its size, accessibility and
range of available services and facilities, North Ferriby
should be included as a Local Service Centre.

Support

CSPA/1402

We support the identification of Elloughton/Brough as a
Local Service Centre (LSC). This is in accordance with the

Noted. The comments from the
Allocations DPD – Potential Sites
consultation will be considered alongside
revisions to the Strategy Document. The
Environment Agency, and other partners,
have been involved in the preparation of
the Infrastructure Study, which in turn,
has influenced the Further Consultation
Core Strategy.

Noted.

Noted.
Noted. The evidence base prepared for
the Strategy Document does not suggest
that North Ferriby fulfils the role of a
Local Service Centre.
Noted.

(Yorkshire) Ltd

Mark Jones, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Wykeland Group Limited

Support

CSPA/1569

Mr Alex Gymer
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Mr J R Everatt

Support
Object

CSPA/1295
CSPA/1425

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Land and Property Bank

Support

CSPA/1466

Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) Settlement Study 2004 and
categorisation of the settlement as a town in the Joint
Structure Plan. It is the only LSC which offers major
employment opportunities and has a direct rail link to Hull
and the rest of the Country, including London.
The settlement is highly sustainable and has good access to
services and facilities. This is highlighted in the Core
Strategy evidence base and in particular the Settlement
Studies document released in 2008. This shows that the
settlement performs strongly against, and indeed in cases
outperforms, the other LSCs in respect of sustainability
criteria.
Paragraphs 4.13 - 4.32 set out the Council's background
context and consultation responses to its settlement
hierarchy. Paragraph 4.29 sets out the 7 Local Service
Centres as proposed. We consider that the 7 Local Service
Centres as proposed, broadly align with the spatial
development pattern within the district and in this regard it
supports the identified 7 Local Service Centres. It further
notes that additional Local Service Centres are not
required within the plan.
I accept the proposed LSCs
We support the identification of Howden as a Local
Service Centre (LSC). This is in accordance with the
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) Settlement Study 2004 and
categorisation of the settlement as a town in the Joint
Structure Plan.
The settlement is highly sustainable and has good access to
services and facilities. This is highlighted in the Core
Strategy evidence base and in particular the Settlement
Studies document released in 2008. This shows that the
settlement performs strongly against, the other LSCs in
respect of sustainability criteria.
My client supports the identification of Hedon as a Local
Service Centre.
The settlement has a significant level of local services
including convenience supermarkets and many other
general stores, banks, a Post Office, several public houses,
doctors surgery, dentist, two pharmacies, a library, a

Noted.

Noted.
Noted.

Noted.

Mr Jamie Pyper, Signet
Planning on behalf of
Southwell County Homes
and Makinder

Support

CSPA/1530

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1538

Customer Service Centre and primary and secondary
schools.
Hedon also benefits from excellent public transport
connections to the wider settlement network. A variety of
bus services connect the settlement to the wider area,
including the city of Hull. The opportunities to access
employment and services in larger settlements by public
transport are therefore considerable.
Hedon not only has a good level of services, it is situated
on a key employment/multi-modal transport corridor. Its
inclusion in the settlement hierarchy is therefore strongly
supported.
Given the importance of maintaining existing services in
rural areas the sustainable growth of Hedon is important
and sufficient land should be allocated in the settlement to
ensure the future viability and continued existence of those
services for its community and rural catchment.
As set out in our earlier consultation response to the
issues and options document, it was considered that Leven
would make an appropriate Local Service Centre given its
location and the dependency that many smaller settlements
surrounding it have upon its services. It is noted in this
current consultation that three other representations
promoting Leven as a Local Service Centre were also
received. Notwithstanding this it has been decided to
identify it as a rural service centre. The identification of
such a tier within the settlement hierarchy is considered
necessary in ensuring that the development pressure upon
the major settlements is relieved and will allow for more
sustainable development pattern, particularly in relation to
residents that do not live close to the main settlements and
are in closer proximity to Rural Service Centres which will
offer a range of day to day services and facilities. The
attached Schedule provides a summary of all the services
and facilities within Leven and reinforces its identification as
a location for future development.
The spread and cover provided by these centres appears
to fulfil the objects set. We have concerns regarding Rural
Service centres, Supporting Villages and the countryside
which will be indentified later,

Noted. The evidence base prepared for
the Strategy Document does not suggest
that Leven fulfils the role of a Local
Service Centre.

Noted.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr A Naylor
Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council
Mr Neil Manock, Neil
Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1669

See response CSPA/330

See officer comment to CSPA/330

Observations

CSPA/2071

Noted.

Support

CSPA/1731

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Support

CSPA/1856

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land

Observations

CSPA/1604

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Humber
Growers/Shirethorn Ltd

Support

CSPA/1701

We would support Brough/Elloughton as our nearest Local
Service centre which reflects the JSP.
The identification of Howden as one of the seven Local
Service Centres is supported. Howden is an identified
District Centre for retailing purposes, with an established,
strong existing employment location, located on a key
employment/multi-modal transport corridor, with a
population of approximately 4000 and it is essential that
this is reflected its is status as an LSC.
Our client agrees with the seven proposed Local Service
Centres and agrees that there are no other settlements
which fulfil the same role and, function as the seven
identified. The purpose of the Local Service Centres as set
out in paragraph 4.25 of the Core Strategy is to provide
the main focal point for development in rural areas
Galliford does not have specific objection to the
identification of the seven proposed Local Service Centres.
However, our client believes that in terms of overall
distribution and priority for development, the ‘higher order
settlements’, such as the Principal Town of Beverley should
be afforded the highest priority for development. We
respond separately on the overall housing distribution.
Elloughton cum Brough is a town with a population of over
9,000 and forms part of the Humber Estuary RSS sub area
which continues to play an important role in the
transformation of Hull. The town is a key service centre
and has a range of facilities and services with excellent
public transport links via rail and bus into Hull and Leeds.
In light of these existing residential and employment areas,
train station, schools, shopping and leisure facilities, the
Humber Growers Group is in support of the Proposed
Approach set out in paragraphs 4.28 and 4.29 to identify
Elloughton cum Brough as a Local Service Centre. In
comparison to more isolated settlements, the town's
strategic location close to Hull and within the east-west
modal corridor, where significant employment is located

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Mr J R Uney

Object

CSPA/1976

Planning Committee, East
Riding of Yorkshire Council

Observations

CSPA/2140

Mr P J Gray, Hickling Gray
Associates on behalf of
Client Unknown,

Support

CSPA/2102

and proposed to be allocated, means it can provide
sustainable patterns of development not only within the
Beverley & Central sub area but across East Riding as a
whole, thereby 'ensuring a wide network of centres that
provide services, transport, housing and employment
opportunities for a wide rural hinterland
Further, it is considered that the other six settlements
(Hedon, Hornsea, Howden, Market Weighton, Pocklington
and Withernsea) are appropriate to be designated as Local
Service Centres alongside Elloughton cum Brough given
their range of services and facilities, their broad geographic
spread and, most importantly, the fact that they currently
act as service centres in their own right.
The main objection to further house building in the Hedon
area remains, the whole area is classed as A High Risk
Flood Area, plus other factors which enter into the
argument such as item 9.95, on the Preferred Approach
Document. If Hedon is to be developed any further in the
foreseeable future with any more house building and
Renewable Energy Systems such as Waste Incinerators and
the proposed Dong energy's woodchip burner at Saltend
then I suggest that the prime building requirement
should/would be a Local Medical Establishment such as a
Hospital instead of the ongoing situation which requires
the elderly and infirm having to travel vast distances to
Castle Hill, HRI, or the proposed new Hospital at Beverley,
South Holderness Rate payers are being overlooked
regarding facilities, disadvantaged for the benefit of other
affluent area's of the East Riding of Yorkshire.
The provision of secondary education should be a
consideration in deciding local service centres.

We act for clients with an interest and ownership of land
indicated as being a potential housing land allocation for
development in Hornsea. This is identified as site HOR19
in the consultation document.
Our clients support the Council's preferred approach to

Noted. Hedon has been identified as a
Local Service Centre as it has the
services, facilities and access to jobs to
facilitate this role. However, due to the
level of flood risk, only a very small
amount of residential development is
proposed here.

All of the Local Service Centres have a
secondary school (albeit
Elloguhton/Brough’s secondary school is
in nearby Melton and Hedon’s is in
nearby Preston) and this was factored in
to their identification.
Noted. Site-specific issues will be
addressed through the Allocations
Document.

the allocation of land for development, and in particular the
distribution of housing sites, insofar as the consultation
document identifies Hornsea as a Local Service Centre
(LSC) which will provide the local focus for housing,
economic development, shopping, leisure, transport,
education, health, entertainment and cultural activities for
the town and its rural hinterland.
We are aware that this status has been determined by the
Regional Spatial Strategy and the Council's own evidence
base. However we also note the government's
announcement to abolish Regional Strategies. Whilst it is
not clear what effect this may have for the emerging Core
Strategy there remains logic to the recognition of Hornsea
as being one of the main settlements within the East Riding.
As such it is reasonable to conclude that further
development of the town would meet the objectives for
sustainability.

Paragraph 4.33
Consultee
Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership
Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1896 The Partnership considers that despite the occasional
difficulties in doing so, careful consideration ought to be
given to Parish and Town Plans wherever they have
recently been developed.
CSPA/1902 The Partnership is concerned that rural inclusion and levels
of rural poverty are not robustly recognised using current
methodology (which is largely designed for urban
contexts).
The ERYC Information Digest contains two statements
about Communities:
One, the ‘Best Value Performance’ indicator shows 79% of
respondents to the 2008 Place Survey agreed that people
from different backgrounds get on well together; a figure
marginally above the national response and which places ER
in the top 50 authorities.
Two, the Place Survey also showed that 66% felt that they
‘belonged’ to their local area; substantially above the
national average and which places it 4th out of 151 English

Officer Comments
Noted. They are a valuable source of
local information and can set out the
aspirations of the community.
Noted. The Strategy Document is a
strategic document which considers a
broad range of trends and issues. Specific
activities to address deprivation in
extremely localised situations are perhaps
beyond the remit of the document.
However, the Strategy Document should
be seen as one of the ‘tools’ to address
the key issues facing the East Riding (such
as rural challenges) as part of a wider
Community Strategy.
The Preferred Approach Core Strategy
explicitly recognises the challenges of

authorities.
These local results are confirmed by the general conclusion
about rural communities as stated in the Newcastle
University research report. They found evidence of strong
community spirit with a great capacity for self help which
they describe as the potential basis for ‘localism and an
opportunity for voluntary service. However, the report
also identifies an unevenness concealed by median and
averaged results. They found evidence that the most
powerful groups benefit most and the socially excluded
groups are not heard.
The Partnership therefore considers that the LDF in its
final form should seek to make arrangements for regular
monitoring of the level of community activity and cohesion
through appropriate departments by gathering evidence at
the smallest scale possible and thus identifying localities
facing difficulties which then might be ameliorated by local
authority leadership and support.
The same Newcastle University report concludes that
most community activity partnerships have been local
authority lead and further note that this is likely to very
different post 2010. There are exceptions locally to this
conclusion; The Pocklington and Wolds Gateway
Partnership has lasted some 10 years without LA
leadership involved.
The Partnership would like the statement in Spatial
Strategy objective 2 to be strengthened by adding to the
bracketed list of Bridlington, Goole, South-East Holderness
the words: “…and hidden pockets of dispersed rural
disadvantage.”
The Yorkshire and Humber Rural Forum report, Rural
Priorities, emphasises a similar set of points by considering
low wage rates in rural areas; consequent rural poverty
intensified by lack of work opportunities in some cases.
One in five rural households in Y and H suffer Income
Poverty according to the Forum evidence (see ACRE data
at www.rural-evidence.org.uk/home).
Other negative influences exacerbating the incidence and
severity of rural poverty include:1. the higher cost of travel compared to urban areas

rural isolation and poverty. It includes a
proactive response to supporting a
network of service centres which seek to
ensure a standard of access to services
and facilities in rural areas.

2. the frequent extra cost of domestic heating
3. the social and financial welfare of immigrant communities
4. the lack of community use buildings in certain localities
(the closure of some churches with the potential for
alternative usage is something the LDF could aim to
facilitate)
5. ageing populations and the loss of young people
The LDF may be able to adduce small scale localised
evidence to identify communities most at risk from the
effects of combinations of negative influences. Figures 9 and
10 in the ERYC Information Digest map the Indices of
Multiple Deprivation on a parish basis. It may be necessary
to ‘drill down deeper’, using recent research
methodologies, to an even more local scale to find the
evidence for support activity.
The Forward Planning team are clearly aware of certain
demographic trends in rural areas, some of which have
already been referred to above .The LDF should seek to
capitalise on those trends with a potentially positive impact,
namely :1. the influx of ‘better-off’ families and individuals (although
there can be a parallel negative influence to this inward
migration if it leads to increase social/cultural divergence)
2. the contribution inward migrants can make to
community voluntary activities within the ‘localism’ agenda
by providing leadership (which may need initial facilitating)
3. the contribution inward migrants who do not wish to
retire can therefore make towards diversifying the local
economy
4. supporting existing voluntary community activities and
encouraging other groups to form and follow suit.
Examples worth highlighting include; the Hornsea
beachside cafe which provides Meals on Wheels service;
the Holderness Health and Well-being group; various
community transport schemes.
Equally the LDF may be able to identify to other
sections/departments of the Local Authority ways in which
negative demographic effects may be mitigated. Among
these are:1. the loss of able young people through outward migration

(the promotion and support of high status employment
opportunities is a key to mitigation in this case. The LA
Graduate Trainee scheme is a beacon of excellence in this
respect and worth replicating in other fields of
employment)
2. increasing frailty with old age with consequent increasing
service dependence - there is much undiagnosed need
according to the Y and H Rural Priorities report.
(facilitating Voluntary community activity in response to
this need will be vital)
3. the vulnerability of the elderly to the impact of climate
change (excessive heat, intense cold, incidence of flood and
drought)

Paragraph 4.39
Consultee
Mr A J Williams, Advance
Land and Planning Limited
on behalf of Leonard
Cheshire Disability (LCD)

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/814
Supported

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/815
Object. lt is ridiculous to suggest that small scale or limited
development in settlements close to the main urban
centres will in any way detract from the regeneration or
development of those larger urban areas.
It is further suggested that it is common sense to allow for
sustainable development on brownfield land in settlements
such as North Ferriby which benefits from local services
and facilities and offers easy access to services and facilities
in nearby larger centres. To do otherwise would be to
penalise it for being 'too accessible' which is a complete
nonsense.

Officer Comments

Nature Of

Comment Response

Officer Comments

Noted.

Paragraph 4.43
Consultee
Mr A J Williams, Advance
Land and Planning Limited
on behalf of Leonard
Cheshire Disability (LCD)

Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’ has been introduced through the
Further Consultation Core Strategy.
These recognise that villages close to
larger settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. However, because of their
proximity to the larger settlements, they
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.

Paragraph 4.47
Consultee

Mr A.B Craven,

Response:
Other

ID
CSPA/716

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/54
A process is required for the identification of Rural Service
Centres and Supporting Villages, however the approach
adopted by the Core Strategy is OBJECTED to. Significant
concerns in respect of this process were raised at the
Agents Workshop on the 2nd June 2010.
Stage 2 of Figure 6 ‘Assessment of potential Rural Service
Centres and Supporting Villages’ is entirely inappropriate.
This is exacerbated as the approach therein has permeated
other elements of the Local Development Framework
including the Site Allocations DPD and other elements of
the Core Strategy. This criteria effectively results in the
discounting of settlements with the best links to Principal
Towns and the associated services they provide. This
approach fails to recognise the supporting role that is
provided by satellite settlements and hinterland populations
to those Principal Towns.
A prime example of this situation is Nafferton which
benefits from higher range services such as a primary
school and railway station yet is not recognised at any
stage in the PACS as having any service provision role. This
is a result solely of the settlements proximity to Driffield.
A close relationship between Principal Towns and nearby

Further to the countryside and other rural settlements will
Elstronwick be considered for small scale development?

Proposed Policy SS3 of the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy considered
development in rural areas which
included villages such as Elstronwick. This
has been revised in the Further
Consultation Core Strategy document.
Small scale development will be
supported in those villages with a basic
level of services (i.e. a village shop,
primary school and village hall).
Elsewhere, a more restrictive approach
will be applied.

Question 5
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Officer Comments
Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. However, because of their
proximity to the larger settlements, they
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.

settlements in fact provides a more sustainable
environment in which to allocate growth and provide
services. Reduced travel to work time and proximity to a
wider range of services and amenities is a significant benefit
of this proximity to Principal Towns. Public transport is
also more likely to be available to those main destinations
from nearby communities which offers a more sustainable
choice of travel to the population.
Stage 2 of the assessment could provide a starting point as
an approach for identifying growth areas associated with
the Principal Towns - a ‘Spatial Planning Area’ for example
of the form endorsed in the adopted Huntingdonshire
Core Strategy. The PACS framework lends itself to
identifying broadly defined hinterland areas for the Principal
Towns i.e. the 2 mile criteria from the towns. This area
would include settlements which perform a satellite
function (such as Nafferton to Driffield) and provide
growth area which have more sustainable travel to work
times and access to facilities than the Strategy at present.
It is important to recognise that existing services need to
be supported by growth to maintain the customer base and
threshold populations upon which they rely. The approach
set out in the Core Strategy wholly undermines this and
effectively plans for the decline of any settlement within 2
miles of a larger town.
b) Do you agree with the preferred option to identify the
13 Rural Service Centres and 13 Supporting Villages? If not,
please state why.
The identification of the settlements as Rural Service
Centres and Supporting Villages is OBJECTED to. This
stems primarily from the alternative approach to the
Settlement Hierarchy set out in these representations
which would identify settlements for growth within 2 miles
of Principal Towns. Such an approach has implications for
the need to identify RSC’s and SV’s.
The approach suggested in responses to question 1, 2 and
4 for a spatial planning area around Principal Towns would
reduce the pressure for additional RSC and SV
identification. The proposed approach would avoid
potential dispersed patterns of development and ensure

Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/85

the focus of development was on areas associated with the
larger settlements. This approach would contribute to the
sustainable growth agenda and in balance with renewal and
support for the rural areas through suitable RSC and SV
identification is the preferred approach.
The approach for growth areas to include Principal Town
hinterlands as part of their Spatial Planning Area would
address similar objectives to New Option C. This would
follow a logical route of focusing growth in sustainable
areas.
It is unclear what level of service provision is intended of
Supporting Villages. Provision (e.g. local shop) is often
economically tenuous and facilities may disappear within
the life-span of the LDF, making a mockery of designation
as Supporting Village.
The intended permitted growth rate of five dwellings per
Supporting Village and ten dwellings per Rural Service
Centre takes no account of size of settlement. The
stipulation would be better were it proportional to
settlement size at base-line date. Continuous or continual
growth might eventually threaten the settlement hierarchy.

Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/88

There appears to be little sustainable rationale for
promoting as Supporting Villages those in close proximity
to Rural Service Centres, such as Brandesburton, given the
stated rationale that proximity of prospective RSCs or SVs
to Principal Towns is a valid reason for not including these
in the classification.

Mr Matthew Naylor,
Yorkshire Water

Observations

CSPA/132

Mr Daniel Hatcher, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Church Commissioners

Support

CSPA/141

It would have been useful to have a completed
infrastructure study prior to determining the rural service
centres and supporting villages. It is essential that the
infrastructure study is completed prior to the next
consultation on the Core Strategy and Allocations DPD.
We support the process for identifying Rural Service
Centres, in particular we are supportive of the Council's
overall vision for the District in respect of the rural areas

Noted. Whilst the Strategy Document
will be a long-term plan, it is likely to be
reviewed within the plan period.
The Core Strategy Further Consultation
introduces a growth strategy based on
the size of a village. For Rural Service
Centres (now called Primary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 20% of the size of the
village. For Supporting Villages (now
called Secondary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 10%
of the size of the village.
The catchments of Principal Towns are
much larger than those of Rural Service
Centres and Supporting Villages. In some
locations, Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Villages in proximity can
provide an enhanced service centre
function.
An Infrastructure Study was completed in
October 2011 and has been used to
prepare a Further Consultation and a
Publication version of the Core Strategy.
Noted.

Mr P J Gray, Hickling Gray
Associates on behalf of
Client Unknown

Object

CSPA/158

and support the proposal to direct growth to the most
sustainable villages. In particular we recognise and support
Stamford Bridge as a Rural Service Centre.
We are instructed to object to the Council's preferred
approach to housing distribution and land allocations set
out in the Core Strategy consultation document.
It is considered that the Council's approach will not result
in an appropriate pattern of growth given that a number of
the settlements excluded from the preferred approach are
highly sustainable in terms of their locations and the
facilities they offer to the resident population of the
settlements.
North Ferriby is one such place. It contains retail,
education, community and recreational facilities to support
the local residents. It contains employment sites and is very
convenient for the main employment areas adjoining the
A63 in the Melton area.
It is also highly accessible by means other than the private
car. There are rail facilities linking it to the main
conurbations of Hull, the West Riding and beyond. It is on
a regular public bus network. For those wishing to travel
by car it is on the main A63 transport network.
Having regard to the credentials of the settlement it is on a
par with those places where the Core Strategy is
suggesting the main housing allocations will be made, such
as Elloughton cum Brough.
We note that the objective of Stage 4 is to identify a well
distributed network of Local Service Centres (LSC) taking
into account the location of the larger settlements which
meet the needs of the vast majority of the East Riding
population. Once identified the intention is then to
consider the location of Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Villages. However, with this approach the
Council will be ignoring these settlements such as North
Ferriby which, because of their proximity to an LSC such
as Elloughton/Brough, are not considered appropriate to
be identified RSCs/SVs.
This approach is fundamentally wrong. It denies the historic
evidence of how settlements have grown in a hierarchical
manner and seeks to direct growth to other less

Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. However, because of their
proximity to the larger settlements, they
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
Whilst there is a strategy to focus
development in the most sustainable
locations, the approach also seeks to
ensure that there is a well distributed
network of different sized centres across
the East Riding. This is a key part of the
rationale for the approach to RSCs and
SVs.
Despite the announcements by the
Government, the RSS remained part of
the Development Plan for the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy and Further
Consultation Core Strategy and it is
unlawful to prepare a plan which is not in
general conformity with it.
Reference to Option C in the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy is made
correctly.

sustainable places.
We note that further considerations in establishing the
number of RSC/SVs include: resource implications in trying
to maintain and support services and facilities in a high
number of settlements. Where development is spread
across a large range of centres, the long-term viability of
maintaining existing services and facilities (both public and
commercial) becomes increasingly difficult. A more
focussed approach to targeting resources would ensure
that they could be maintained over the long term and
ensure that a standard of accessibility is maintained.
The very fact that settlements such as North Ferriby are
ignored because of their proximity to the preferred LSCs
falls contrary to the considerations the Council are seeking
to apply in determining location and distribution of housing
land.
It is considered that there is a sufficiently strong argument
to support the contention that some of the intended
growth in the LSCs could be directed to those other
sustainable settlements within proximity. This would
reduce the pressure to identify large areas of potentially
greenfield land in a small number of settlements and
distribute some of the identified housing needs in to the
settlements around the main growth node, such as North
Ferriby is to Elloughton/Brough.
The government has announced that it is to abolish
Regional Strategies. The implications of this for the East
Riding are, as yet, unknown. However, this is likely to allow
the Council more rein to determine the location and
distribution of housing and employment land. This would
be in a manner more suited to the current form and
character of the East Riding with its established pattern of
development in settlements than controlled by wider
regional 'requirements'.
The manner in which this was previously controlled in the
former Structure Plan, which identified a wider range of
'selected settlements', worked really well for many years
and established a range and distribution of housing and
employment across the East Riding which created a range
of sustainable settlements in locations many of which are

well served by public transport links.
There seems to be little justification to squeeze the
distribution tighter by not including land allocations in
those settlements which are sustainable but excluded
simply because they are located close to identified core
LSC settlements such as Elloughton/Brough. Indeed, there
is a case to make that many of these settlements are far
more suitable for further development because of the
facilities they offer and their proximity to major
employment locations and the public transport network
than some of the 26 RSCs and SVs the Core Strategy is
promoting.
On the first part [of Question 5] we do not agree with the
process simply because well established and sustainable
settlements such as North Ferriby are being ignored simply
because of their proximity to proposed LSCs when they
have more credentials for meeting the principle objectives
of national planning policy on delivering sustaniable
development than a number of 'preferred' settlements.
On the second part we do not agree with the preferred
option to identify only 26 RSCs and SVs for the reasons
given above.
One of the options identified in the Core Strategy
document was New Option C. This identifies all
settlements meeting the criteria in Stage 1 of the process
which includes those settlements close to larger centres.
The justification for this is that it would generally lead to
shorter journeys for activities. However, this approach was
discounted on the basis of their proximity to these larger
centres. The reason given for this is stated to be on the
need for the Spatial Strategy to provide a more focused
pattern of development directing most growth to larger
settlements which are capable of meeting most of the
everyday needs of people in those places and the
surrounding areas.
Notwithstanding the fact that RSS is to be abolished such
that LPAs may be able to set their own strategies we have
argued that if the intention is to concentrate development
to larger settlements there is a logic to say that those
settlements exhibiting sustainable characteristics which are

Mr P J Gray, Hickling Gray
Associates on behalf of
Client Unknown,

Support

CSPA/136

recognised as being closed to these larger settlements
might also be identified for some growth both to retain
their individual function of supporting its immediate
population but close enough to the LSC to benefit for the
higher level of services which it might provide.
In the case of North Ferriby it has a significant level of
facilities to support its residents and any new housing that
might be built there. It is also an equally accessible position
in terms of proximity to major employment sites along the
A63 and to the public transport network as its neighbour
at Elloughton/Brough which is identified for substantial
growth.
The Core Strategy is confusing in that in referring to New
Option C it states that, "Option B would include those
settlements identified as part of Stage 1 of the Proposed
Approach (2)" and includes North Ferriby. It appears this
should have actually read 'Option C'.
Notwithstanding this apparent anomaly our clients consider
that this option to identify those settlements with
sustainable characteristics which are close to larger
settlements such as North Ferriby, should be the preferred
approach. This will lead to a better distribution of housing
land around the East Riding and continue to meet the
objective of ensuring the long-term maintenance and
viability of existing services and facilities within the
settlement. It will relieve some of the burden of placing the
vast majority of development outside the main urban areas
onto a few LSCs whilst still providing the same level of
allocated land in the local area.
In this regard we again promote our clients land to you as
an available and potentially developable area of housing in
very close proximity to the centre of North Ferriby and all
the facilities it has to support its resident population.
We are instructed to support the Council's intention to
Noted.
identify South Cave as a Supporting Village (SV) to provide
a service hub in this rural part of the East Riding. In doing
so we also wish to further promote our clients land for
consideration as one of the preferred housing allocations in
the forthcoming Development Plan Document (DPD).
Given the facilities available to support the local population

Chris Berry, Hornsea
Town Council

Observations

CSPA/138

Caroline Searle, Entec UK
Ltd on behalf of Crown
Estate, Crown Estate

Object

CSPA/212

in South Cave its identification as an SV would be
reasonable. The size of the settlement and the level of
facilities it provides might even place it such as to be
regarded in the higher category of a Rural Service Centre
although there seems to be little difference between them
in terms of future growth proposals.
The settlement has a full range of facilities including shops,
school, community and leisure places with employment
areas close by. It is also located on a main public transport
network as well as being on a primary road transport
corridor from the East Riding. South Cave scores very
highly as a sustainable settlement.
One major issue is where the Rural Service Centre and
Supporting Villages are proposed, a cluster approach to
these settlements to accommodate limited further
development was supported. In the case of Hornsea this
could involve the identification of Seaton, Sigglesthrone and
Atwick as places to accommodate some limited
development in support of Hornsea.

The Crown Estate questions the process used for
identifying RSCs and SVs. The Crown Estate believes
Skirlaugh to be more suited to RSC level than SV level.
Core Strategy Approach: Figure 6 (pg 35) briefly
summarises the 4-stage process used to consider the
classification of RSCs and CVs which is set out more detail
in the background document of 30/06/10 ‘East Riding
Settlement Network’. It is clear that when looking at New
Option D: Identify all settlements meeting the criteria in
Stages 1 & 2 as RSCs (pg 38) Skirlaugh is included in the 18
settlements but is not included in the final 13 in the
preferred policy on the basis of Leven having ‘more
services and facilities than Skirlaugh’ (p.22). The Crown
Estate suggests that this does not accord with the

Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. However, because of their
proximity to the larger settlements, they
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
Noted. The approach to development in
villages has evolved from the Preferred
Options Smaller Settlements DPD based
on comments received to that
consultation and to the Core Strategy
Issues and Options paper. Therefore,
whilst some of the principles remain the
same, as well as the majority of the
settlements identified, there have been
some amendments in the identification
process as acknowledged.
In respect of the comments regarding
170 dwellings in some villages, the

conclusions of the previous analysis which ranked Skirlaugh
above Leven on service provision, or examination of the
settlement profiles which suggests that Skirlaugh and Leven
have a broadly similar service complement. This particular
incongruity is explored below.
Comparison with Previous Approach: Para 4.41 of the
Core Strategy makes reference to the 2006 Preferred
Options Smaller Settlements DPD which, whilst we
understand it is no longer being progressed, it is clear the
methodology for the Core Strategy settlement assessment
stemmed from this to a significant extent.
Whilst appreciating the document will not become an
adopted DPD, it is currently being used as ‘a starting point
in the consideration of relevant applications’ for
settlements identified as ‘Market Villages’ in the document
(ie the tier below Local Service Centres - equivalent to
RSCs in the emerging Core Strategy).(
http://www.eastriding.gov.uk/corp -docs/forwardplanning
/html/smallersettlements.html) As the Smaller Settlements
DPD has been consulted on up to Preferred Options stage,
The Crown Estate believes it holds some weight and the
results of this assessment should not be completely
disregarded for the Core Strategy assessment.
Skirlaugh was identified as a Priority 1 Market Village in the
Preferred Options Small Settlements DPD. It is clear
Priority 1 Market Villages are an equivalent tier to the
Core Strategy’s current ‘Rural Service Centres’. The
assessment used to inform the DPD noted that: ‘Skirlaugh
is one of few settlements on the main arterial road from
Hull that is well placed to meet the everyday needs of
some of the smaller and less well serviced rural settlements
to its East. It is distant from the major settlements, has
good transport services and accessibility and has a good
level of services and facilities. It has no known fundamental
environmental constraints.’ (para 4.51 Smaller Settlements
DPD, Sept 06)
The previous assessment looked at factors such as
provision of services and facilities, availability of public
transport, proximity to larger settlements, and
employment opportunities in each of the settlements

Further Consultation Core Strategy
introduces a growth strategy based on
the size of a village. For Rural Service
Centres (now called Primary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 20% of the size of the
village. For Supporting Villages (now
called Secondary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 10%
of the size of the village.
Further consideration of environmental
factors (e.g. flood risk) has been made
through the Further Consultation Core
Strategy. This has ensured that the scale
of development proposed in each
settlement can be delivered (e.g. in
Leven).
All existing undeveloped allocations from
the Local Plans will be revisited through
the Allocations Document. This will
include a revision of development limits.

assessed. The Core Strategy assessment considers the first
3 elements and also identifies ‘gaps’ in the more rural areas
which are distant to larger service centres - as such some
very small settlements appear to be have been identified as
Rural Service Centres, for example Wetwang (population
672) and Middleton (population 774). The Crown Estate do
not believe applying approx 170 additional units (10 a year
until 2026) in such limited settlements is sustainable or
achievable without significant enhancement to service
provision.
The results of the previous assessment concluded that 4 of
the current Core Strategy-identified Rural Service Centres
- Leven, Aldbrough, Kilham, and Wetwang - were ranked
lower than Skirlaugh which is currently identified as a
Supporting Village in the Preferred Options Core Strategy.
In addition, when the settlements were divided into their
respective sub-areas both Skirlaugh and Leven were
identified as Priority 1 Market Villages in the Central subarea with Skirlaugh ranked above Leven. In the Core
Strategy however, Leven is identified as a Rural Service
Centre whilst Skirlaugh has been downgraded to a
Supporting Village.
We also seriously question the development potential of a
number of the sites identified in the Site Allocations map
for Leven - it is clear that over three-quarters of the sites
identified are significantly affected by high flood risk issues.
Only a very small section of one site in Skirlaugh is affected
by flood risk. In addition, Skirlaugh’s development envelope
includes The Crown Estate’s - Land west of Skirlaugh which was previously allocated in the Holderness Local
Plan (7ha) for residential development. The settlement
boundary was drawn to accommodate this land; Leven
would appear less suitable for RSC level development than
Skirlaugh, unless its settlement boundaries were
significantly altered.
Within the Central Sub-Area, The Crown Estate believes
Skirlaugh to be an appropriate settlement to accommodate
RSC level development - potentially more so than Leven,
especially when factoring in flood risk concerns and
available land within the existing settlement envelope. The
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Crown Estate requests that Skirlaugh be upgraded to RSC
level.
Our response to Q5b below outlines The Crown Estate’s
aspirations for development within Skirlaugh which we
believe further supports the progression of Skirlaugh to
RSC level in the settlement hierarchy.
The Crown Estate requests that East Riding of Yorkshire
Council consider Skirlaugh as a Rural Service Centre as
opposed to a Supporting Village. Along with our response
to the settlement assessment in Q5a above, we believe the
scale and nature of development proposed will further
justify Skirlaugh’s promotion to RSC level in the settlement
hierarchy.
The Crown Estate has been promoting ‘Land West of
Skirlaugh’ throughout East Riding of Yorkshire’s LDF
process. Development of the site has the potential to
create a vibrant and quality expansion to Skirlaugh, offering
an opportunity for quality and choice in homes,
environment, and local facilities.
Previous Allocations: Land West of Skirlaugh was
previously allocated in the Holderness District Local Plan
(1999) as SK2 and SK3 as follows:
SK2: The Council allocates 6.99 Ha of land for residential
purposes north of Benningholme Lane subject to provision
of a comprehensive scheme and layout for the whole site
including access arrangements, landscaping, open space,
footpaths, and childrens play area; and arrangements to
secure the relocation of the playing fields to SK3.
SK3: The Council allocates 3.54 Ha of land for formal
recreational open space adjacent to residential
development off Benningholme Lane.
These polices have been saved as an interim measure
whilst East Riding of Yorkshire’s LDF is being progressed.
However, The Crown Estate is unable to progress with a
planning application on the site as the Council has imposed
a moratorium on the development of Greenfield allocation
sites due to an overprovision of housing supply in recent
years; the situation is reviewed annually and sites are
released on a sub-area basis subject to need which is
triggered by land supply shortages. Although Land West of

Noted. Site-specific issues will be
addressed through the Allocations
Document.

Skirlaugh may well be released in the short to medium
term, The Crown Estate is keen to retain the allocation
and renew it through the emerging LDF process to help
meet the sustainable development needs of Skirlaugh in the
short, medium, and long term.
A Development Brief was produced by Holderness District
Council in 2001 for allocation SK2. The Brief suggested
that 166 units could be provided on site (at 25dph). The
Crown Estate has undertaken a number of design exercises
and has determined that capacity for up to 170 units exists
on the SK2 allocation in three phases. This level of
development is equivalent to the housing requirement for
RSCs up to 2026 ie the lifetime of the Core Strategy. (17
years x 10 units a year = 170 units). All of the developable
area (ie previous SK2) is within the existing settlement
envelope so no additional land take would be required.
Additionally, East Riding of Yorkshire’s SHLAA (2009)
identified the previous SK2 allocation area as suitable for
160 units in a 0-5year period.
The Crown Estate believes this is further justification for
Skirlaugh’s suitability to become a RSC.
NB: In the Issues & Options Site Allocations DPD, the site
is identified as SKG 6 ‘Land to the North of Mill House
Way.’ The playing fields may be relocated to SKG 4 or
SKG 5 - all part of The Crown Estate’s landholdings at
Skirlaugh.
The Opportunity: Development of The Crown Estate’s
land to the west of Skirlaugh will ensure the ongoing
vibrancy and vitality of an important rural community.
Development may allow the establishment of a population
large enough to increase service provision and support
local employment facilitating greater levels of self
sufficiency and regeneration. We are aware that a number
of local shops and facilities have closed in recent years,
including the petrol station, butchers, and hair salon. We
also understand that one of the village pubs is also up for
sale and Skirlaugh Primary School classes are having to
merge due to falling pupils numbers. It is hoped that
development of The Crown Estate’s land will help enhance
the long term sustainability of the village by increasing the

population size and stimulating associated services.
Development will allow for a mix of housing types including
affordable housing based on local need. The Crown Estate
is fully committed to the provision of affordable housing
and will ensure appropriate levels of affordable dwellings
are delivered as part of a balanced approach taking into
account other development contributions required. This
will provide quality homes for local people often competing
against wealthier daily commuters for housing in rural
areas.
The development will fully embrace the principles of
environmental sustainability in terms of place making and in
the use of cutting edge building standards, materials, and
processes to minimise waste and maximise renewable
energy. Appropriate informal open space and formal
recreational space will be provided within the
development. Development will respect and sit back from
established features such as the Gall Plantation, Lambwath
stream, and the sewage works as a flood prevention and
amenity measure - linking in with other Green
Infrastructure networks where possible.
The site is free from any significant environmental,
historical, and ecological constraints
Open Space, Sport, and Play: The playing pitches which are
currently provided to the north of Mill House Way will be
relocated and significantly enhanced. Relocation options
include land either to the north or land to the south of
Benningholme Lane. (SKG5 and SKG 4 in the emerging
Issues & Options Site Allocations DPD). The improvements
to the playing pitches will bring sports provision for the
village up to standard - a concern that both the Skirlaugh
Playing Fields Association and the Parish Council are
hoping to address in the future.
The six acre standard is advocated at the national level by
Fields in Trust (previously the National Playing Fields
Association), this directs that for each 1000 residents there
should be 2.4 hectares (6 acres) comprising of:
- 1.6 hectares (4 acres) for outdoor sport and recreation
space (including parks)
- 0.8 hectares (2 acres) for children's play, with about 0.25

ha of this equipped playgrounds
Skirlaugh has a population of approximately 1,500
residents, based on the 6 acres standards this translates to:
- 2.4ha of outdoor sport and recreation space
- 1.2ha of children?s play space
Current sports and play provision amounts to
approximately 1.6ha in the village (excludes school playing
fields). Emerging design options for the site show sports,
recreation, and play space integrated within the overall
development scheme at levels over and above that
required by national and emerging local standards.
Community Engagement: Ongoing discussions have been
held with the Parish Council and the Skirlaugh Playing
Fields Association. The Crown Estate looks forward to
continuing these discussions and in due course involving
the wider community as development plans evolve.
Conclusion: To conclude, The Crown Estate believes
Skirlaugh to be suitable for Rural Service Centre status for
the following reasons:
- Development on The Crown Estate?s land to the west of
Skirlaugh would be located on existing residential allocation
SK2
- The site is capable of accommodating up to 170 units the development level required for RSCs up to 2026
- The site is within the existing settlement envelope, no
additional boundary amendments would be required to
accommodate new development
- The 2009 SHLAA identified the site as suitable for
delivering approximately 160 units in 0-5years
- The site is free from any significant environmental,
historical, and ecological constraints
- Development will create a vibrant and quality expansion
to Skirlaugh, offering an opportunity for quality and choice
in homes, environment, and local facilities
- Development of The Crown Estate?s land will help
enhance the long term sustainability of the village by
increasing the population size and stimulating associated
services
- Sports provision, open space, and children?s play is
acknowledged to be below standard and will form a critical
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element of the overall scheme
- The development will be brought forward collaboratively
with the Parish Council, key stakeholders, and the local
community
It is noted that in the Rural Service Centres an average of
10 dwellings per annum is envisaged across the plan period.
This is part of the approach to distributing growth across
the district, 19% of which will be in the Rural Service
Centres, Supporting Villages and other unidentified
settlements.
Whilst it would feasible to monitor performance against
this target there is no provision in the policy for a situation
arises where a particular settlement(s) underperforms
against this target. If this occurs, will the shortfall be made
up by additional release in other settlements and if so how
would this be managed?
My client supports the inclusion of Hutton Cranswick as
Rural Service Centre within the hierarchy.
The settlement has a significant level of local services
including:
- Spar - Main Street
- AK Southwick (convenience store) - Main Street
- Manor Farm Shop - Beverley Road
- Post Office - Main Street
- James White Butchers - Main Street
- The Olde Cross Keys Public House
- White Horse Inn Public House
- The Pack Horse Public House
- Station Garage petrol station
- Broach Hill Garage petrol station
- Foresters Hall - Main Street
Womens Institute Hall - Main Street
- Hutton Cranswick Primary School
- Bliss Health and Fitness Gym
Hutton Cranswick also benefits from excellent public
transport connections to the wider settlement network.
The settlement has a train station which is on the Hull Scarborough line operated by Northern Rail which also
connects to Bridlington and Driffield. A bus service (no
121) between Scarborough and Hull also connects the

Noted. An approach for responding to
over-provision/under-provision is set out
in the Draft Strategy Document’s
Delivery. Monitoring and Reviewing
section.

Noted.
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settlement to the wider area, including larger settlements
such as Driffield and Beverly. The opportunities to access
employment and services in larger settlements by public
transport are therefore considerable.
Also, in the context of the point raised above (question 4),
the accessibility problems in the northern part of the
district should be acknowledged and considered through
the identified settlement hierarchy. Hutton Cranswick not
only has a good level of services and accessibility, it also
plays an important role in this remote and rural part of the
East Riding. Its inclusion in the settlement hierarchy is
therefore strongly supported.
Given the importance of maintain existing services in rural
areas the sustainable growth of Hutton Cranswick is
important and sufficient land should be allocated in the
settlement to ensure the future viability and continued
existence of those services.
My client submits that North Frodingham should, be
identified as a Supporting Village within the settlement
hierarchy.
It is not clear from either the Core Strategy, or the
supporting paper ‘The East Riding Settlement Network (1 Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages)’ why the
same criteria are being used to identify the two different
types of settlement. To do so appears to conflict with the
overall approach of dividing settlements below Local
Service Centres into two distinct categories.
The text in the Core Strategy Preferred Approach states,
at paragraph 4.36, suggests that RSCs are ‘villages which
support local catchments' and SVs, whilst having similar
characteristics ‘have been identified on the basis that some
small-scale development in these villages will support the
continuation of services and facilities in these villages'.
In addition, different levels of new development are being
but forward for the two different types of settlement in the
Core Strategy, based on a distinction between their
functions. This means that, while Rural Service Centres will
have a level of service provision and accessibility which
supports a wider catchment area, Supporting Villages are
those where services for the settlement exist and need to

Noted. North Frodingham did not meet
the criteria used in identifying RSCs and
SVs, in particular, the public transport
and employment criteria.
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be sustained.
In this context it is clear that North Frodingham should be
identified as a Supporting Village. It has a primary school,
two public houses and a village store and post office. It also
has a school bus service from Driffield for older children
(270). The village needs to accommodate some growth in
order to sustain those existing services. It is therefore
submitted that North Frodingham meets the description of
a service village in paragraph 4.36 of the Core Strategy.
My client supports the inclusion of Brandesburton as an
identified rural settlement and submits that it should serve
a role more suited to its function.
It is not clear from either the Core Strategy, or the
supporting paper 'The East riding Settlement Network (1 Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages) why the
same criteria are being used to identify the two different
types of settlement. To do so appears to conflict with the
overall approach of dividing settlements below Local
Service Centres into two distinct categories.
The text in the core Strategy Preferred Approach states, at
paragraph 4.36, that RSCs are `villages which support local
catchments and SVs, whilst having similar characteristics
`have been identified on the basis that some small scale
development in these villages will support the continuation
of services and facilities in these villages.'
In addition, different levels of new development are being
put forward for the two different types of settlement in the
Core Strategy, based on the distinction between their
functions. This means that, while Rural Service Centres will
have a level of service provision and accessibility which
supports a winder catchment area, Supporting Villages are
those where services for the settlement exist and need to
be sustained.
In this context it is clear that Brandesburton should be
identified as a Rural Service Centre because of the
catchment it serves and its significant level of services
which include:
- Costcutter - Main Street
- Charters Butchers and Deli - Main Street
- S & M Munro (Newsagents) - Main Street

Noted. Leven has been identified as the
Rural Service Centre in that part of the
East Riding.

- Post Office - Main Street
- Black Swan Public House - Main Street
- Dacre Arms Public House - Main Street
- Brandesburton Parish Hall - Catwick Lane
- Brandesburton Primary School
- BMC Car & Commercial Sale (petrol filling)
- Fu Ho Cantonese Restaurant, Main Street
- Thompsons Fish and Chip restaurant, Main St
- LJ's Hair Studio, Main Street
- Debra Kirby Soft Furnishings, Main Street
Brandesburton also benefits from excellent public
transport connections to the wider settlement network.
There are a number of hourly bus services (no.s 246, 240)
between Hornsea and Hull, which also connect the
settlement to the wider area, including larger settlements
such Beverley. The opportunities to access employment
and services in larger settlements by public transport are
therefore considerable.
There are numerous businesses based at Brandesburton
providing employment opportunities to the local
population. These include: Burton Lodge Hotel, Dacre
Lakeside Park, Fosse Hill Caravan Park, Billabong
Watersports, Manor Travel and the various businesses at
Zircon Business Units.
Brandesburton not only has a good level of services and
accessibility, it also' plays an important role in this rural
part of the East Riding. Its inclusion in the settlement
hierarchy is therefore strongly supported.
It is further submitted that the proximity of Brandesburton
to Leven, which is classified as a ,Rural Service Centre, is
not a justifiable reason for downgrading Brandesburton in
the settlement hierarchy. My client acknowledges that
Leven also provides a similar level of services, however it is
not my client's view that the sustainable growth of
Brandesburton should be compromised because Leven is
considered to have more services and facilities. As
demonstrated by the Settlement Assessment carried out as
part of the Smaller Settlement DPD, Brandesburton is one
of the most sustainable rural settlements in the District and
is distinctively self-contained.
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Given the importance of maintaining existing services in
rural areas the sustainable growth of Brandesburton is
important and sufficient land appropriate to the role of
Brandesburton should be allocated in the settlement to
ensure the future viability and continued existence of those
services. On this basis, my client considers that the
identification of Brandesburton as a Supporting Village
should be revisited.
Y
The process for identifying Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Villages is generally supported however, it is
considered that Dunswell should be acknowledged as a
Service Village within the Core Strategy. The settlement is
located only 4 miles north of Hull, 3.4 miles south east of
Beverley and consists of several local services and facilities.
The proposed Park and Ride scheme to the south of the
settlement further supports the change of the settlement's
status to a 'Service Village'. Amending the status of
Dunswell to a Supporting Service Village would not have a
detrimental impact on the settlement and development will
be controlled through the LDF process. It is considered
that the Park and Ride, plus additional necessary supporting
facilities will serve to help prevent rural decline, whilst
taking advantage of the strategic location of the settlement.
I would like to offer my opinion about the proposed
building works due for the South Cave area. I have been a
resident in South Cave for nearly 25 years, and have seen
many new housing estates built in my time. I feel very
strongly that there shouldn’t be any more building in the
area, due to the lack of facilities to deal with the growing
population. The school is already at full capacity, along with
the doctors' surgery and dentist.
The roads are very congested at certain times of the day,
and there are not that many residents willing to use public
services, even if the council were to introduce more buses.
Everyone has at least one car, and having more houses will
only bring an increase of vehicles to the village, along with
the increased danger, on the roads.
My home was one that unfortunately was flooded in June
2007, and I feel that money would be better spent to

Noted.
Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. Woodmansey and
Dunswell have been identified as
Hinterland Villages. However, because of
their proximity to the larger settlements,
Hinterland Villages are not regarded as
service centres in their own right.
Noted. An Infrastructure Study was
completed in October 2011. It did not
identify any significant constraints which
would warrant removing South Cave
from the settlement network, which
meets the criteria set out for identifying
RSCs and SVs.
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safeguard the already existing residents from having to
experience such an event in the future, by providing a
better drainage system rather than building more houses,
as the village can't cope with the properties it already has.
When we came to live here, my family experienced the
countryside that surrounded us, I feel that future
generations are going to miss what South Cave is all about.
A beautiful village, not a growing town.
My clients support the inclusion of Hutton Cranswick as
Rural Service Centre within the hierarchy.
The settlement has a significant level of local services
including:
- Spar - Main Street
- AK Southwick (convenience store) - Main Street
- Manor Farm Shop - Beverley Road
- Post Office - Main Street
- James White Butchers - Main Street
- The Olde Cross Keys Public House
- White Horse Inn Public House
- The Pack Horse Public House
- Station Garage petrol station
- Broach Hill Garage petrol station
- Foresters Hall - Main Street
- Womens Institute Hall - Main Street
- Hutton Cranswick Primary School
- Bliss Health and Fitness Gym
Hutton Cranswick also benefits from excellent public
transport connections to the wider settlement network.
The settlement has a train station which is on the Hull Scarborough line operated by North Rail which also
connects to Bridlington and Driffield. An hourly bus service
(no 121) between Scarborough and Hull also connects the
settlement to the wider area, including larger settlements
such as Driffield and Beverley. The opportunities to access
employment and services in larger settlements by public
transport are therefore considerable.
In the context of the point raised above (Question 4), the
accessibility problems in the northern part of the district
should be acknowledged and considered through the
identified settlement hierarchy. Hutton Cranswick not only

Noted.
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has a good level of services and accessibility, it also plays an
important role in this remote and rural part of the East
Riding. Its inclusion in the settlement hierarchy is therefore
strongly supported.
Given the importance of maintain existing services in rural
areas the sustainable growth of Hutton Cranswick is
important and sufficient land should be allocated in the
settlement to ensure the future viability and continued
existence of those services.
The other major concern expressed at the meeting was
how some villages have been included as "supporting
villages" whilst others have been excluded and effectively
"left to die". I appreciated that you have used a point
scoring system to arrive at which villages to place in each
category but I fail to see the difference between a person
driving to work on the M62 from Eastrington or some
driving from Spaldington, Wressle, Laxton, Barmby-Marsh,
Asselby etc. (I have inquired on the amount of rail use from
Eastrington which I am told is minimal).
The same could be said for the villages surrounding Market
Weighton for example Goodmanham, Shiptonthorpe or
Hayton.
There was support for Nafferton at the meeting and I am
sure many other villages across the county. Our villages in
the East Riding are a vital part of our community life and I
can only speak for the villages in my immediate area but
villages such as Wressle, Laxton and Barmby-Marsh all have
a wonderful community spirit with traditional village fetes
and community gatherings throughout the year. I believe it
is the Council's duty to recognise this and provide a
platform in which these communities can continue to
thrive.

I am a resident of Melbourne, and am writing with
comments regarding the consultation document relating to
plans to build 80 new dwellings in Melbourne over the next
5 years.
Melbourne has a population of approx 755, according to

The approach does not use a point
scoring system. It considers a range of
important planning issues and
sustainability characteristics to gain an
overall picture.
The concept of ‘Hinterland Villages’,
which looks at settlements within 5km of
larger centres, has been introduced
through the Further Consultation Core
Strategy. These recognise that villages
close to larger settlements offer
opportunities for accommodating
sustainable development as they have
good access and a range of basic services.
However, because of their proximity to
the larger settlements, they are not
regarded as service centres in their own
right.
The Further Consultation Core Strategy
also provides an approach for managing
development in ‘Rural Villages’ which is
more flexible than the ‘countryside’
approach set out in the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy.
Noted.
The average household size in the East
Riding is 2.4 people per household. This
could translate as 192 people if 80 houses

2001 census. The proposed 80 new dwellings will add
approx 250-300 to the population over the next 5 years.
This has serious implications on various local amenities:
a) The village school (next to site MBN5) could not cope
with a massive influx in a short space of time. It is currently
in need of more classroom space as it is, but LEA funding
constraints have meant that the school's repeated requests
to expand and build more classroom space have always
been turned down. Any development should come with a
proviso that investment is made to the school for it's
expansion to cope with the increased numbers.
b) Traffic through the village. With more houses, residents
and especially children, better speed reducing measures
would need to be put in place. This has been requested in
the past by individuals, the school and also the Parish
Council, but has never been implemented. More effective
signage and possibly speed bumps need implementing
(especially near the school and the playing fields). This
should be made a proviso that the developers contribute
to putting in place adequate speed reducing measures.
c) Playing fields. The playing fields (next to site MBN6),
which includes the children's play area, cricket ground and
pavilion, scout hut and tennis/netball court are all in a poor
state of repair. The playing fields committee do their best
with fund raising events and working parties etc, but are
repeatedly unsuccessful in their attempts to get money
from grants etc. These amenities need serious money
spending on them to bring them up to a satisfactory
standard, more so of they are expected to service an
increased local population of 80 households. This again
should be made a proviso that whoever the developer is,
they should be required to pay for improvements for all
these facilities.
d) Infrastructure. Can we be assured that vital services will
not be affected? eg electricity, water, sewage etc.
In summary, at this stage I would not object outright to the
plan for 80 new households, though perhaps over a longer
period (10-15 years, rather than 5). But I feel very strongly
that serious investment needs to be made to the areas
mentioned to allow the village to cope and adjust to such

were built. Please note that the Strategy
Document covers a 17 year period, not
5. Therefore, the situation envisaged
through the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy could be 192 people over 17
years. Typically, we would expect a
demand for 13 additional primary school
places for every 100 houses built.
Notwithstanding this, the Infrastructure
Study published in October 2011
considered the impact of new
development on infrastructure including
school places. It did not identify any
significant constraints which would
warrant removing Melbourne from the
settlement network. The Draft Strategy
Document includes a policy for ensuring
that adequate infrastructure will be in
place or put in place to facilitate new
development (Policy C1).
In response to comments regarding the
scale of development in some RSCs and
SVs, the Core Strategy Further
Consultation introduces a growth
strategy based on the size of a village. For
Rural Service Centres (now called
Primary Rural Service Centres), the
policy supports growth of up to 20% of
the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Melbourne, the Further Consultation
Core Strategy now suggests that 23
dwellings should be planned for.
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an increase in population. This should either be from the
local authority or from income made from the sale of the
land, or from the developers on a pro rata basis per house
built.
My client supports the inclusion of Beeford as a Rural
Service Centre within the hierarchy.
The settlement has a good range of local services including:
Post office, butchers, public house, community centre, St
Leonards Church Room, travelling library, Beeford CE
primary school, doctors surgery, surestart centre, vets
restaurant and take away.
Beeford also benefits from public transport connections to
the wider settlement network with bus services to Driffield
and Bridlington. There therefore exists opportunities to
access employment and services in larger settlements by
public transport. There is also a school bus service from
Driffield for older children (270).
In the context of the point raised above (Question 4), the
accessibility problems in the northern part of the district
should be acknowledged and considered through the
identified settlement hierarchy. Beeford not only has a
good level of services and accessibility, it also plays an
important role in this remote and rural part of the East
Riding. Its inclusion in the settlement hierarchy is therefore
strongly supported.
Given the importance of maintain existing services in rural
areas the sustainable growth of Beeford is important and
sufficient land should be allocated in the settlement to
ensure the future viability and continued existence of those
services.
We support the process of identifying rural service centres
and supporting villages to provide a range of community
services and an appropriate level of supporting growth to
underpin these facilities. East Riding is a very large District
with a substantial housing requirement and a hierarchical
approach to allocating development to meet needs,
supporting local communities and to reduce the need to
travel is the most appropriate approach in this context.
Yes. Agree generally with the methodology for identifying
RSC's and SV's.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.
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I have concerns in relation to the plans for further local
development (housing/residential) for South Cave. I
understand that 17 sites are currently under consideration.
South Cave is already congested at peak travelling times
and I personally have to visit a Dentist in Howden as the
South Cave Practice is over subscribed. I think that your
plans are unrealistic and your actions will create another
concrete jungle (Brough has become one!).

Need for maintenance/ improvement of public transport in
some areas and local shops i.e. to meet local needs. Agree
that no Rural Service Centres needed in North
Ferriby/Swanland area.
The other major concern expressed at the meeting was
how some villages have been included as "supporting
villages" whilst others have been excluded and effectively
"left to die". I appreciate that you have used a point scoring
system to arrive at which villages to place in each category
but I fail to see the difference between a person driving to
work on the M62 from Eastrington or one driving from
Spaldington, Wressle, Laxton, Barmby-Marsh, Asselby etc.
The same could be said for the villages surrounding Market
Weighton for example Goodmanham, Shiptonthorpe or
Hayton.
I would encourage you to amend your proposed LDF plan
by actively encouraging business development, and by
reducing the allocation of housing to some of the larger
settlements and also some of the supporting villages and
leave more scope for development throughout the villages
of the East Riding without specific allocations, allowing the
Council to select the best sites as they come forward.
Parameters could be put in place to avoid inappropriate
developments for example limiting the percentage of new
housing in any given settlement.

Noted. Only a proportion of the 17 sites
will be required to meet planned growth.
Site-specific issues will be addressed
through the Allocations Document.
An Infrastructure Study was completed in
October 2011. It did not identify any
significant constraints which would
warrant removing South Cave from the
settlement network, which meets the
criteria set out for identifying RSCs and
SVs.
Noted. Please note that North Ferriby
has been identified as a ‘Hinterland
Village’ in the Further Consultation Core
Strategy.
The approach does not use a point
scoring system. It considers a range of
important planning issues and
sustainability characteristics to gain an
overall picture.
The concept of ‘Hinterland Villages’,
which looks at settlements within 5km of
larger centres, has been introduced
through the Further Consultation Core
Strategy. These recognise that villages
close to larger settlements offer
opportunities for accommodating
sustainable development as they have
good access and a range of basic services.
However, because of their proximity to
the larger settlements, they are not
regarded as service centres in their own
right.
Policies S4 and EC2 of the Draft Strategy
Document provide a positive framework
for supporting rural business
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My client submits that Skipsea should be identified as a
Supporting Village within the settlement hierarchy.
It is not clear from either the Core Strategy, or the
supporting paper 'The East Riding Settlement Network' (1 Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages), why the
same criteria are being used to identify the two different
types of settlement. To do so appears to conflict with the
overall approach of dividing settlements below Local
Service Centres into two distinct categories.
The text in the Core Strategy Preferred Approach states,
at paragraph 4.36, that RSCs are 'villages which support
local catchments' and SVs, whilst having similar
characteristics 'have been identified on the basis that some
small-scale development in these villages will support the
continuation of services and facilities in these villages'.
In addition, different levels of new development are being
put forward for the two different types of settlement in the
Core Strategy, based on a distinction between their two
functions. This means that while Rural Service Centres will
have a level of service provision and accessiblility which
supoprts a wider catchment area, Supporting Villages are
those where services for the settlement exist and need to
be sustained.
In this context it is clear that Skipsea should be identified as
a Supporting Village because of its existing levels of services
which include:
- Skipsea Sands Holiday Park - Mill Lane
- Post Office - Main Street
- Old Buck Inn public house
- Skipsea village hall
- Skipsea beach Social Club- Mill Lane
- Parish Rooms - Beeford Road
- Citizenlink - Town Farm Close/Hornsea Road
- Skipsea Primary School
The settlement needs to accommodate some growth in
order to sustain these existing services. it is therefore
submitted that Skipsea meets the description of a service
village in paragraph 4.36 of the Core Strategy.
It is further submitted that the proximity of Skipsea to

development.
Noted. Skipsea did not meet the criteria
used in identifying RSCs and SVs, in
particular, the public transport and
services criteria.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Jayne Briggs,

Support

CSPA/609

Hornsea, which is defined as Local Service Centre, is not a
justifiable reason for excluding Skipsea from the settlement
hierarchy. Whilst Hornsea serves a wider catchment area,
including to some extent Skipsea, this cannot be a reason
for undermining the sustainability of the existing services in
Skipsea. There is no evidence that the small amount of
development envisaged in the Supporting Villages would
undermine the settlements higher up the hierarchy.
The services within a Supporting Village cannot be
realistically considered to be in direct competition with the
level and range of services found higher up the settlement
hierarchy. Services in supporting villages are there to
support some of residents needs, thus reducing the need
to travel and also serve an important community function.
Is therefore considered that Skipsea should be allocated
sufficient growth to sustain its existing level of services, for
the benefit of its community.
My clients support the inclusion of Hutton Cranswick as
Rural Service Centre within the hierarchy.
The settlement has a significant level of local services
including:
- Spar - Main Street
- AK Southwick (convenience store) - Main Street
- Manor Farm Shop - Beverley Road
- Post Office - Main Street
- James White Butchers - Main Street
- The Olde Cross Keys Public House
- White Horse Inn Public House
- The Pack Horse Public House
- Station Garage petrol station
- Broach Hill Garage petrol station
- Foresters Hall - Main Street
- Womens Institute Hall - Main Street
- Hutton Cranswick Primary School
- Bliss Health and Fitness Gym
Hutton Cranswick also benefits from excellent public
transport connections to the wider settlement network.
The settlement has a train station which is on the Hull Scarborough line operated by North Rail which also
connects to Bridlington and Driffield. An hourly bus service

Noted

Mr Ian Owston

Object

CSPA/674

(no 121) between Scarborough and Hull also connects the
settlement to the wider area, including larger settlements
such as Driffield and Beverley. The opportunities to access
employment and services in larger settlements by public
transport are therefore considerable.
In the context of the point raised above (Question 4), the
accessibility problems in the northern part of the district
should be acknowledged and considered through the
identified settlement hierarchy. Hutton Cranswick not only
has a good level of services and accessibility, it also plays an
important role in this remote and rural part of the East
Riding. Its inclusion in the settlement hierarchy is therefore
strongly supported.
Given the importance of maintain existing services in rural
areas the sustainable growth of Hutton Cranswick is
important and sufficient land should be allocated in the
settlement to ensure the future viability and continued
existence of those services
I would question that Wilberfoss has over 300 jobs in the
Parish. This calculation is based on the 2001 census, and
the recent decline in economic activity will almost certainly
have reduced employment levels in the village. In any case,
some jobs in the village are filled by people from other
areas, which is a negative factor on local employment
levels. A more accurate figure should be used. The
proposed addition of 76 dwellings within the Plan period
could, on the basis of 1.5 working people per household,
indicate 114 additional job seekers. There seems to be no
likelihood of a further 114 jobs being created in Wilberfoss
in the Plan period, which will give rise to further
commuting to work. This imbalance of housing and jobs
will exacerbate the existing severe congestion on the
A1079, which is particularly acute during the morning and
evening rush-hours.
New option B comes closest to meeting my suggestions.
The introduction of further sites for housing development
in village locations which cannot support them with locally
available jobs and where there is limited infrastructure of
uncertain sustainability is not acceptable. New housing
development should be concentrated on settlements

Noted. Figures on employment for small
scale geographies are limited beyond that
supplied through the Census. The figures
from the Census include home-workers.
The Preferred Approach Core Strategy
does concentrate development on the
Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal
Towns and Local Service Centres (e.g.
81% of new housing steered here).
However, some additional housing is
appropriate in rural areas where there
are high levels of housing need and where
a good proportion of East Riding
residents live.
The Preferred Approach Core Strategy
does seek to promote jobs and business
development in the identified settlements
as well as in rural areas.

Mrs Margaret Woolston,
Middleton on the Wolds
Parish Council

Object

CSPA/721

Mrs Sarah Wills, Wilberfoss Support with
Parish Council
conditions

CSPA/861

Mrs E. Woodhouse,
Flamborough Parish
Council

CSPA/941

Object

where adequate and sustainable infrastructure and an
adequate supply of jobs exist. This will almost certainly
mean concentrating housing development in Principal
Towns, Local Service Centres and Rural Service Centres,
to the exclusion of Supporting Villages, except where there
is firm evidence that any additional housing would be
supported by additional demand. In reality, this means
locally available jobs, to avoid commuting.
Middleton-on-the-Wolds as its name suggests occupies a
position in the centre of the county and as it is on a busy
route to the coast with much through traffic there is a
temptation for the casual observer to think it is well
provided with facilities. This is not the case.
In your 'Broad Assessment' for Rural Service Centre Status
it lists seven important day-to-day services and of these
Middleton has a Post Office, Village Hall and Reading
Room, one functioning Public House and a Primary School.
Its only shop, which was centrally located, has closed and
although the premises are empty at present, its fate is not
going to be affected by any future long term development.
It has no petrol station, GP Surgery and its Bus Service is
inadequate. Requests for the Bridlington-York Service to
be revised to include Middleton have been refused as have
those for a late afternoon service from Beverley.
a) Yes - the four-stage assessment process for identifying,
and classifying RSCs and SVs, is clear and appropriate. In
considering the alternative options as presented, Option B
would be the most preferable as many of the residents in
Wilberfoss Parish believe that the village is already larger
than the infrastructure can support e.g. A1079 congestion
and safe access/egress onto this major route.
b) Yes.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above
and I confirm that Flamborough Parish Council resolved to
strongly object to Flamborough's inclusion in the above
documents as a supporting village. The Parish Council
strongly recommends that Flamborough should not be
classed as a supporting village but should be re-classed as a
rural settlement. It is felt that whilst the criteria used are
appropriate for other identified supporting villages, this is

Comment regarding shop closing down
noted.

Noted.

Noted. Consistent criteria for identifying
villages across the East Riding is required.
A more focussed approach to
development, as promoted through the
Strategy Document, will support a strong
network of service centres and villages
with services to meet the needs of rural

not the case for Flamborough.
The Parish Council feels that the criteria for a rural
settlement which does allow for some development for
example affordable housing to meet local needs, small scale
business, tourism, etc, but with strict controls placed on
development is more appropriate for Flamborough with its
unique identity, landscape character and heritage coast.
The Parish Council wants Flamborough's identity to remain
separate to Bridlington and to retain its traditional
character and heritage which requires stricter control on
its development. There are planned housing developments
on the North side of Bridlington which will start to erode
the green space between the two settlements and
therefore erode Flamborough's character.
The Parish Council has not seen any benefit in terms of
sustainability of shops and services with the large scale
housing development in Flamborough in the last ten years
on the Craikewells estate, Bridlington Road/Dunnscroft,
Chapel Close, Pearson Close, Flaen Close/Road, School
Lane, Mereside View and South Sea Mews and not much
has benefited local need. Flamborough is turning into a
holiday/retirement village for persons who wish to come to
the seaside to retire or visit. ERYC has not considered
how our local young people can live in the village - no
affordable housing for local need has been included with
any the above developments. This could probably be
achieved by infill or redeveloping previously used land.
To build more housing developments will not sustain our
services. In fact during the time that the above have been
developed Flamborough has lost services and facilities. In
fact in the last 30 years, despite housing development,
Flamborough has lost two petrol stations, two banks, seven
shops, a launderette, two large building firms, a funeral
directors, one fish and chip shop, the police station, the
coastguard station and there are four industrial units not
let. This is due to changes in shopping habits, work habits,
changes in agriculture and fishing working practices,
commuting and the credit crunch/financial cut-backs not
because we need more large scale housing. To build more
housing will not reverse this loss. Yes, there is a falling role

areas.

at School but this is because local young families cannot
afford to buy local housing and do not want retirement
bungalows. Yes, we need a doctors' surgery to cater for
the high percentage of elderly people and tourists, but even
with the swell in numbers of residents who live in caravans
in Flamborough from March to October each year, this still
does not sustain our services.
The Parish Council notes ERYC's Development Policies in
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy which it states are
relevant to the whole of the East Riding, in particular we
note the High Quality Environment theme which states:
- Promoting a high quality landscape including through the
designation of the Yorkshire Wolds as an area of high
landscape value, and recognising the importance of other
important landscape features (eg green spaces between
settlements).
- Valuing our heritage by protecting the view, settings,
character and appearance of our assets such as parks and
gardens, listed buildings and ancient monuments.
- Supporting particular habits and species by protecting
designated sites, supporting conservation and restoration
proposals by managing development responsibly.
Currently ERYC's policies do not seem to apply to
Flamborough as this is not happening it will not happen if
we classed as a supporting village. To be a rural settlement
will still allow for small businesses, affordable housing for
local need and tourism but in a controlled manner.
Flamborough constantly has to battle against inappropriate
schemes and developments which are detrimental and
destroy our local natural environment and heritage,
traditional village environment and identity.
In 2005/06 when Flamborough was classed as a Rural
Service Settlement through the sustainability matrix
system, Flamborough Parish Council responded to the
consultation then indicating Flamborough should be classed
as a 'countryside - rural village' settlement. ERYC obviously
has not listened to what we want - it does not matter how
many times we are consulted, Flamborough Parish
Council's opinion will not change. I enclose a copy of that
letter for you information [copy of letter attached].

Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of
Horncastle Group PLC

Object

CSPA/1259

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr R Swales

Support

CSPA/1005

Flamborough Parish Council has not therefore looked at
ERYC's proposed sites for development which we consider
to be inappropriate. We strongly request that you reclassify Flamborough into the correct settlement definition
as a rural settlement and hope to hear from you as soon as
possible with confirmation of this.
We have some concern over the approach to make some
distinction between Rural Service Centres and Supporting
Villages. Given the size of the District the number of Rural
Service Centres is too low. We would support Option D
which would see a broader range of Local Service Centres
identified as many of these centres in the larger list, actively
play the role of a RSC as set out in the Core Strategy in
any event.
My client supports the inclusion of Kilham as a settlement
within the hierarchy.
Kilham is served by a range of services and facilities
including the following:
Kilham stores (convenience store), WJ Harrison and Sons
(butchers), post office East Street, Star Inn Public House,
Bay Horse Inn Public House, Kilham Village hall Church
Lane, Kilham Travelling Library, Kilham CE VC Primary
School, Bus Service (Servie 124).
There are local employers within the village, including
Boyes Garage, Hutchinson Haulage and Robert D Webster
Ltd.
In the context of the point raised above (question 4), the
accessibility problems in the northern part of the district
should be acknowledged and considered through the
identified settlement hierarchy. Kilham not only has a good
level of services, it plays an imortantrole in this remote and
rural part of the East Ridng supporting both the population
of Kilham and the outlaying settlements of Rudston,
Thwing and Lagtoft. Kilham's inclusion in the settlement
hierarchy is therefore strongly supported.
Given the importance of maintaining existing services in
rural areas the sustainable growth of Kilham is important
and sufficient land should be allocated in the settlement to
ensure the future viability and continued existence of those
services.

Noted.

Noted.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Object

CSPA/849

We accept that there is a need to adopt a clear, criteriabased approach to assess the roles of settlements in the
hierarchy below those identified as Local Service Centres.
In a large rural area like the East Riding, the importance of
local services and the need to ensure their future survival
cannot be understated. It is therefore understood why a
large number of lower order settlements have been
identified, to reflect the geographical spread and rural
nature of the area.
We do however, have a number of concerns with the
approach set out in Figure 6. Firstly, the same criteria are
being used to identify Rural Service Centres (RSC) and
Supporting Villages (SV). On what basis therefore, are
settlements being assigned as either SV's or RSCs?
The text, at paragraph 4.36, suggests that RSCs are 'villages
which support local catchments' and SVs, whilst having
similar characteristics 'have been identified on the basis
that some small-scale development in these villages will
support the continuation of services and facilities in these
villages'. Furthermore the essential difference between the
two categories relates to the possible scale of future
development, where RSCs will normally accommodate
more development compared with SVs.
We do not consider that there has been sufficient
justification for this approach, and that the rationale behind
decisions made on which settlements fall into which
category is unclear. This is particularly the case given the
Figure 6 adopts the same criteria for assessing SVs and
RSCs. There is a lack of transparency and clarify therefore,
in how SVs and RSCs have been distinguished.
Looking at the criteria in figure 6.4 (we also have a number
of concerns with the approach adopted. In terms of criteria
a) and b) we agree that the level of local services and
accessibility to public transport are important criteria. Our
only comment would be that the bus service criteria are
too rigid. Consideration should be given to access by cycle
(within PPG13 recommended distances) to other
settlements with public transport provision. It may also be
beneficial to consider journeys times rather than direct
services, as it may be possible than more than one service

Noted. Rural Service Centres were
identified on the basis that they met the
criteria and offered a good geographic
position to offer a well spread network.
As RSCs and SVs are greater than 2 miles
from a larger centre, this is not
conducive for cycling journeys (advice is
that distances of 5km or less offer
opportunities for cycling). Therefore,
there would be little value in factoring
this into the identification process.
However, the concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.
If services disappeared in settlements
close to larger centres, then there would
still be the opportunity to access
alternative services relatively easily in the
larger centre. However, if services aren’t
supported in the more rural areas and
they cease, then access is more difficult
for people living in the surrounding
catchment. This will lead to longer
journeys overall.
The supporting paper was originally
prepared as an internal document to
ultimately provide the framework for
topic papers at the Examination in Public.
Supporting papers have been presented
alongside the subsequent versions of the

can be linked to provide access to larger settlements.
Similarly, cycling could be combined with public transport if
journey times were used in the criteria. Also, given that the
availability of employment locally is another criterion, the
times and frequencies of services could be flexible.
Criteria c) of stage 1 is a cause for concern. We would
support the use of accessibility to employment as a
criterion for assessing settlements. However, using an
arbitrary target for the amount of jobs in the parish has its
limitations. Firstly, where has the figure of 300 jobs been
determined as an appropriate level of employment?
Secondly, using parish boundaries is restrictive, as some
settlement may have access to employment provision in
adjacent parishes within PPG13 walking and cycling
distances. An example being the manner in which the
Skipsea and Atwick parish boundaries separate two major
employers in the form of the Far Grange and Low
Skirlington Holiday Parks.
We would therefore recommend a more flexible approach
which looks at accessibility to employment within the
walking and cycling distances recommended in PPG13, both
within and adjacent to the parish. The approach should also
look beyond census data, which although could form part
of the evidence base, should be considered alongside more
up to date and local information on sources of
employment.
Moving on to stage 2, we do not see any justification for
discounting settlements within 2 miles of larger
settlements. Firstly, there is no evidence put forward to
justify the claim that settlements within a certain distance
of a larger settlement would either be less likely to have a
service centre role, or that small scale development in such
settlements would undermine the regeneration and growth
of larger settlements.
In adopting such an approach, it is likely that existing
services within villages excluded under this criterion may
become unsustainable. This would, in turn, increase
travelling distances as residents are forced to travel outside
the settlement for basic services. Given the very small
amount of development being considered for these

Strategy Document to aid transparency.

E H Smith, Hornseys on
behalf of Mr G N Laverick,

Support

CSPA/1035

settlements (5 or 10 dwellings) per annum, and the need to
sustain existing services, we cannot support this approach
and feel that it is not backed up by any evidence.
Stage 3 of the assessment process is relevant in the context
of our comments to question 4, about gaps within the
settlement hierarchy. We are pleased to see that that this
is part of the process of identifying the settlement
hierarchy.
There are references in the Core Strategy to a supporting
paper which sets out further details on the methodology
supporting the proposed hierarchy. Firstly, we are
extremely concerned that this paper was not published in
full as a supporting document alongside the Core Strategy
for consideration alongside.
Whilst we appreciate that a supporting paper on the Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages was made available
to us on request, the status of this document (which was
marked ‘draft') in supporting the Core Strategy was
unclear. We are also concerned that this supporting paper
is part of a wider document which we have not had sight of
(the paragraph references on the Group paper start at 4.1
suggesting preceding chapters).
Whilst we are not suggesting that this was a deliberate
attempt to withhold the information, it does leave the
Council having to justify its approach in the context of
transparency and the need for LDF document to be
supported by a sound evidence base.
We would like to seek clarification on the ‘supporting
paper' referred to in the Core Strategy in terms of its
context and availability during the Core Strategy
consultation period. If further information is available than
currently published, we would reserve the right to
comment further on the issues pertinent to it.
The settlement of Holme on Spalding Moor has been
Noted.
proposed to be identified as a Rural Service Centre in the
East Riding Local Development Framework - Preferred
Approach Core Strategy - May 2010. My clients wish to
support this proposal as the settlement of Holme on
Spalding Moor has the characteristics and location to
perform the rural Rural Service Centre role.

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Kate Helliwell, Bidwells

Support

CSPA/1213

Yes

Noted.

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1183

Noted.

Natasha Rowland, Savills

Object

CSPA/1129

Yes, we are generally in support of the process for
identifying Rural Service Centres. We believe the chosen
method selects the most suitable areas which can provide
sufficient services and infrastructure required to facilitate
the development. The majority of the alternative methods
select far more Rural Service Centres which makes it
difficult to establish the hierarchy of development.
Whilst we support the idea of providing a network of Rural
Service Centres and Supporting villages across the District,
we strongly disagree with the criteria based approach the
Council has taken to select such centres. In one sweep, a
whole layer of sustainable settlements has been removed
from the process because they lie within 2 miles of larger
service Centres (stage 2)
Take Swanland as an example, this significant settlement
with a population of 3,500 containing a range of facilities
and local employment, scores highly in terms of providing a
sustainable location for future development. Indeed, it has
been recognised in previous Local Plans as providing a
sustainable location for development, (with the allocation
of sites) and it lies in a key public transport corridor and
has a school. It clearly performs a function as a service
centre, independent of nearby towns. Yet, the effect of the
Council’s hierarchy approach however, downgrades this
settlement to an ‘other village’ lying within the countryside
on the basis that it is too close to other centres.
The way in which the Council’s emerging policy approach
would work is to allow no new housing to be permitted in
such a village, unless it were for affordable housing or
identified local needs. However, this is in contrast to other
small settlements such as Skirlaugh, (which is identified as a
supporting village), a small village of only 1,543 inhabitants
would be allowed to develop housing plots up to 5
dwellings per year. (75 dwellings over a 15 year period)
This remote settlement does not appear to provide a
similarly sustainable location or service
role function.

Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. However, because of their
proximity to the larger settlements, they
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
Swanland has been identified as a
Hinterland Village in the Further
Consultation Core Strategy.
The Preferred Approach Core Strategy
does not encourage dispersed
development. It seeks a balance by
promoting the majority of new
development to those locations with
services and facilities (including public
transport) with an approach that
recognises the East Riding’s rural nature
(where some small scale development is
required to meet local needs).

Mr A J Williams, Advance
Land and Planning Limited
on behalf of Leonard

Object

CSPA/816

Whilst we understand the Council wants the focus of
development to be the larger centres in the District, we
consider it contrary to national guidance set out in PPS1
and PPS3 to encourage dispersed development on such a
scale across such small settlements when larger
settlements with better connections and clearly offering
more services and a sustainable location for development
are not to be accorded the same status. The whole
approach fails the PPS3 sequential approach for
determining sustainable locations for future development.
We believe that the basis of the settlement hierarchy needs
to be re-examined to properly differentiate the different
tiers of settlement that exist, as at the moment a whole
layer of settlements and the important role they play is
being ignored due to the methodology used to determine
Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages.
One of the Council’s guiding principles is to ‘Build strong
and inclusive urban and rural communities which reflect
our culture, now and in the future’. In order to achieve this
then some level of development is appropriate within
existing settlements in order to maintain them and to
support their profile for the long term. To not allow any
development, especially in some of the larger villages that
are close to existing Local Service Centres and Principal
Towns, could cause them stagnate and not perform their
role of supporting the Local Service Centres and Principal
Towns. If the settlements have their own identified role
and function then they should be allowed to continue to
perform such a function.
We strongly recommend that the Council re-appraises
those settlements rejected at stage 2 of the selection
process. It may be that an additional selection of
settlements and a further tier in the hierarchy needs to be
identified; perhaps groups of villages lying within the
hinterland of larger service centres. Specifically that
Swanland be identified as a supporting village within the
settlement hierarchy.
lt is suggested that North Ferriby should be included as a
Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Local Service Centre, or failing that, at the very least as a
Villages’, which looks at settlements
Supporting Village to which a limited amount of new
within 5km of larger centres, has been

Cheshire Disability (LCD)

housing development should be accommodated.

introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. However, because of their
proximity to the larger settlements, they
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
North Ferriby has been identified as a
Hinterland Village in the Further
Consultation Core Strategy.

E H Smith, Hornseys on
behalf of Miss E M
Southgate

Support

CSPA/1039

N Rowland, Savills on
behalf of British Heart
Foundation, British Heart
Foundation

Support

CSPA/1048

Miss Kate Helliwell,
Bidwells on behalf of Mrs J
A Herbert

Support

CSPA/1054

Rosemary Jordan-Jackson,
Swanland Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1070

The settlement of Holme on Spalding Moor has been
proposed to be identified as a Rural Service Centre in the
East Riding Local Development Framework - Preferred
Approach Core Strategy - May 2010. My clients wish to
support this proposal as the settlement of Holme on
Spalding Moor has the characteristics and location to
perform the rural Rural Service Centre role.
We support the identification of Stamford Bridge as one of
the 13 Rural Service Centres. This settlement has the
important function of supporting the rural communities to
the west of Pocklington and east of York given its location
on the border between East Riding and City of York.
Yes, we are generally in support of the process for
identifying Rural Service Centres. We believe the chosen
method selects the most suitable areas which can provide
sufficient services and infrastructure required to facilitate
the development. The majority of the alternative methods
select far more Rural Service Centres which makes it
difficult to establish the hierarchy of development.
The general thrust of the Core Strategy is support
particularly the development of a hierarchy of settlements.
Swanland has been under development pressure for some
time due to the high land values in the village. The Parish
Council has been trying to protect the character of the

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These

village by restricting development and preventing the
practice of garden grabbing. The status of the village as a
Rural Settlement will enable us to prevent these
unwelcome developments.

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1097

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1157

We agree with the general approach towards definition of
Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages, although we
consider that some of the criteria used are over
prescriptive.
We support the identification of North Cave as a
Supporting Village. The village fulfils a role in providing local
services and facilities for a wide area between Market
Weighton, Holme on Spalding Moor, Howden and York. It
has a strong employment base, good public transport and a
range of facilities including a bank, post office, convenience
shops, a primary school and other community services. It is
very important that the vibrancy of the settlement is
maintained by allowing an appropriate level of development
to take place in the future, including new housing.
We agree with the general approach towards definition of
Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages, although we
consider that some of the criteria used are over
prescriptive.
We support the identification of Holme-on-Spalding Moor
as a Rural Service Centre. The village fulfils a major role in
providing local services and facilities for a wide area
between Market Weighton, Howden and York. It has a
strong employment base, good public transport and a range
of facilities including a bank, post office, convenience shops,
a primary school and other community services. It is very
important that the vibrancy of the settlement is maintained
by allowing an appropriate level of development to take
place in the future, including new housing.

recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. However, because of their
proximity to the larger settlements, they
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
Swanland has been identified as a
Hinterland Village in the Further
Consultation Core Strategy.
Noted.

Noted.

Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of Mr P
Martin,

Support

CSPA/1139

Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Object

CSPA/1319

We have some concern over the approach to make some
distinction between Rural Service Centres and Supporting
Villages. Given the size of the District the number of Rural
Service Centres is too low. We would support Option D
which would see a broader range of Local Service Centres
identified as many of these centres in the larger list, actively
play the role of a RSC as set out in the Core Strategy in
any event.
Question 5 asks:
a) Do you agree with the process for identifying Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages? If not, please state
why.
b) Do you agree with the preferred option to identify the
13 Rural Service Centres and 13 Supporting Villages? If not,
please state why.
On the first part we do not agree with the process because
well-established and sustainable settlements such as North
Ferriby and Barmby Moor are being ignored simply because
of their proximity to proposed PTs or LSCs ,when they
have more credentials for meeting the principal objectives
of national planning policy on delivering sustainable
development than a number of the `preferred' settlements.
On the second part we do not agree with the preferred
option to identify only 26 RSCs and SVs for the reasons
given above. Either the lists of RSC's and SV's should be
expanded to include sustainable "satellite" settlements, OR,
the designation of higher order centres should include
named surrounding settlements where these are
themselves sustainable locations for new growth, e.g.
Beverley/Molescroft is designated as a Principal Town
together with the built-up areas of Walkington, Tickton,
and Woodmansey, and likewise for Pocklington (Barmby
Moor), and Hedon (Preston and Thorngumbald), etc.
where LSC's are designated.
Notwithstanding the fact that the RS has been revoked, and
LPA's are now free to set their own strategies, we have
argued that if the intention is to concentrate development
to larger settlements there is a logic to say that those
settlements exhibiting sustainable characteristics which are
recognized as being close to these larger settlements might

Noted.

Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. However, because of their
proximity to the larger settlements, they
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
North Ferriby, Barmby Moor,
Walkington, Tickton, Woodmansey,
Preston and Thorngumbald have been
identified as a Hinterland Villages in the
Further Consultation Core Strategy.
Despite the announcements by the
Government, the RSS remained part of
the Development Plan for the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy and Further
Consultation Core Strategy and it is
unlawful to prepare a plan which is not in
general conformity with it.

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd
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also be identified for some growth - to support their own
local population - whilst being close enough to the LSC to
benefit from the higher level of services which it might
provide.
Villages such as North Ferriby, Walkington, Tickton and
Barmby Moor have a significant level of facilities to support
their own residents and any new housing that might be
built there whilst at the same time enjoying ease of access
to transport, schools, shops etc in the nearby higher order
centres of Elloughton/Brough, Beverley and Pocklington.
Such a "cluster" approach to settlement policy in rural
areas is not unusual and makes a lot of sense. A simple
means of achieving this end would be to amend the
proposed policies to include reference to named "satellite"
villages alongside each of the Principal Towns and Local
Service Centres where such opportunities arise.
We would question the identification of a total of 26 Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages having regard to
the Core Approach of the former RSS and the relevant
evidence base provided by the RSS Settlement Study and
the Council’s own Study and settlement profiles which
considered sustainability and accessibility.
Whilst the Core Strategy sets out justification for the
identification of this lowest tier of settlements based upon
the remoteness of some areas of the rural District this is a
spatial scenario acknowledged within the former RSS in the
context of the role of the Local Service Centres:
‘A slower pace and scale of growth, compared to urban
areas, forms the overall approach in rural areas, with
development being focussed on Local Service Centres.
LDFs will need to identify Local Service Centres, i.e. towns
and villages that provide services and facilities that serve
the needs of, and are accessible to, people living in the
surrounding rural area. In thinly populated rural areas these
are often significant centres for fairly extensive
catchments.’
A key aim of spatial planning policy, expressed within
national guidance and the former RSS, is to prevent the
dispersal of development to smaller settlements and it is
considered that this will be undermined by the

Noted. The Preferred Approach Core
Strategy does not encourage dispersed
development. It seeks a balance by
promoting the majority of new
development to those locations with
services and facilities (including public
transport) with an approach that
recognises the East Riding’s rural nature
(where some small scale development is
required to meet local needs).
The scale of development proposed in
the RSCs and SVs is significantly less on a
settlement-by-settlement basis than for
the individual Local Service Centres.
There are slightly less people living in
Local Service Centres than in RSCs and
SVs but the approach to supporting
residential development in Local Service
Centres is higher than that in RSCs and
SVs (21% of housing compared with 15%
of the East Riding’s population). It should
also be acknowledged that some Local
Service Centres (e.g. Hedon) fulfil the

Mark Jones, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Wykeland Group Limited
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identification of a substantial lower tier of settlements
within the hierarchy. Such an approach will undermine the
role of the LSC in serving its rural hinterland and,
particularly in respect of housing, result in some instances
where growth within the Rural Service Centres will
outstrip that within the Local Centres.
As such we would consider that the identification of this
number of Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages
falls contrary to national planning policy, the former RSS
Core Approach and specifically former Policy YH7 in
respect of the location of development. It will also
undermine the stated role of the Local Service Centres to
‘provide the main focal point for development in rural
areas’ (paragraph 4.25 of the Core Strategy).
We support the identification of Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Villages which provide local character that is
reflective of the broad distribution of the various
settlements across the large East Riding administrative area.
However, we would not wish to see Rural Service Centres
being the focus for a large amount of development activity
given that this would be contrary to the locational
preferences of RSS. We make further comments to this
point under Policy SS2 (question 6) below.
It is our view that the criteria to identify Rural Service
Centres and Supporting Villages is acceptable and
represents a sensible approach in respect of identifying the
services in each settlement.
I don't support new options C it ignored the reality that
few travel to proposed SCs for activities.
We would object to the identification of 26 Rural Service
Centres and Supporting Villages as falling contrary to the
Core Approach of the former RSS and the relevant
evidence base provided by the RSS Settlement Study and
the Council’s own Study and settlement profiles which
considered sustainability and accessibility.
Whilst the Core Strategy sets out justification for the
identification of this lower tier of settlements based upon
the remoteness of some areas of the rural District this is a
scenario acknowledged within the former RSS in the
context of the role of the Local Service Centres:

role of a Local Service Centre but it does
not necessarily follow that they can
accommodate significant amounts of
housing due to constraints such as
flooding.

Noted.

Noted.
Noted. The Preferred Approach Core
Strategy does not encourage dispersed
development. It seeks a balance by
promoting the majority of new
development to those locations with
services and facilities (including public
transport) with an approach that
recognises the East Riding’s rural nature
(where some small scale development is
required to meet local needs).

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support with
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‘A slower pace and scale of growth, compared to urban
areas, forms the overall approach in rural areas, with
development being focussed on Local Service Centres.
LDFs will need to identify Local Service Centres, i.e. towns
and villages that provide services and facilities that serve
the needs of, and are accessible to, people living in the
surrounding rural area. In thinly populated rural areas these
are often significant centres for fairly extensive
catchments.’
A key aim of spatial planning policy, expressed with national
guidance and the former RSS, is to prevent the dispersal of
development to smaller settlements and it is considered
that this will be undermined by the identification of a
substantial lower tier of settlements within the hierarchy.
Such an approach will undermine the role of the LSC in
serving its rural hinterland and, particularly in respect of
housing, result in some instances where growth within the
Rural Service Centres will outstrip that within the Local
Centres.
As such we would consider that the identification of this
number of Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages
falls contrary to national policy and the former RSS Core
Approach and Policy YH7 in respect of the location of
development. It will also undermine the stated role of the
Local Service Centres to ‘provide the main focal point for
development in rural areas’ (paragraph 4.25 of the Core
Strategy).
Agree with the process of identifying RSCs and SVs. The
preferred option seems to ensure that recognition is given
to the important role the rural settlements play in
providing accommodation, services and employment
opportunities for the rural population. Continued
development must be maintained to ensure that these
settlements retain their existing level of services.
South Cave should be raised from a Supporting Village to a
Rural Service Centre - it has a considerable range of
services, high local employment levels as well as being a
service centre for surrounding smaller settlements. This
would allow a higher but not significant increase in annual
numbers within the settlement.

The scale of development proposed in
the RSCs and SVs is significantly less on a
settlement-by-settlement basis than for
the individual Local Service Centres.
There are slightly less people living in
Local Service Centres than in RSCs and
SVs but the approach to supporting
residential development in Local Service
Centres is higher than that in RSCs and
SVs (21% of housing compared with 15%
of the East Riding’s population). It should
also be acknowledged that some Local
Service Centres (e.g. Hedon) fulfil the
role of a Local Service Centre but it does
not necessarily follow that they can
accommodate significant amounts of
housing due to constraints such as
flooding.

Noted.

Mr Barry Lee, Roos Parish
Council
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The Council does not want Roos to be included as a
Supporting Village in the above framework and does not
wish to see any development on the five proposed sites.

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Roos, the Further Consultation Core
Strategy now suggests that 35 dwellings
should be planned for.
It is noted that Roos’ own Parish Plan
considers the possibility of a new
site/new sites for local housing. This is
consistent with the approach and role
identified in the Further Consultation
Core Strategy.
See officer comment to CSPA/1452

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd
Mr Jamie Pyper, Signet
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See response CSPA/1452
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Melbourne Parish Council
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The methodology for identifying Rural Service Centres is
Noted.
supported in general. Likewise it is pleasing to note that if
Leven is not to be identified as a Local Service Centre, that
it is recognised as having Rural Service Centre status. The
preferred option to identify 13 rural Service Centres and
13 supporting villages seems to be a logical decision as the
identified Supporting Villages do not benefit from a range of
services and facilities that the Rural Service Centres offer
and therefore would be unable to support future
development of any scale.
The methodology seems to lack recognition of the
An Infrastructure Study was published in
inadequacy of the sewerage system, roads and public
October 2011 and considered the impact

transport facilities available. It needs to state clearly that
development will only approved if such needs are satisfied.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
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The location strategy seems to be valid except it does not
take into account concerns over of an adequate
infrastructure in terms of highway adequacy and provision
of public transport to SVs.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr A Naylor,
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My clients support the inclusion of Hutton Cranswick as
Rural Service Centre within the hierarchy.
The settlement has a significant level of local services
including:
- Spar - Main Street
- AK Southwick (convenience store) - Main Street
- Manor Farm Shop - Beverley Road
- Post Office - Main Street
- James White Butchers - Main Street
- The Olde Cross Keys Public House
- White Horse Inn Public House
- The Pack Horse Public House
- Station Garage petrol station
- Broach Hill Garage petrol station
- Foresters Hall - Main Street
- Womens Institute Hall - Main Street
- Hutton Cranswick Primary School
- Bliss Health and Fitness Gym
Hutton Cranswick also benefits from excellent public
transport connections to the wider settlement network.
The settlement has a train station which is on the Hull Scarborough line operated by North Rail which also
connects to Bridlington and Driffield. An hourly bus service
(no 121) between Scarborough and Hull also connects the
settlement to the wider area, including larger settlements
such as Driffield and Beverley. The opportunities to access

of new development on infrastructure.
The Draft Strategy Document includes a
policy for ensuring that adequate
infrastructure will be in place or put in
place to facilitate new development
(Policy C1).
An Infrastructure Study was published in
October 2011 and considered the impact
of new development on infrastructure.
The Draft Strategy Document includes a
policy for ensuring that adequate
infrastructure will be in place or put in
place to facilitate new development
(Policy C1).
Noted.

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council
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employment and services in larger settlements by public
transport are therefore considerable.
In the context of the point raised above (Question 4), the
accessibility problems in the northern part of the district
should be acknowledged and considered through the
identified settlement hierarchy. Hutton Cranswick not only
has a good level of services and accessibility, it also plays an
important role in this remote and rural part of the East
Riding. Its inclusion in the settlement hierarchy is therefore
strongly supported.
Given the importance of maintain existing services in rural
areas the sustainable growth of Hutton Cranswick is
important and sufficient land should be allocated in the
settlement to ensure the future viability and continued
existence of those services.
Generally the principle of a network of settlements within
a mainly rural environment is the most pragmatic approach,
however SS2 H. states "In order to sustain the overall
vitality of rural areas, small-scale development to meet
local community needs will be supported in the Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages, complementing
the roles of Local Service Centres in meeting some of the
basic needs in more remote areas." We agree with this
principle. We would however question several aspects of
the process. Firstly, Stage 1, the facilities offered by villages,
in the case of South Cave, is incorrect. The garage is
outside the villages, in the case of South Cave, is incorrect.
The garage is outside the village boundary and while not
materially affecting South Cave's assessment it brings into
question the reliability of the information to hand used by
in assessing stage 1. Secondly in relation to the need to
identify supporting villages relatively near the main urban
conurbations within the Central Area, where villages
cannot be classed as remote, i.e. South Cave which is only
just 2 miles from Brough, similar to other West Hull village
distances from the Haltemprice settlements excluded from
consideration as SV's at the outset. The use of a 2 mile
buffer zone around the major conurbations and proposed
LSC areas should be considered fairly arbitrary and could
easily be 2.5 miles or 3 miles. The measurement from the

Noted.
Comment regarding garage noted. This
does not materially affect the
identification process.
The measurement of 2 miles has been
replaced with 5 km to reflect best
practice in respect of cycling distances.
The incidence of GPs, banks, sports
centres and dentists are few and far
between in the East Riding. The fact that
South Cave has these facilities, with a
population of around 3,500 people,
suggests that it performs a service centre
role for a catchment beyond its
boundaries (as acknowledged). Both
Market Weighton and Brough support
much larger catchments and have more
facilities, which is why more development
is steered here than to South Cave.
Market Weighton, for example, is about a
third larger than South Cave but because
of its role will accommodate around 800

edge of the development area is also arbitrary and not
consistent with other measurements used elsewhere to
measure to measure travelling distances. The process of
identifying SVs should include some measure of catchment
area for the village in question, for example South Cave has
no rural hinterland to service, although the GP, dentist and
school are used by those outside the village using private
motor cars, they service mainly the village itself which has
become a dormitory village. The proposed stages you
would use are, we believe, faulty (although it is recognised
this is not an exact science nor is there a right or wrong
answer).
Stage 1 b) would seem to indicate the ability of the village
to act as a dormitory and able to use public transport to
work in an RSS identified settlement, not provide inward
transport to support jobs within the RSC or SV.
Stage 1 c) It is dangerous to rely on the 2001 census count
in this regard as it doesn't differentiate between "Travel to
work by other means or work at home" nor does it give a
more accepted measure of FTE jobs nor the range of
employment available to those in a potential TTWA for the
settlement under consideration.
Stage 2 Assuming the need to identify SV's in the Central
Area, using plans provided to the Parish by ERYC, part of
South Cave lies within 2 miles of the Brough development
limit and South Cave should therefore be excluded in
accordance with other West Hull villages. The 2 miles is an
arbitrary figure and not a specific critical measurement,
used to prevent settlements coalescing. There is no
stipulation or logical argument that the entire settlement
should be within two miles and indeed for these purposes
the distance between the two development limits is the key
determinant. The identification of South Cave is not in
accordance with your policy, as outlined in Para 4.43 as the
village is 2 miles from Brough which would not support the
consolidation of Brough and growth targeted on Market
Weighton, both of which are a priority for development.
South Cave, close to Brough, is less likely to perform a
service centre role because of it's proximity to this larger
centre and the role of SVs is to provide a small service hub

dwellings over the plan period (nearly ten
times more than South Cave).
Stage 1b acknowledges the standard of
public transport in the East Riding which
is a rural area. Public transport
opportunities are generally much better
in the Major Haltemprice Settlements,
Principal Towns and Local Service
Centres which is one of the reasons why
more development is focussed towards
these places. Elsewhere, the Council
proposes a pragmatic approach which
recognises that not all the needs of the
resident population will be met in RSCs
and SVs and that the planning framework
should support opportunities for
journeys elsewhere by public transport.
Data is available from the 2001 Census
on the numbers of people who work
mainly at or from home – 201 people for
South Cave parish. South Cave is within
the Hull Travel To Work Area which had
over 127,000 FTE jobs (or 207,000 jobs
in total) in 2010 (latest data available).
Using such a measure would highlight the
full extent of jobs available within the
travel to work area in which South Cave
resides.
Stage 3 identifies areas of the East Riding
not well integrated into the settlement
network. As many settlements in the
Beverley & Central sub area met the
criteria established in Stages 1 & 2, there
is no need to introduce more settlements
in Stage 3 in this particular sub area.
The level of housing building proposed in

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council
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in those rural parts of the East Riding not already easily
served by LSCs, Principal Towns and the Regional City.
Stage 3 adds further settlements into those areas not well
integrated (and could be considered fairly arbitrary in
nature), but does not address those areas in the west of
the Central Area where almost all settlements along the
A63 corridor are identified. This is clearly at odds with the
underlying principles of the Core Strategy of supporting
higher order settlements and the over supply of potential
SV’s requires rationalisation. One factor is notable by its
omission in these considerations of RSC or SV's, which is a
stated policy aim, is the ability of the SV to support the
rural community. The potential catchment area of each
settlement has not been measured nor the potential
journey time by car that such a provision would save by
otherwise travelling additional miles to a larger settlement
for the same basic service provision. If the measurement of
5 miles from a LSC is used (90% of the population live
within this definition) then there is no area left between
Market Weighton, Brough and Willerby for South Cave to
serve in a meaningful way. This measurement can be
substantially reduced and the same remains true. No
smaller settlement is supported by South Cave under any
measurement system used. North Newbald is the most
remote village and is still nearer to North Cave and Market
Weighton is only a small fraction farther away than South
Cave and offers the facilities of a LSC. There is no case for
South Cave to be designated as supporting village.
South Cave as a Supporting Village
1. ERYC Methodology - South Cave is not a remote rural
village. South Cave being less than 2 miles from Brough
should be excluded along with other West Hull villages
from the search for RSCs/SVs at stage two. More
sustainable villages have been ruled out using current
methodology- these villages involve less travel to the main
hubs of Hull and Beverley.
2. 83.5% of respondents to our survey disagreed with the
need to build a further 65 dwellings and 70.6% did not
want any new dwellings built at all, with 22% wanting less
than 30 dwellings.

the RSCs and SVs in the Beverley &
Central sub area is not likely to
undermine the principle of supporting
higher order settlements. The Preferred
Approach Core Strategy promotes the
development of over 6,000 houses in the
higher order settlements in the sub area,
compared with just short of 600 houses
in the RSCs and SVs. In the Further
Consultation Core Strategy, 8,000 homes
are proposed in the higher order
settlements compared with just over 500
houses in the RSCs and SVs.

Noted.
The measurement of 2 miles has been
replaced with 5 km to reflect best
practice in respect of cycling distances.
The reference to ‘remote’ is potentially
misleading in respect of some settlements
and has been re-assessed.
The Preferred Approach Core Strategy
proposes a policy which limits surface

Flooding
1. South Cave village topography is currently not conducive
to further large development. Pluvial runoff from three
sides has caused flooding and sewage overflows in the past.
South Cave lies in a valley running east to west causing all
rainfall to flow westwards through the village.
Development of all of the proposed sites will affect areas
further to the west of the village and potentially create
further flood risks in the current zone 3 flood risk area.
The SHLAA methodology does not address such issues.
Flooding was a concern of 18.8% of respondents to our
survey and 99.3% thought development should not take
place where it increases flooding risk to other homes. No
development should be considered until flood alleviation
plans have come to fruition.
Sustainability
1. The use of and reliance on private motor cars is shown
to be prevalent within South Cave (1.6 cars per household
with 77.2% travelling to work in a car and 95.4 % shopping
outside the village using the car) and further development
will exacerbate the issue.
2. The size of South Cave means there is an inability to
increase public transport.
3. There is no direct rail access as a sustainable form of
transport and those that do use the train use the car to get
there (81%) .
4. Further development in South Cave will not achieve
ERYC low carbon energy policy objectives as the densities
and size is too small and further development will actually
increase the carbon footprint of the village with long
distance (23km) commuting.
In summary, South Cave should not be a Supporting Village
and is not suitable for further market housing development.
We have arrived at this conclusion through detailed
examination of the core strategy and the policy objectives.
This leads us to the conclusion that to identify South Cave
as a supporting village, which due to its location is unable
to function as a remote rural centre, is contrary to the
stated policy aims of supporting LSCs. Such definition and
subsequent identification of sites will continue to maintain

water run off. The Publication version
takes this further and sets out a policy
which ensures that new development
does not increase flood risk beyond the
development site. The Core Strategy also
supports flood management schemes.
It should be noted that the proportion of
people using cars/motorbikes/taxis to
commute to work is in line with East
Riding average outside of the Major
Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns
and Local Service Centres.
In addition, the proportion of people
who travel to work using public transport
or by foot or bicycle from South Cave is
higher than the East Riding average
outside of the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Principal Towns and Local
Service Centres.
An Infrastructure Delivery Plan forms
part of the Draft Strategy Document.

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council
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the dispersed development strategy of the old Humberside
structure plan. This is contrary to RSS YH4 and PPS3. The
Parish Council views are supported by the majority of the
respondents of the Parish Survey carried out in July 2010.
Infrastructure
1. Increased traffic and congestion from developments is a
problem identified by 31.9% of respondents
2. Parking concerns for new developments are identified
and 39.4% of respondents already have problems.
3. Overall 93.9% experience difficulties with the
infrastructure of the village.
4. The planning system has failed to provide the
infrastructure required even after 435 dwellings have been
built since 1980 and we would like to see an infrastructure
delivery plan if further development is imposed.
We agree with b) in that RSCs should be identified to give
some certainty to the plan led solution. We do not believe
that the requirements to identify SV's in the Central Area
are either sound or robust, as for the other sub-areas,
given the proximity to the sub regional centre and
especially in the West of the Haltemprice settlements,
Brough and Market Weighton which adequately cover the
requirement for local service centres. We suggest that
within the stage 3 in a) above, some remote villages
fulfilling the criteria are identified where obvious gaps may
appear, for example if required in the North East of the
Central Area. South Cave however should not be identified
as a Supporting Village for the reasons given in a) above in
that the methodology and process used is flawed and not
appropriate for all sub-areas of the plan area. We would
support allowing small-scale affordable housing schemes in
small settlements where there is an overriding proven need
to provide small scale services in remote rural areas.
Identifying South Cave as an SV undermines the objective
stated in 4.40 of supporting "higher order" settlements as
South Cave and it's environs are well-served by other
larger settlements identified in the settlement network i.e.
Brough. It should be also noted that a policy of dispersed
housing development in rural settlements demonstrably
failed over 20 years to achieve rural employment and

Noted.
The level of housing building proposed in
the RSCs and SVs in the Beverley &
Central sub area is not likely to
undermine the principle of supporting
higher order settlements. The Preferred
Approach Core Strategy promotes the
development of over 6,000 houses in the
higher order settlements in the sub area,
compared with just short of 600 houses
in the RSCs and SVs. In the Further
Consultation Core Strategy, 8,000 homes
are proposed in the higher order
settlements compared with just over 500
houses in the RSCs and SVs.
Whilst economic forces and changing
lifestyle behaviours can affect the
provision of services, a proactive planning
approach can help to maintain at least a
minimum level of service provision. Some
have argued that the current approach is
too focussed and has been to the
detriment of existing villages.

services espoused by the Humberside Structure plan and
Beverley Borough Plan. We can use Brough as a local
example where Housing was promoted and accompanying
commercial and economic development has failed to
materialise. The evidence of the previous plans does not
support the statement at 4.36 that small-scale development
in these (supporting) villages will support the continuation
of services and facilities. We agree with your approach set
out in 4.37. However the assumption in 4.38 that limited
market housing will support an element of affordable
housing when levels of 5 units a year are proposed in SVs is
unlikely to be achieved even in a robust market and
evidence is not given to support this view.
Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land, Galliford Try
(Strategic) Land
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Galliford does not have specific objection to the
identification of the proposed Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Villages. However, our client believes that in
terms of overall distribution and priority for development,
the ‘higher order settlements’, such as the Principal Town
of Beverley should be afforded the highest priority for
development. We respond separately on the overall
housing distribution.
4.6 South Cave is designated as a Supporting Village (SV). It
has a population of over 4,500, which is over twice the size
of all the other SVs in terms of population. It also has a
higher population than all of the Rural Service Centres
(RSCs), as well as being twice the size of many. There is a
wide range of services for a settlement of this size,
including a Post Office, bank, supermarket, newsagents,
butchers, public houses and other shops, centred around
the Market Place, a primary school, places of worship, a GP
surgery, dental practice, pharmacies, library, sports clubs
and facilities and a regular Farmer's Market. These facilities
and services are comparable with the majority of the RSCs,
and more than many.
4.7 There are 1,246 jobs in the parish as identified in the
Settlement Profiles used as part of the evidence base for
the LDF. This is more than the majority of the RSCs and all
of the SVs.
4.8 It is therefore evident that as a settlement South Cave

An Affordable Housing Viability
Assessment has been prepared which
shows that schemes of 3 or more
dwellings in RSCs and SVs (now called
Primary Rural Service Centres and
Secondary Rural Service Centres) can
provide affordable housing. A policy
which takes this view forwards has been
set out in the Further Consultation Core
Strategy.
See also officer comments to CSPA/2066
and CSPA/2072.
Noted.

Noted.
South Cave does meet the criteria set
out in Figure 6 of the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy. However, due
to the number of higher order
settlements in the Beverley & Central sub
area, the case for additional Rural Service
Centres is less compelling than for other
sub areas where larger services centres
are more widely spread.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger

has a significantly wider offer than the vast majority of its
'competitors' in the settlement hierarchy of Supporting
Villages, as well as the majority of the Rural Service
Centres.
4.9 Consequently, it is not understood why South Cave has
not been, at the very least, designated as a Rural Service
Centre, considering that it is not only considered to be
comfortably within that designation, but that it should be
near the top of the RSCs. It clearly outperforms the other
Supporting Villages as well as the majority of RSCs in terms
of services, facilities, population and jobs and consequently
it is not considered that its designation as a Supporting
Village is appropriate. In other words, it is wholly
inappropriate for South Cave, or other settlements such as
Snaith or Stamford Bridge, to be subject to the same policy
framework as a very small settlement such as Melbourne
for example, which has a population of 755 and only 267
jobs. This is exacerbated later in Policy SS2, which is
addressed later in these representations.
4.10 It is assumed that it is because of its close proximity
to Elloughton cum Brough, which is a Local Service Centre,
and as such it would not act as a destination in its own
right because of the wider offer at Elloughton cum Brough,
and the principle of this is address below.
4.11 There were a number of comments in the open
session at the Agents Workshop consultation exercise in
Bishop Burton College on the 2nd June that the current
strategy was flawed. In particular there was concern that
certain settlements that were in close proximity to the
Principal Towns, such as Nafferton, were not categorised
in the settlement hierarchy and indeed should be, possibly
as LSCs. This is Stage 2 in the Settlement Network
assessment process in Figure 6, Page 35 of the Core
Strategy.
4.12 The case put forward for Nafferton was that it has a
train station and a number of services and facilities.
Sustainability is multi faceted and is not wholly reliant on
proximity to Principal Towns, but the degree of selfsufficiency and self-containment that they enjoy.
4.13 Given that Nafferton is so closely located to Driffield,

settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. Nafferton has been
identified as a Hinterland Village.
However, because of their proximity to
the larger settlements, Hinterland Villages
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
The identification of 13 Rural Service
Centres and 13 Supporting Villages was
not based on symmetry in terms of equal
numbers. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy revised the terminology and
introduced more scrutiny which resulted
in 13 Primary Rural Service Centres and
11 Secondary Rural Service Centres.

a Principal Town, it does not perform as a significant
service centre. Driffield has a substantial offer of services
and facilities, much wider than the offer in Nafferton, and
as such provides significantly more choice.
4.14 Given the close proximity of the two settlements,
residents in Nafferton will be highly likely to travel the few
minutes down the road to Driffield for many of their daily
or weekly needs where there is greater choice. Whilst
there is the option of using the train, or bus, it is more
likely that these trips will be made by private car, especially
considering that the walk from Nafferton to Driffield is
along an unlit, 2 mile stretch of high speed single
carriageway with a pavement on only one side and a
number of lanes to cross; not a very pedestrian friendly or
attractive proposition.
4.15 Further development in Nafferton is likely to
exacerbate this problem, leading to an increase in trips to
Driffield where there is such a better offer available. It is
unlikely to attract many new services and facilities because
of the greater choice available in nearby Driffield therefore
it is unlikely that Nafferton will perform as a significant
service centre in the future either.
4.16 Additional settlements in close proximity to the larger
settlements were also mentioned during the discourse at
the Agents' workshop, such as Tickton and Bilton. Both of
these settlements have the same issues as Nafferton, in
relation to Beverley and Hull respectively, and therefore
should also not be included within the settlement
hierarchy. Given their lack of services and facilities they are
even more likely to lead to increase trips by private car.
Consequently, these settlements, and any other 'similar'
settlements, should not be categorised as LSCs, or indeed
elsewhere in the settlement hierarchy.
4.17 South Cave and its relationship to Elloughton cum
Brough is a different situation. Firstly, Elloughton cum
Brough does not have as wide a range of services and
facilities as Beverley, Driffield and Hull. Therefore it does
not act as a destination in its own right as much as those
settlements and therefore will not draw in as many people
from surrounding settlements; indeed it has a supporting

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council
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role of its own.
4.18 Secondly, South Cave has a much wider offer than
Nafferton, Tickton and Bilton, therefore a greater
percentage of its residents will be able to meet more of
their everyday needs in South Cave than residents of
Nafferton, Tickton and Bilton would in their respective
settlements, thus reducing the number of trips by South
Cave residents.
4.19 Consequently, it is considered that South Cave is
significantly more comparable to Elloughton cum Brough
than Nafferton is to Driffield. It is this different relationship
that means that South Cave can act as a Rural Service
Centre in its own right, serving its residents and residents
of the surrounding settlements of North Cave, Ellerker,
Hotham and North and South Newbald.
4.20 Further, it is noted that the current strategy identifies
a symmetrical hierarchy of 13 RSCs and 13 Supporting
Villages, although it is acknowledged that this could be a
coincidence. If not a coincidence however, such an
approach results in a settlement hierarchy that has been
manufactured purely to achieve the same number of
settlements in each of these two designations, which is
wholly inappropriate. Whilst a 'similar' number of RSCs and
SVs is considered appropriate, a manufacturing of the
choices purely so that identical numbers of settlements are
designated is fundamentally flawed.
Proposed Change
4.21 It is acknowledged that the majority of settlements
designated as RSCs and SVs are appropriate but for the
reasons stated above, it is considered that South Cave
should be designated as an RSC, and indeed near the top of
the RSCs.
4.22 Further, knock on changes, are referred to below.
By removing the arbitrary 2 mile buffer from the boundary
of major settlements so that development takes place
adjacent to the greatest densities of housing and can
thereby benefit from and create new opportunities for
sustainable transport. The designation of supporting villages
should not be used within the central area, unless by
exception, as these cannot be justified as "remote" (for

Noted. The measurement of 2 miles has
been replaced with 5 km to reflect best
practice in respect of cycling distances.
The reference to ‘remote’ is potentially
misleading in respect of some settlements
and has been re-assessed.

example Leven may wish to be included and there may be
an argument for RSC/SV status). Policy SS4 should be
refocused on the sustainable areas of the sub regional
centre's periphery and the RSC and SV quota should be
substantially reduced to no more than for example, 8% or
even less to avoid dispersed development taking place in
the dormitory hotspots.

Mrs G. Newlove, Hutton
Cranswick Parish Council

Mr P J Gray, Hickling Gray
Associates on behalf of
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After carrying out its own survey by way of a questionnaire
sent out to all villagers the parish council wish to make the
following representations as regards the ERYC's LDF Potential Sites Allocation Plan Document Consultation of
2010.
The majority view is that respondents would prefer less
development then the proposed 10 dwellings per annum
over the next 15 years. It should be noted that it was
explained in the introductions to the questionnaire that
there were 34 unimplemented planning permissions.
The potential sites as shown on the allocation plan are
excessive for the village's housing needs. A clear majority
did not think that any of the suggested sites were either
more suitable than or needed in addition to the land within
the existing village limit.
Excessive development would erode the rural character of
the village, encouraging urbanisation.
The current outdated drainage system (foul and surface
water) is inadequate for an increase in development.
The already busy highway within the village cannot cope
with additional traffic flow, especially the area surrounding
Main Street the main thoroughfare through the village.

We are instructed to object to the Council's preferred
approach to housing distribution and land allocations set

Proposed Policy SS4 of the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy did focus on the
most sustainable locations in the East
Riding (i.e. 81% of new housing steered
to the Major Haltemprice Settlements,
Principal Towns and Local Service
Centres). However, some additional
housing is appropriate in rural areas
where there are high levels of housing
need and where a fair proportion (c.40%)
of East Riding residents live.
Noted.
The Further Consultation Core Strategy
proposes 166 dwellings over the plan
period (compared with 170 in the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy). This
represents a growth of around 20% of
the current size of the village in line with
the overall approach for Primary Rural
Service Centres (formerly known as
Rural Service Centres).
An Infrastructure Study was completed in
October 2011. It did not identify any
significant constraints which would
warrant removing Hutton Cranswick
from the settlement network, which
meets the criteria set out for identifying
RSCs and SVs. The Core Strategy will
include a policy for ensuring that
adequate infrastructure will be in place or
put in place to facilitate new
development.
Site-specific issues will be addressed
through the Allocations Document.
Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements

Client Unknown,

out in the Core Strategy consultation document.
It is considered that the Council's approach will not result
in an appropriate pattern of growth given that a number of
the settlements excluded from the preferred approach are
highly sustainable in terms of their locations and the
facilities they offer to the resident population of the
settlements.
Woodmansey is one such place. It contains retail,
education, community and recreational facilities to support
the local residents. It lies immediately next to a major
employment site at the Tokenspire Business Park and is
very convenient for the main employment areas on the
east side of Beverley.
It is also highly accessible by means other than the private
car. It is on a regular public bus network linking Hull to
Beverley and the urban areas to the north. For those
wishing to travel by car it is on the main transport
network.
Having regard to the credentials of the settlement it is on a
par with those places where the Core Strategy is
suggesting the main housing allocations will be made.
We note that the objective of Stage 4 is to identify a well
distributed network of Local Service Centres taking into
account the location of the larger settlements which meet
the needs of the vast majority of the East Riding
population. Once identified the intention then is to
consider the location of Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Villages. However, with this approach the
Council will be ignoring those settlements such as
Woodmansey which, because of their proximity to main
settlements such as Beverley, are not considered
appropriate to be identified for any growth.
This approach is fundamentally wrong. It denies the historic
evidence of how settlements have grown in a hierarchical
manner and seeks to direct growth to other less
sustainable places. The very fact that settlements such as
Woodmansey are ignored because of their proximity to
the preferred main urban areas and local service centres
falls contrary to the considerations the Council are seeking
to apply in determining the location and distribution of

within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. Woodmansey has been
identified as a Hinterland Village.
However, because of their proximity to
the larger settlements, Hinterland Villages
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
Whilst there is a strategy to focus
development in the most sustainable
locations, the approach also seeks to
ensure that there is a well distributed
network of different sized centres across
the East Riding. This is a key part of the
rationale for the approach to RSCs and
SVs.
Despite the announcements by the
Government, the RSS remained part of
the Development Plan for the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy and Further
Consultation Core Strategy and it is
unlawful to prepare a plan which is not in
general conformity with it.
Reference to Option C in the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy is made
correctly.

housing land.
It is considered that there is a sufficiently strong argument
to support the contention that some of the intended
growth in the area could be directed to those other
sustainable settlements within proximity to the identified
growth settlements. This would reduce the pressure to
identify large areas of greenfield land in a small number of
settlements and distribute some of the identified housing
needs to the settlements around the main growth node,
such as Woodmansey is to Beverley.
The government has announced the abolition of the
Regional Strategy. The implications of this for the East
Riding are, as yet, unknown. However, this allows the
Council more rein to determine the location and
distribution of housing and employment land. This would
be in a manner more suited to the current form and
character of the East Riding with its established pattern of
development in settlements than controlled by wider
regional 'requirements'.
The manner in which this was previously controlled in the
former Structure Plan, which identified a wider range of
"Selected Settlements", worked well for many years and
established a range and distribution of housing and
employment across the East Riding which created a range
of sustainable settlements in locations many of which are
well served by public transport links.
There seems to be little justification to squeeze the
distribution tighter by not including land allocations in
those settlements which are sustainable but excluded
simply because they are located close to identified core
settlements such as Beverley. Indeed, there is a case to
make that many of these settlements are far more suitable
for further development because of the facilities they offer
and their proximity to major employment locations and the
public transport network than some of the 26 Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages the Core Strategy
is promoting.
Question 5 of the consultation asks,
a) Do you agree with the process for identifying Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages? If not, please state

why.
b) Do you agree with the preferred option to identify the
13 Rural Service Centres and 13 Supporting Villages? If not,
please state why.
On the first part we do not agree with the process simply
because well established and sustainable settlements such
as Woodmansey are being ignored because of their
proximity to Beverley.
On the second part we do not agree with the preferred
option to identify only 26 Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Villages for the reasons given above.
We note that Woodmansey does not appear in any of the
suggested Options for settlements identified for growth.
This seems to be fundamentally wrong when not only does
the settlement contain the facilities that would qualify it to
be considered as a sustainable settlement but it is also
extremely well located to sources of employment, a main
settlement and the public transport network.
The RSS has been abolished such that LPA is able to set its
own strategy. We contend that if the intention is to
concentrate development to larger settlements there is
logic to say that those settlements exhibiting sustainable
characteristics which are recognized as being close to these
larger settlements might also be identified for some
growth. This would retain their individual function of
supporting the immediate population but close enough to
the main urban centres to benefit for the higher level of
services they provide.
In the case of Woodmansey it has a significant level of
facilities to support its residents and any new housing that
might be built there. It is in an accessible position in terms
of proximity to major employment sites along the A1174
and to the public transport network. The allocation of
additional land for housing in Woodmansey would help to
retain the existing local services, particularly the school.
Were they to close through lack of support it would lead
to further decline within the settlement and an increase in
travel requirements for the resident population.
Our clients consider that the option to identify those
settlements with sustainable characteristics which are close

Mr Mike Cole, Gregory
Gray Associates on behalf
of Wyevale Garden
Centres
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to larger settlements, such as Woodmansey should be the
preferred approach. This will lead to a better distribution
of housing land around the East Riding and continue to
meet the objective of ensuring the long-term maintenance
and viability of existing services and facilities within the
settlement. It will relieve some of the burden of placing the
vast majority of development on to greenfield land around
the main urban areas and a few local service centres whilst
still providing the same level of allocated land in the East
Riding.
In this regard we again promote our clients land to you as
an available and potentially developable area of housing in
very close proximity to Woodmansey and to Beverley with
all the facilities it has to support its resident population.
We are concerned with the preferred identification of
Rural Service Centre (RSC) and Supporting Villages (SVs)
and consider it might be more appropriate that the Council
consider developments as and when they come forward
(see paragraph 4.34).
If RSC's and SVs are to be identified in the Core Strategy
then we propose that the identification process for the
RSCs and SVs should be revisited and have added flexibility.
Given there are over 320 settlements within East Riding of
Yorkshire it seems unreasonable that this process has
identified just 13 RSCs and 13 SVs. The Core Strategy
should refer to more settlements than it currently
proposes; the Preferred Approach identifies around 40
settlements in total which leaves 280 settlements as `unnamed'. The result of this identification process is vast
areas of land and a substantial number of settlements being
amalgamated together as `un-named'. This is a concern; the
Core Strategy should provide clear and robust guidance for
the whole of the Local Authority.
As advised above, we believe a more flexible process to
that used in Preferred Approach (Figure 6) should be
adopted as it appears overly rigid and does not take
account of possible future changes. For example, what
would happen if a RSC or SV was identified but its local
post office closed and it then only have 4 day-to-day
services? Would the settlement retain its status, when it is

Noted. The Preferred Approach Core
Strategy does have an approach for the
‘un-named’ settlements in Proposed
Policy SS3.
The concept of ‘Hinterland Villages’,
which looks at settlements within 5km of
larger centres, has been introduced
through the Further Consultation Core
Strategy. These recognise that villages
close to larger settlements offer
opportunities for accommodating
sustainable development as they have
good access and a range of basic services.
This has introduced a further 11
settlements.
In addition, the Policy S4 of the Draft
Strategy Document provides an approach
for ‘Villages’ which is different to that of a
‘countryside’ approach.
There is therefore strong guidance for
different places across the local authority
area.

perhaps no different from other settlements which have
been discounted from the process on this basis?

Mr Mike Cole, Gregory
Gray Associates on behalf
of Wyevale Garden
Centres
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Whilst we understand the decision to focus development
in the MHS and Principal Towns, it seems unreasonable to
discount potential RSCs and SVs on the basis of their
proximity to the MHS and Principal Towns. Settlements
such as Woodmansey and Dunswell have local services
such as local primary schools and good public transport to
both Beverley and Hull but have been discounted due to
their proximity to Beverley and Hull. The methodology
should be revisited and consider all settlements regardless
of their proximity to the MHS or Principal Towns.
It is suggested that the Council considers designating all
settlements with a more flexible identification process,
which includes identifying settlements closer to the larger
centres or does not identify any RSCs and SVs and
consider all applications for development at the time
proposed.
I am very unhappy at the way you have gone about your
selection approach. A lack of full transparency on
methodology and no earlier involvement of Parish Councils
in view of the mistakes your seven tick boxed for village
identification. Things like Doctor Surgeries, Garages, etc
should have been approved by all Parish Councils. Errors
are rife in the current documentation.

Whilst the Strategy Document will be a
long-term plan, it is likely to be reviewed
within the plan period. However,
identifying specific settlements as RSCs
and SVs provides confidence in decision
making for investors, communities and
planners.
Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. Woodmansey and
Dunswell have been identified as
Hinterland Villages. However, because of
their proximity to the larger settlements,
Hinterland Villages are not regarded as
service centres in their own right.

Noted. The consultation provides the
formal and transparent opportunity for
people to get involved. Specific meetings
were held with Town and Parish Councils
as part of the consultation process. They
were also consulted on the preparation
of Settlement Profiles, which included a
list of existing services and facilities.
Brough's development area is just short of 2 miles from
Noted. Figure 6 of the Preferred
one end to the other, in fact nearly the distance to South
Approach Core Strategy sets out the
Cave from the North Western corner of Brough
identification process. The box on pages
development map. The 2 mile radius or buffer just does not 37 and 38 also show the outcomes of
stand up to detailed inspection.
alternative options to aid transparency.
I do feel that this 2 mile radius may have been used after
sites (villages) where first identified and then rules
The process for identifying the villages
implemented to justify your decisions.
started with establishing the criteria first.
This would be unethical and possibly due a legal challenge if

true. Is this the case?
I believe that a lack of full transparency on your site/village
methodology has occurred. The 2 mile radius between the
current development area of villages such as Brough and
Hessle has not been shown. Why 2 miles - why not 5
miles, why not 2.5 miles, why not 1 mile. No explanation
has been offered as to why this been made.
Have any of your officers, managers had to declare an
interest in areas of villages they or family live prior to
village groupings - this also should apply to the seven 'tick
boxes' at stage 1 which eliminated some villages from
further development. These boxes were evaluated several
years ago. I personally pointed out mistakes at the time and
yet these mistakes are still there - why?
The 2 mile buffer between Brough and South Cave passes
thru the South Cave market place and yet you do not treat
South Cave as you do with North Ferriby, a village with
similar facilities, a rail link to Hull, and nearer to major
works centres. N. Ferriby is much more 'sustainable' village
than 'South Cave' is to Hull. These inconsistencies I feel
need further investigation, not just the two villages
mentioned, but all similar villages, including Swanland.
Mr Paul Hellawell
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This is ridiculous in Holme on Spalding Moor (HOSM) and
HOSM doesn't meet with ERYC's own sustainability
methodology in this context. There are few local jobs and
no public transport for accessing work elsewhere in normal
working hours. HOSM is already overcrowded and has
overstretched infrastructure.
There are numerous traffic problems in the village as it is a
village (and should not be a supporting village) people use
cars to commute to work and travel to shop. If we
continue to build without any infrastructure safety is at
risk.
I ask that consideration is given to treating South Cave
different. I am not advocating no development at all but as
there are already a number of planning applications being
granted should it now not be a time to pause and think
rather than ticking a box to achieve a government target.
I consider the proposed designation of Holme-on-Spalding-

The measurement of 2 miles has been
replaced with 5 km to reflect best
practice in respect of cycling distances. It
represents the average distance within
which people are likely to substitute car
journeys for journeys by foot or cycle
(i.e. more sustainable means).
The concept of ‘Hinterland Villages’,
which looks at settlements within 5km of
larger centres, has been introduced
through the Further Consultation Core
Strategy. These recognise that villages
close to larger settlements offer
opportunities for accommodating
sustainable development as they have
good access and a range of basic services.
Swanland and North Ferriby have been
identified as Hinterland Villages.
However, because of their proximity to
the larger settlements, Hinterland Villages
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
Noted. HOSM met the criteria set out in
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy.

Noted. Existing planning permissions are
taken into consideration and are inclusive
of the figures proposed for each
settlement.

Noted.

Ms Annie Smith, Kilham
Parish Council

Mike Downes, Antony
Aspbury Associates on
behalf of Mr Adrian Sail,
Strawsons Development /
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Moor as a Rural Service Centre is appropriate to its role
and function as an East Riding settlement.
The proposed scale of development must remain
commensurate with existing and future public services and
facilities in the village and should ensure that it continues to
be an attractive and sustainable village.
The general consensus among all who attended the
meeting as well as those who have written to the Council
is a totally negative reaction to the sheer scale of the
planned development. Whilst agreeing the need for a small
amount of affordable housing to enable local young people
to remain within the village, the view of Kilham Parish
Council and residents is that the size of the planned
increase in not necessary to achieve this objective and will
destroy the essentially pastoral character of the village for
all residents. Many concerns have also been raised
regarding the inadequacy of infrastructure and services to
support such an expanded population, with particular
emphasis on sewers and drainage, lack of public transport,
an already over-subscribed primary school, lack of a
doctor's surgery and all the problems associated with
increased car traffic.

We support the process of identifying rural service centres
and supporting villages to provide a range of community
services and an appropriate level of supporting growth to
underpin these facilities. East Riding is a very large District

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
This means that the Further Consultation
Core Strategy promoted just 82
dwellings in Kilham as opposed to 170
dwellings set out in the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy.
An Infrastructure Study was completed in
October 2011. It did not identify any
significant constraints which would
warrant removing Kilham from the
settlement network, which meets the
criteria set out for identifying RSCs and
SVs. The Core Strategy will include a
policy for ensuring that adequate
infrastructure will be in place or put in
place to facilitate new development.
Noted.

Omnivale Ltd

Charles and Anne
Pickering,

Mr & Mrs Whatmough,
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with a substantial housing requirement and a hierarchical
approach to allocating development to meet needs,
supporting local communities and to reduce the need to
travel is the most appropriate approach in this context.
The proposed scale of development would overwhelm the
currently small village of Wetwang.
We fail to see how it can be considered a "service centre"
as most people use Driffield.

1. Building 150 houses in a village the size of Wetwang is
totally out of proportion and would increase the size of the
village by c.50%
2. The character of the village will be changed completely:
this is not fair or just.
3. No housing developer is going to agree to build just 10
houses per annum. They will build 150 at once, otherwise
it would not be economic.
4. Wetwang has very few facilities and can certainly not be
classified as a rural service centre. There is no public
transport, no post office, only one very small shop and two
pubs.
5. Could the school cope with an influx of pupils from the
new development, or would they have to be bussed to
Driffield?

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
This means that the Further Consultation
Core Strategy promoted just 66
dwellings in Wetwang as opposed to 170
dwellings set out in the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy.
Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
In addition, the policy for managing the
rate of house building assumes an annual
average over the plan period. It is

accepted that rates may be different in
any particular year. This recognition has
been made clearer in the Publication
Core Strategy. Developers respond to
demand and it is very unlikely they would
build 170 properties all at once in a
village.
Typically, we would expect a demand for
13 additional primary school places for
every 100 houses built.

Mr & Mrs Lunn,
Mrs E Lomax,
Mr Gavin Chapman,
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[Wetwang] Probably too close to Driffield to be useful.
Strong objection [Wetwang]
[Wetwang] I find the suggestion incredible as there is no
daily bus service and the A166 is poorly maintained.
There is no employment opportunities in Wetwang or
surrounding area.
Houses are remaining unsold for long periods of the time
i.e. Thorndale Croft has reasonably priced houses x3 on
market for 6 months+ showing lack of demand and if you
build on WET3, these will lose views and be even less
saleable.

Notwithstanding this, the Infrastructure
Study published in October 2011
considered the impact of new
development on infrastructure including
school places. It did not identify any
significant constraints which would
warrant removing Wetwang from the
settlement network. The Draft Strategy
Document includes a policy for ensuring
that adequate infrastructure will be in
place or put in place to facilitate new
development (Policy C1).
Noted.
Noted.
Noted. Wetwang met the criteria
established in the Preferred Approach
Core Strategy.
The lack of sales in the housing market is
a national (global) challenge for the time
being – it is not specific to Wetwang.
However, the Core Strategy covers a
long timeframe and there will be different
economic circumstances throughout that
period.
Site-specific issues will be addressed
through the Allocations Document.

John W Scholey,
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The village of Hutton Cranswick has the very best in public
services, i.e. rail like with anywhere in the country, bus
services with anywhere in the country.
School, shops, pubs, cricket field, sports field and
clubhouse, meeting halls, fishing lake.
This village must be kept alive i.e. must not loose any of
these public facilities, so further development should be
allowed to designate Hutton Cranswick as a Rural Service
Centre.

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/693
The majority of the land allocated for housing development
is concentrated in the Principal Towns and Local Service
Centres mainly in large individual blocks, with only smallscale development permitted in Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Village. This policy does not encourage varied
forms of development and it will be difficult for the smaller
local housebuilders who build a bespoke product to
identify viable sites for development. The result will be a
mass of housing with little or no regard to the local
character of the county.
I would suggest a more dispersed pattern of development
throughout the county with the inclusion of villages such as
Walkignton, Swanland, North ferriby and Newbald as
RSC's, would be beneficial.
Furthermore, within the RSC's and SV's, and in some cases
the other settlements, there should be greater flexibility to
consider schemes on their merits so that the presumptiion
would not always be against the principle of appropriate
development taking place.
CSPA/55
Policy SS2 does not provide an appropriate framework for
guiding the local of development and type of uses. In this
respect the Policy must be OBJECTED to.
The settlement network is inappropriate as a framework
for locating development for the reasons outlined under
Questions 4 and 5. These concerns are summarised as

Noted.

Question 6
Consultee
Mr M E Barrett, Risby
Homes Ltd

Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Object

Officer Comments
Noted. No allocations for housing have
been made through the Strategy
Document. The Allocations Document
will allocate sites for housing and this will
look at a range different sized sites.
The concept of ‘Hinterland Villages’,
which looks at settlements within 5km of
larger centres, has been introduced
through the Further Consultation Core
Strategy. These recognise that villages
close to larger settlements offer
opportunities for accommodating
sustainable development as they have
good access and a range of basic services.

Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger

follows:
- The discounting of settlements for growth on the
grounds of proximity to larger settlements is unsustainable
- The effect of the proposed policy for settlements within
2 miles of Principal Towns is to plan for their decline
- Links between Principal Towns and the hinterlands they
serve is not recognized
- Encouraging housing development close to Principal
Towns will reduce travel to work distances and improve
access to services and facilities for future residents
- Broadening the Spatial Planning Areas for Principal Towns
to incorporate supporting communities and Satellite
Settlements will provide a more focused framework for
development rather than dispersal across the East Riding to
more RSC’s and SV’s
- Increased growth requirements could not be
accommodated sustainably within the current framework
- Greater flexibility is needed in the provision of growth
areas if the East Riding is to have any chance of
accommodating levels of new housing in CLG projections
- Without growth opportunities, existing facilities in service
providing centres such as Nafferton will be threatened by
declining population thresholds as a result of reductions in
household size
- Threats to services in Nafferton are contrary to the
support for focusing development in public transport nodes
as part of the sustainability agenda
- The support to Hull as a regional centre may be
undermined following the revocation of the RSS as part of
the Development Plan.
- The level of development that can be accommodated
within the Haltemprice settlements is unclear given the
level of flood risk and the objections being raised to City of
Hull Core Strategy in respect of developing in areas of
flood risk
In order to address these issues an alternative approach is
suggested in which the well established roles that Satellite
Settlements, such as Nafferton, and the hinterlands
associated with the Principal Towns service centres are
recognised. The following definitions may be useful:

settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.
The Further Consultation Core Strategy
also considered the evidence for
establishing a new housing requirement
figure. This included reviewing CLG
projections as one source of data, of
many.
Whilst the RSS is set to be abolished, this
does not mean that the approach to
managing development in and around the
Hull area is no longer relevant. The
Localism Act has introduced a duty to
cooperate which reinforces the need to
ensure that the respective plans of
neighbouring local planning authorities
are at least cohesive.
A Revised Policy SS2 was presented in
the Further Consultation Core Strategy.

- Principal Towns: constitutes the defined settlement and
the two mile surrounding area from the settlement. This
includes the hinterland which is currently excluded from
development or allocation (Figure 6 of the PACS)
- Satellite Settlements: Settlements which meet Stage 1 of
the RSC and SV test (Figure 6 of the PACS) but fall within
2 miles proximity of a Principal Town
Incorporating these areas within the settlement network
provides greater scope for development to be
accommodated in sustainable locations. These locations
have shorter travel to work distances and better public
transport links to the main service centres which is
considered to be a more sustainable option.
This approach is similar to that adopted in other
Authorities. Huntingdonshire District Council adopted a
Core Strategy (September 2009) which specifically relies
upon satellite settlements (Godmanchester and Brampton)
to support the services offered by Huntingdon as it is
stated that they have ‘a clear physical and functional
relationship with the main town’ - both lies within two
miles of Huntingdon and form part of a ‘Spatial Planning
Area’. In that case the Inspector found such a function
entirely appropriate and acceptable; a similar approach to
the focus for growth in the East Riding would be wholly
appropriate and successful.
The revocation of the RSS also raises issues as to whether
the support role the East Riding provides Hull will
continue. The issues of flood risk which can impact on the
delivery and viability of regenerating Hull and the focus on
the Major Haltemprice Settlements may result in a
diversion of development from those areas and the plan
requires sufficient flexibility to address this.
Increased housing figures in the CLG projections suggest at
the very least the direction of travel of housing provision in
the East Riding is upwards. In this respect the abandonment
of the RSS housing targets needs to be considered as likely
to imply a housing shortfall and the expansion of the
Principal Towns within defines Spatial Planning Areas that
can deliver growth in Satellite Settlements is considered to
be an appropriate response to these issues.

Other points in respect of the policy are that
- There is unnecessary repetition within SS2 in terms of
what suitable development will be considered under parts
B & D and under the separate settlement criteria headings.
- Reference to small scale development in rural service
centres is potentially contradictory as the demand for
affordable housing in those areas may extend beyond the
definition of small scale development being of 10 units or
less. The reference should be amended to allow for
appropriate development to avoid conflict within the
policy.
In light of the above comments the Policy is recommended
to be amended as follows:
The Settlement Network
A. New development will be focused in the defined
settlement network which consists of:
1. The Major Haltemprice Settlements - that part of the
East Riding comprising the Regional City - Anlaby,
Cottingham, Hessle, Kirk Ella, and Willerby;
2. Principal Towns & Satellite Settlements - Beverley,
Bridlington, Driffield and Goole and those settlements
within a 2 mile radius of these settlements. Identified
Satellite Settlements are Nafferton, Tickton and
Walkington;
3. Local Service Centres - Elloughton/Brough, Hedon,
Hornsea, Howden, Market Weighton, Pocklington and
Withernsea;
4. Rural Service Centres - Aldbrough, Beeford, Bubwith,
Gilberdyke, Holme on Spalding Moor, Hutton Cranswick,
Kilham, Leven, Middleton on the Wolds, Patrington, Snaith,
Stamford Bridge and Wetwang; and
5. Supporting Villages - Brandesburton, Easington,
Eastrington, Flamborough, Keyingham, Melbourne,
Newport, North Cave, Rawcliffe, Roos, Skirlaugh, South
Cave and Wilberfoss.
B. The Major Haltemprice Settlements and the Principal
Towns will be the main focus of growth in the East Riding.
The Local Service Centres and Rural Service Centres will
provide for more limited development to sustain and meet
the needs of rural areas.

C. Development and regeneration activity in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements, the Principal Towns and the
Local Service Centres should be sufficient to support and
enhance the service function of the settlement, and will be
appropriate to its size and character.
D. The development limits of the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, the Principal Towns, Local Service Centres,
Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages will be
defined in the Allocations DPD.
The Major Haltemprice Settlements
E. The Major Haltemprice Settlements will be the focus for
development, commensurate with their role within the
district and relationship with as part of the Regional City,
whilst recognising the need to support the regeneration
interventions within the City of Hull.
Principal Towns & Satellite Settlements
F. Principal Towns will be centres of economic
development and housing growth and will cater for their
own needs and the service needs of significant parts of the
East Riding. They will be a key focus for services and
facilities, including shopping, leisure, transport, education,
health, entertainment and cultural activities.
Satellite Settlements will accommodate housing and
suitable employment growth while supporting existing and
expanded services and facilities in the Principal Towns.
Local Service Centres
G. Local Service Centres will provide the local focus for
housing, economic development, shopping, leisure,
transport, education, health, entertainment and cultural
activities for the town and its rural hinterland. These towns
will support and complement the Principal Towns and the
Regional City.
Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages
H. In order to sustain the overall vitality of rural areas,
small-scale development to meet local community needs
will be supported in the Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Villages, complementing the roles of Local
Service Centres in meeting some of the basic needs in
more remote areas.
I. To ensure the delivery of the overall spatial approach,

Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council
Mr Doug Jennings,

Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

Support

CSPA/86

Object

CSPA/105

Observations

CSPA/184

development in Rural Service Centres and supporting
Villages will only be considered where it is of an
appropriate small-scale, in keeping with the character of
the settlements and involves:
1. Development wholly for affordable housing; or
2. Residential development ? comprising an average of 10
dwellings per annum in each Rural Service Centre and an
average of 5 dwellings per annum in each Supporting
Village; or
3. New and/or enhanced local services and facilities; or
4. Economic development appropriate to the scale of the
village and in accordance with PE2.
The Countryside and Other Rural Settlements
J. Development in the countryside and those settlements
not named above will normally be of a small scale nature to
meet local needs. Policy SS3 will be used to determine
development decisions in these parts of the East Riding.
The Society does not believe that Cottingham should have
such a defined role as "part of the regional city". This
approach has already resulted in Cottingham's separate
identity being eroded by inappropriate decision making on
development, the public realm and transport. Decisions on
these matters should be different for Hull and Cottingham.
They should be seeking to reinforce individual identity not
subordinating it to being "commensurate with their role as
part of the regional city."

In response to Question 6, Bourne Leisure considers that
Policy SS2 should recognise the importance of tourism in
terms of both the location of development and the types of
uses that would be acceptable. The Company considers
that there is scope to recognise the need for both major
Haltemprice settlements and the principal towns to
provide services for visitors to the area in points E and F,

Noted. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy included a specific place
statement for Cottingham. This referred
to the need to maintain Cottingham’s
character and largely protect the open
spaces between the village and Hull.
Proposed Policy SS2 seeks to achieve a
balance between recognising
Cottingham’s inherent sustainability
credentials and the need to avoid
undermining the development and
investment activity taking place within the
city boundaries.
Noted. Appropriate tourism
developments are supported through
Proposed Policy SS2 without there
necessarily being a need to explicitly
reference this type of development.
Proposed Policy PE3 of the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy reinforces this

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Caroline Searle, Entec UK
Ltd on behalf of Crown
Estate, Crown Estate

Observations

Support with
conditions

CSPA/364

CSPA/217

as well as for residents in the settlements themselves and
surrounding catchments. Point J needs to recognise that
larger scale tourism-related development may be
appropriate in countryside areas and other rural
settlements. This revised approach is supported by
paragraph 3.24 of the CLG Good Practice Guide on
Planning for Tourism (May 2006), which advises that "the
provision of essential facilities for visitors is vital for the
development of tourism in rural areas"
E - misses the point. We must protect the individual
physical identities of all the Haltemprice settlements.

The Crown Estate support the Settlement Hierarchy
framework, but as per Qs 5a & 5b above, The Crown
Estate request that Skirlaugh be upgraded to a Rural
Service Centre.
We are concerned that sub policy I.2 - Residential
development - comprising an average of 10 dwellings per
annum in each RSC and 5 dwellings per annum in each SV may lead to some confusion.
We are aware from having held discussions with East
Riding planning officers, that development at RSC or SV
level could be brought forward in several phases on one
site and would not necessarily need to be brought forward
in 10 or 5 unit portions on an annual basis. Not only would

point.
The principles of point J have now been
incorporated into Revised Policy SS3,
which now refers to development of an
appropriate scale.

Noted. Proposed Policy SS3 lists those
settlements individually which are under
the term ‘Major Haltemprice
Settlements’, much like how the Principal
Towns are individually listed. It does not
necessarily follow that each settlement is
the same although they do perform
similar functions.
To aid the continued identities of the
individual Major Haltemprice Settlements,
the Further Consultation Core Strategy
included specific place statements for
Cottingham, Hessle and
Anlaby/Willerby/Kirk Ella (due to the
built up nature of these three
settlements, it is difficult to separate
them for spatial planning purposes).
Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village. Where this would result in

this be disruptive to residents it would also significantly
impact on the viability of development schemes and would
limit developer contributions and affordable housing
provision.
The Crown Estate would like to see sub policy 1.2
strengthened to avoid any ambiguity or misinterpretation.
We also request that the word ‘approximately’ be added
before ‘10 dwellings’ and ‘5 dwellings’.

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Support

CSPA/310

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr N. Muirhead,

Object

CSPA/260

Proposed policy SS2 identifies Bridlington as a Principal
Town, which will be a centre of economic development
and housing growth. The aim is that Principal Towns will
cater for their own needs and the service needs of
significant parts of the East Riding. Principal Towns are to
be a focus for services and facilities, including shopping,
leisure, transport, education, health, entertainment and
cultural activities. The Lords consider that this is an
appropriate approach for Bridlington and therefore do not
object to this proposed policy.
My client supports the approach to distributing growth
across the district, 19% of which will be in the Rural
Service Centres, Supporting Villages and other unidentified
settlements.
Whilst it would feasible to monitor performance against
this target there is no provision in the policy for a situation
arises where a particular settlement(s) underperforms
against this target. If this occurs, will the shortfall be made
up by additional release in other settlements and if so how
would this be managed?
Policy SS2 proposes that, outside of those settlements
specifically identified in the hierarchy, there are no
development limits and that all remaining settlements are,
along with the wider rural area, treated as the countryside.
In the context of North Frodingham not currently being
identified as a Supporting Village, my client would object to
this part of the policy. Without development limits there is
no certainty as to how and where the settlement can
accommodate the small scale development proposed.

significant housebuilding – out of step
with the role of these villages – a cap of
10 dwellings per annum and 5 dwellings
per annum will be applied.
The Draft Strategy Document refers to a
total housing figure rather than a rate per
annum. However, the average 5-year
supply figure will be used to monitor
progress and inform decisions on
planning applications.
Noted.

Noted. An approach for responding to
over-provision/under-provision across
the whole settlement network is set out
in the Delivery, Monitoring and
Reviewing section of the Draft Strategy
Document.
The Draft Strategy Document states that
development limits will continue to be
drawn for ‘Villages’.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Zircon Flooring Ltd

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Zircon Flooring Ltd
Ingrid Barton,

Observations

CSPA/376

CSPA/374
Object

CSPA/279

My client does not consider this an appropriate option,
unless it can be demonstrated that a clear policy
framework is in place to deal with appropriate forms of
developments in and adjacent to rural settlements not
identified in the hierarchy, as well as the wider rural area.
Given the serious concerns regarding the wording of Policy
SS3 (see below) we do not consider that we can support
this approach.
It is noted that in the Supporting Villages an average of 5
dwellings per annum is envisaged across the plan period.
This is part of the approach to distributing growth across
the district, 19% of which will be in the Rural Service
Centres, Supporting Villages and other unidentified
settlements.
Whilst it would feasible to monitor performance against
this target there is no provision in the policy for a situation
arises where a particular settlement(s) underperforms
against this target. If this occurs, will the shortfall be made
up by additional release in other settlements and if so how
would this be managed?

The number is far too high. 10 houses a year in a place like
Wetwang would completely change the nature of the
village in 5 years! 50 new houses with no transport or jobs:
not good. The big development in Fridaythorpe has proved
unsustainable and many houses are now for sale.

Noted. An approach for responding to
over-provision/under-provision across
the whole settlement network is set out
in the Delivery, Monitoring and
Reviewing section of the Draft Strategy
Document.

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
This means that the Further Consultation
Core Strategy promoted just 66
dwellings in Wetwang as opposed to 170

Jennifer Hadland, Smiths
Gore on behalf of Mrs S
James,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/338

The approach set out in Policy SS2 provides an appropriate
framework for guiding the location of development and the
types of uses that would be acceptable in different
locations However, it is considered that this policy has
failed to properly assess the status of Dunswell. Following
the completion of the Dunswell Park and Ride, the area's
context will change becoming a well connected transport
hub, particularly with strong links into Hull City Centre.

Mr Richard J. Whittaker,

Object

CSPA/354

I am writing to object to the proposed residential
development of South Cave.
My wife and I have a daughter aged 2 and my wife is
expecting another child in December. We moved to South
Cave because of the good reputation of the local school
and other facilities, as well as a general desire to move
away from the city. My parents have lived in South Cave
for several years.
My objection the development proposals are on the
following grounds;
1) Traffic: I work as a solicitor in Hull and drive in to and
from work. The level of traffic travelling through South
Cave is already very high. All of the main roads in and out
of South Cave are exceptionally busy throughout the
working day.
Cars and a large number of lorries use the main roads to
travel between Hull, Market Weighton and York. I
understand that Market Weighton is continuing to be
developed which will continue to increase the traffic
through South Cave and onto the A63. The proposed
developments would only add further vehicles to an
already full road network.
This does not of course take in to account the additional

dwellings set out in the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy.
Noted. The concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. Dunswell has been
identified as a Hinterland Village.
However, because of their proximity to
the larger settlements, Hinterland Villages
are not regarded as service centres in
their own right.
Noted. T he Infrastructure Study
published in October 2011 considered
the impact of new development on
infrastructure including traffic, schools
and healthcare provision. It did not
identify any significant constraints which
would warrant removing South Cave
from the settlement network. The Core
Strategy will include a policy for ensuring
that adequate infrastructure will be in
place or put in place to facilitate new
development.

Jonathan & Alison Coletta,

Object

CSPA/368

plant, machinery and lorries that would have to use the
same road network, over several years, should the
developments go ahead.
I am sure that you are well aware of the problems with the
A63. Regrettably there are frequent accidents and
breakdowns on the A63. I have noticed that if there is a
problem then cars and most notably large lorries use
Beverley Road, South Cave as a cut through. This adds
even more traffic to the roads. The extra traffic from the
proposed developments would only exacerbate the above
problems.
2) Safety: I would also like to add a note about safety. A lot
of children walk to and from school or to the bus stops on
the main road. Not only is the level of traffic very high but
a lot of the road users that pass through South Cave have
no regard for the speed limits.
3) Schools: I understand that the schools in South Cave are
already full. It is not clear whether my children will be able
to get in to the local primary school. I cannot see how any
additional development will improve what is already a real
problem.
4) Other facilities: There is only one doctors surgery in
South Cave. This surgery is excellent but is already very
busy. I do not think that it would be able to continue to
provide such a service to existing residents and new
residents alike. The shops and other facilities in South Cave
are also limited. The additional number of residents would
mean that more people would have to travel out of South
Cave to use the other shops and facilities. Not only is this
environmentally unsound, but it would further increase the
traffic problems that I have detailed above.
We read with dismay of your plans to develop further
houses in South Cave.
The drainage system is already unable to cope with the
existing load of Little Wold Lane, The Stray and Beverley
Road.
The increase in traffic due to additional cars will cause
further problems which are already unacceptable;
-The dangerous junction at Little Wold Lane and Beverley
Road

Noted. The Infrastructure Study
published in October 2011 considered
the impact of new development on
infrastructure including drainage, traffic,
schools and healthcare provision. It did
not identify any significant constraints
which would warrant removing South
Cave from the settlement network. The
Draft Strategy Document includes a

Rose Freeman, The
Theatres Trust

Support
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Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region
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Support with
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Richard Nicholson,

Object

CSPA/544

-Traffic jams down Church Street at most times of the day
-The junction at A1034 is always blocked at peak times
South Cave is a small village whose facilities are already
stretched to breaking point,
-The school is full
-The doctors and dentists' surgeries are full
-Car parking is limited
Any additional houses would ruin a village which still have
the attraction of the open countryside and a national trail.
We support this proposed policy as entertainment and
cultural facilities that are likely to attract large numbers of
visitors should in the first instance be clustered within the
Principal Towns and have good accessibility to the public
transport network . Locally important cultural facilities
should be protected and enhanced where they contribute
to wider regeneration. It will be appropriate for the local
services centres generally to provide entertainment, leisure
and cultural facilities of an appropriate scale and kind to
serve their roles and catchments.
The Plan’s Objectives seek to protect the area’s landscape
character and the setting of its settlements. This aspect is
currently missing from Policy SS2. Suggested amendments:
Amend the end of Policy SS2 Criterion C. to read:- ‘and
will be appropriate to its size, character, and landscape
setting’
It is true that facilities like small general stores are not
viable in small villages: neither are they in larger
settlements because of the growth in supermarkets.
However, small specialist shops, selling local produce, are
thriving.
I was raised from the age of 4 in North Frodingham nr
Driffield and I am very disappointed and surprised that the
framework has rule out any extra need for housing until
2026 for the village. This village is on an important and very
busy link road between the A165 and (which has local
villages Beeford, Brandesburton and Leven identified as
needing extra housing) and the market town of Driffield. A
significant number of people work in Driffield and live on
the link roads, travelling this way every day.

policy (C1) for ensuring that adequate
infrastructure will be in place or put in
place to facilitate new development.

Noted.

Noted. The plan will need to be read as a
whole and a specific policy on
development which is sensitive to the
landscape setting is set out in the Draft
Strategy Document.
Noted.

Noted. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy recognises that more housing
should be supported in rural areas than
previously envisaged through the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy. The
amount proposed in the Hinterland
Villages, Rural Villages and countryside
has increased from 607 dwellings over
the plan period to over 3,000. This also

Mr John Pilgrim, Yorkshire
Forward

Support

CSPA/428

It has at the moment a viable school, thriving community
centre, post office and a garage but will suffer in the near
future because of past new housing being of the larger type
or upmarket homes, and not enough starter and affordable
homes for lower wage families to enable the younger
generation to stay where they were raised.
Both my son and daughter cannot buy an affordable home
in the area as Brandesburton and Leven house prices are
far too expensive and Beeford has just released a small
number of starter homes for which there were dozens of
potential buyers for each new home, which speaks for
itself. They face the prospect of having to live out of the
area possible in Hull. This drain of young people will result
in a largely old population which will not be a good mix to
keep facilities going.
I acknowledge that villages do not want to loose their
identity with large sprawling estates but have noticed that
other smaller villages have been identified which nearly all
tend to be more desirable places to live already and do not
face the prospect of losing families.
13 supporting villages get an average of 77 houses per year,
you have only identified the need for 36 houses per year
over the whole of the rest of the rural communities, this is
a pitiful amount. The larger villages will steadily grow larger
and the smaller villages (or less desirable) will not thrive.
We support in general terms the approach set out within
the Core Strategy in relation to a preferred settlement
hierarchy and the settlement network identified. We
welcome the support that is given to appropriate
development in rural areas, which will help to sustain rural
economies and vitality. This aligns well with the
recommendations of the Matthew Taylor report, and
objective 6C of the Regional Economic Strategy (RES)
which seeks to secure a strong and diverse rural economy,
by supporting rural renaissance in market towns and
promoting sustainable economic development in remote
rural areas. We also welcome the reference to the city of
Hull within the policy, as it will be important to ensure that
development is brought forward in a manner which is not
only sensitive to the needs of settlements within the East

reflects a more supportive approach for
individual dwellings in Rural Villages,
which North Frodingham could be
considered as, through Revised Policy
SS3.

Noted.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr & Mrs JH Foreman,

Observations
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Mr Garth Hanlon, Savills on
behalf of St John's College,
Cambridge

Support
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Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Support

CSPA/489

Riding district, but also to the regeneration needs of Hull.
Ensuring that the approach taken will provide support to
the City of Hull and help to boost its position as a regional
city will in turn will help to strengthen the economy of the
Hull and Humber sub-region and the East Riding District.
It is noted that in the Rural Service Centres an average of
10 dwellings per annum is envisaged across the plan period.
This is part of the approach to distributing growth across
the district, 19% of which will be in the Rural Service
Centres, Supporting Villages and other unidentified
settlements.
Whilst it would feasible to monitor performance against
this target there is no provision in the policy for a situation
arises where a particular settlement(s) underperforms
against this target. If this occurs, will the shortfall be made
up by additional release in other settlements and if so how
would this be managed?
The settlement network defined at Policy SS2 is supported
in principle and concurs with the strategic settlement
hierarchy provided within the Yorkshire and Humber RSS
(May 2008) - particularly Policy HE1: Humber Estuary sub
area policy and Policy Cl: Coast sub area policy.
We recognise the need to direct proportionately large
amounts of development to those settlements which are
located adjacent to the Regional City of Hull (i.e.
Haltemprice). Such an approach will focus additional
housing and employment adjacent to the greatest
concentrations of existing infrastructure and should further
build upon existing current regeneration aims for the city.
The allocation of the Principal Towns including Goole are
also in line with the Regional Strategy and are supported in
this context. Goole's position as a principal town will
enable the delivery of further economic investment within
and around the town, helping to support the town's
renaissance and provide employment opportunities linked
to the greater provision of housing growth expected over
the next 25 years.
Policy SS2- the Lords have no objection to the policy;

Noted. An approach for responding to
over-provision/under-provision across
the whole settlement network is set out
in the Delivery, Monitoring and
Reviewing section of the Draft Strategy
Document.

Noted.

Noted.

Mr Robert Falkingham,

Observations

CSPA/550

Mr Robert Falkingham,

Other

CSPA/557

Firstly I would like to elaborate on my view that small scale
developments in the countryside would deliver economic
prosperity. Most of these developments would be carried
out by small to medium sized local building firms, who
would in turn use local tradesmen for ancillary work such
as joinery, decorating, landscaping etc. This money would
be ‘re-cycled’ in the local economy, and stay in the East
Riding. Large scale developments such as those proposed
for Howden or Market Weighton will most likely attract
larger national building firms who will, admittedly, use some
local tradesmen in addition to their own staff, but any
profits from such developments will be siphoned off to
company headquarters, most likely outside the East Riding,
probably in London. You mentioned the ‘deliverability’ of
projects being a problem in the past. Many larger
developers put sites into their ‘land banks’ under option
agreements, with no intention of development in the short
term, this is less of a problem with small local developers,
as most smaller sites would gain planning permission before
being taken on by the developer.
-NOTE OF MEETINGMr Falkingham was given a copy of the letter we sent in
response to his letter, dated 7th June, which was copied to
David Davis MP. JD stated that he understood the point Mr
Falkingham was making in his letter , however he would be
interested in more elaboration on a couple of points:
That further development identified for the countryside in
more settlements would facilitate economic development
That a rebalancing of development from larger settlements
to smaller settlements in the countryside would have less
impact on infrastructure
JD commented that many people the Council had spoken
to during consultation favoured an approach of 'clustering'
settlements for future development around the larger
settlements as an alternative means of accommodating the
levels of growth currently planned for the larger
settlements. However, Wressle was still unlikely to feature
in any such approach due to its population being under 300
people and due to it containing very few basic services and
facilities. Mr Falkingham is in favour of an approach

Noted. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy recognises that more housing
should be supported in rural areas than
previously envisaged through the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy. The
amount proposed in the Hinterland
Villages, Rural Villages and countryside
has increased from 607 dwellings over
the plan period to over 3,000. This also
reflects a more supportive approach for
individual dwellings in Rural Villages
through Revised Policy SS3.

Noted.

Mr Robert Falkingham,

Mr Robert Falkingham,
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whereby instead of identifying smaller settlements for
limited development , there should be a criteria based
policy to consider sites as they come forward. This would
allow the best sites providing the most planning gain to be
prioritised. A limit could be placed on the amount of
development in each village by placing a cap on
development. JD stressed that not everyone wanted more
development and that 70% of people during the last
consultation favoured an approach of identifying specific
settlements that perform an important service centre role.
With regard to the impact caused by developments such as
those proposed for Howden (I have still to speak to a
single person in favour of such large scale development),
obviously the visual impact of more dispersed development
will be far less. Currently Howden is a market town with a
vibrant centre. It currently experiences traffic problems but
a development of the proposed scale will amplify this
greatly, as a great number of these new residents will
undoubtedly commute to work on the M62 and will all be
travelling using the same route at the same time (ie
Howden centre). Traffic would be dispersed to other
routes with my proposals. Also the impact on drainage and
sewage systems would be far less with more, smaller rural
developments.
Whilst I accept that Wressle is unlikely to be specifically
identified as a settlement for development, I stand by my
opinion that ERYC should reduce the amount of allocated
development (eg in Howden, Market Weighton,
Eastrington, Gilberdyke etc.) in order that more
development can be allowed in non-identified rural villages.

In summary I would encourage you to amend your
proposed LDF plan by actively encouraging business
development, and by reducing the allocation of housing to

Noted. National and regional policy does
not support a dispersed approach to
development. In addition, the
Sustainability Appraisals of the emerging
Strategy documents have shown that
‘dispersed’ options generally perform less
well than those which are more focussed.
However, the Further Consultation Core
Strategy recognises that more housing
should be supported in rural areas than
previously envisaged through the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy. The
amount proposed in the Hinterland
Villages, Rural Villages and countryside
has increased from 607 dwellings over
the plan period to over 3,000. This also
reflects a more supportive approach for
individual dwellings in Rural Villages
through Revised Policy SS3.
The scale of housing proposed for
Howden has not been reduced as over
700 dwellings are already in the pipeline.
The scale of development proposed in
Eastrington and Gilberdyke has decreased
through to the Draft Strategy Document.
Noted. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy recognises that more housing
should be supported in rural areas than

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Rhodes,
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Jennifer Peacock,
Spawforths on behalf of
Messrs Hick, Goulden and
Sweeting ,

Support with
conditions
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some of the larger settlements and also some of the
supporting villages and leave more scope for development
throughout the villages of the East Riding without specific
allocations, allowing the Council to select the best sites as
they come forward. Parameters could be put in place to
avoid inappropriate developments for example limiting the
percentage of new housing in any given settlement. The
Council should also adopt a policy of trying to encourage
developments where there is a clear benefit to the local
community.
Hopefully the Council will listen to the concerns expresses
both at the meeting and within this letter and amend its
proposals as it has promised to do so.
I appreciate that this approach may not satisfy all of the
parameters laid down by government for the formation of
the LDF, however I feel that a strategy clearly designed to
create economic prosperity is of the utmost important and
an opportunity not to be missed and, if rigorously defended
by the Council, would be looked on sympathetically by the
new government.
It is noted that in the Rural Service Centres an average of
10 dwellings per annum is envisaged across the plan period.
This is part of the approach to distributing growth across
the district, 19% of which will be in the Rural Service
Centres, Supporting Villages and other unidentified
settlements.
Whilst it would feasible to monitor performance against
this target there is no provision in the policy for a situation
arises where a particular settlement(s) underperforms
against this target. If this occurs, will the shortfall be made
up by additional release in other settlements and if so how
would this be managed?
Proposed Policy SS2 - Locating Development identifies that
Local Service Centres, of which Howden is included, - will
provide the local focus for housing, economic
development, shopping, leisure, transport, education,
health, entertainment and cultural activities for the town
and its rural hinterland. These towns will support and
complement the Principal Towns and the Regional City?.
We support this approach to development and welcome

previously envisaged through the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy. The
amount proposed in the Hinterland
Villages, Rural Villages and countryside
has increased from 607 dwellings over
the plan period to over 3,000. This also
reflects a more supportive approach for
individual dwellings in Rural Villages
through Revised Policy SS3.
Policies S4 and EC2 of the Draft Strategy
Document provide a positive framework
for supporting rural business
development.

Noted. An approach for responding to
over-provision/under-provision across
the whole settlement network is set out
in the Delivery, Monitoring and
Reviewing section of the Draft Strategy
Document.

Noted.

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support with
conditions
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Antony Aspbury Associates

Support with
conditions

CSPA/596

Mr Andy Booth, Globe
Cosultants Ltd

Support with
conditions
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housing growth within Local Service Centres to support
the growth of services and growing employment within
such towns.
Policy SS2 also seeks to prioritise the area’s previously
developed land, ensuring that such land is safe and free
from contamination or capable of full remediation. Whilst
our Clients recognise the benefits of development on
brownfield land, the key consideration should be
deliverability of sustainable forms of development and
hence we are not supportive of brownfield land being
developed over an alternative site which is located within a
more sustainable location. We are therefore of the view
that the policy should be amended to reflect this and
promote more sustainable locations as the main priority
for development.
Natural England agrees that development opportunities
should be focussed in existing settlements and in particular
within the major Haltemprice Settlements. In terms of
development in Rural Service Centres and Supporting
Villages the Council should emphasise that limited
residential development should be appropriate in terms of
the size, scale and character of the existing settlement.

We support the proposed approach set out in Policy SS2
and in particular the role of the Principal Towns. In view of
the requirement for these centres to be a viable focus for a
wide range of services and facilities such as entertainment
and cultural facilities, it is important that sufficient housing
growth provision is made within these principal settlements
to attract and/or maintain these types of community
facilities.
Yes, the approach provides an appropriate framework for
guiding the location of development. However, the
suggested annual delivery rate of 10 dwellings per year in
the RSC's and 5 dwellings per year in the SV's should not

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
Noted.

Noted. The Draft Strategy Document
refers to a total housing figure rather
than a rate per annum. However, the
average 5-year supply figure will be used

Mrs Kathy West, Hessle
Town Council

Mrs Pamela Austin, Cottage
Farm Neighbourhood
Watch
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be seen as an absolute. There may be good reasons for an
increased delivery yield in some years. For example to
facilitate delivery of enhances and needed community
facilities.
"The Major Haltemprice Settlements will be the main focus
of development in the East Riding. Development will
support regeneration in Hull".
With particular reference to Hessle, the Town Council has
opposed the Bridgehead Commercial Development
principally because it takes the focus of development away
from the City of Hull. The consequence of that is that it
then encourages developers to propose residential
development adjacent to that commercial development.
Hull should be the focus for commercial development and
this should encourage residential development within the
City boundaries with other beneficial spin-offs e.g.
education, transport etc.
Framework cannot guide development unless data on
waiting lists for affordable housing are not available. Why
will Bridlington’s population increase 25% in the next 10
years? People no longer have high pensions payments to
fuel movement to the sea. Also, families are not increasing
at this rate. Will families due to move to Bridlington from
areas that can cope with them. As there are no job
opportunities I presume these will all be on benefits. The
definition of local needs is not clear with respect to new
housing.

In conclusion - (as I could write pages and pages about why
this should not happen) I am totally against and object to
any further development of new houses in this area
[Elloughton/Brough]. The amount of pressure it has put on
local services is incredible. We live here and you don't. As I
am a member of the Steering Group Committee at the
Parish Council representing the public of Elloughton and
Brough, we would welcome a Council employee from
Forward Planning or higher to attend one of our meetings

to monitor progress and inform decisions
on planning applications.
Noted. The Preferred Approach seeks a
managed approach to development
around the Hull area, which meets the
needs of the East Riding without
compromising the ability to retain and
attract investment within the city
boundary.
Hull’s emerging Strategy establishes
housing and economic aspirations which
the East Riding’s Local Plan seeks to
support.
Noted. The definition of local needs is set
out in the Housing Needs and Market
Assessment (2007). Broadly, it is defined
as a demand for housing by those unable
to afford market prices. Under this
definition, Bridlington has the third
highest need of any area in the East
Riding (behind the Major Haltemprice
Settlements and Beverley).
The Bridlington Regeneration Strategy
has an explicit growth agenda to attract
more people of working age and more
investment to the area.
Noted. For the Preferred Approach, an
officer attended a meeting of the
Elloughton cum Brough Parish Council. A
representative of the parish council also
attended one of the parish workshops. A
further meeting with Elloughton cum
Brough Parish Council was held in the
preparation stages of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy and

to engage in conversation about the largest village in East
Yorkshire.
Mrs Kemp,
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To me, and many other residents of Elloughton it doesn't
matter how much research you have done to try and justify
why this should go ahead, there should categorically be
NO MORE DEVELOPMENT in this village or BROUGH
village. We are now the largest "village" in the East Riding
and yet are not recognised by the Council as such. The
developments which have taken place over the years are
absolutely shocking, unsustainable and built on previously
flooded land. The land, which has been used for Bovis,
David Wilson and Barratt, was once used for growing food.
The rat population there is still the same and rising. My
husband has been first hand the sheer amount of rats and
houses foundations built in stagnant water. The materials
which have been used have been incredibly cheap and
unsustainable. They had not been built with any
consideration for the natural surroundings which used to
encompass the land. All the character from the village has
been stripped and we are left with an incredibly busy village
all day every day. Local residents speed up and down the
roads, fill the car parks at local shopping facilities, fight for
appointments at the local surgery and fight for places for
their children at the local schools. Something has to give.
This isn't about providing more housing because the
government says so - its about knowing when to admit a
village has become so overpopulated its time to STOP. All
land proposed for further development would further strip
all character from Elloughton. I note the areas for
consideration are conveniently out of the conservation (or
which a recent change of the conservation area seems to
have ticked that box - how underhand that is.
I, as a parent am not prepared to rest until the Council
stops all development of new houses in these villages.
What will happen to all the children when they grow up where will they go to school?? Where will they see the
Doctor?? Where will they have green space to play?? Will
there be any places at Cubs/Scouts/Brownies? or will it be
so full with a waiting list that there's just no point. My

representatives from the parish council
attended the seminars put on by the
Forward Planning team.
Noted.
The Council has prepared an
Infrastructure Study to assess the
possible impact of new development on
existing infrastructure including services
and schools. The Study will be used to
identify where additional infrastructure
will need to be provided, or in some
cases, where only limited amounts of
development can take place.
Site-specific issues will be addressed
through the Allocations Document. No
land has been put forward in the
Conservation Area because there is little
land left develop or because those who
own the land within the Conservation
Area do not wish to put it forward
through this process.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr K Warkup,
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Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr K Warkup,
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eldest son attends pre-school at Swanland already as there
were no spaces at any of the pre-schools at the time. My
youngest has had his name down at 6 months old for
Swanland - why should this be happening? It is there future
and you have the ability to say NO to any further housing.
We have no way of accommodating more people. The
Parish Council are angry and so are the residents. Everyone
is fed up at the DIY attempt Bovis have made to
accommodate more people. I do not see the Admission
department at the Council be to slightest bit bothered that
several children did not get into Brough school - their take
on it is - is this a trend or a one-off? - Come on - how
stupid do the admissions department think we are???
My client supports the approach to distributing growth
across the district, 19% of which will be in the Rural
Service Centres, Supporting Villages and other unidentified
settlements.
Whilst it would feasible to monitor performance against
this target there is no provision in the policy for a situation
arises where a particular settlement(s) underperformans
against this target. If this occurs, will the shortfall be made
up by additional release in other settlements and if so how
would this be managed?
Policy SS2 proposes that, outside of those settlements
specifically identified in the hierarchy, there are no
development limits and that all remaining settlements are,
along with the wider rural area, treated as the countryside.
In the context of Skipsea not currently being identified as a
Supporting Village, my client would object to this part of
the policy. Without development limits there is no
certainty as to how and where the settlement can
accommodate the small scale development proposed.
My client does not consider this an appropriate option,
unless it can be demonstrated that a clear policy
framework is in place to deal with appropriate forms of
developments in and adjacent to rural settlements not
identified in the hierarchy, as well as the wider rural area.
Given the serious concerns regarding the wording of Policy
SS3 (see below) we do not consider that we can support
this approach.

Noted. An approach for responding to
over-provision/under-provision across
the whole settlement network is set out
in the Delivery, Monitoring and
Reviewing section of the Draft Strategy
Document.

Noted. The Draft Strategy Document
states that development limits will
continue to be drawn for ‘Villages’.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Jayne Briggs,
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Claire Harron, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
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(CSL)
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Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,
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It is noted that in the Rural Service Centres an average of
10 dwellings per annum is envisaged across the plan period.
This is part of the approach to distributing growth across
the district, 19% of which will be in the Rural Service
Centres, Supporting Villages and other unidentified
settlements.
Whilst it would feasible to monitor performance against
this target there is no provision in the policy for a situation
arises where a particular settlement(s) underperforms
against this target. If this occurs, will the shortfall be made
up by additional release in other settlements and if so how
would this be managed?
CSL does not object to the approach set out in Policy SS2
of focusing new development within the cities and towns.
However, it should be recognised that some forms of
development by their very nature cannot be located within
cities and towns because they require a rural location. For
example, energy generating developments may require an
open countryside location for operational reasons. Whilst
Centrica agrees that development should consider the
scale and nature of proposed development reflecting the
characteristics of the settlements and surrounding
countryside, it should be recognised that essential
infrastructure such as that required for gas storage, which
ensure the effective operation of public utility services and
by their very nature require a rural location and are not
appropriate for urban areas.
Suggested revision: ‘J. Development in the countryside and
those settlements not named above will normally be of
small scale nature to meet local needs except where such a
location is required for essential infrastructure. Policy
SS3 will be used to determine development decisions in
these parts of the East Riding.’
My clients support for the significant role to be served by
Bridlington within the settlement network. As a Principal
Town, Bridlington is an appropriate location for new
economic development and housing growth and should be
a focus for services and facilities to serve the needs of its
population as well as the northern and coastal sector of the
District.

Noted. An approach for responding to
over-provision/under-provision across
the whole settlement network is set out
in the Delivery, Monitoring and
Reviewing section of the Draft Strategy
Document.

Noted. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy has removed reference to
countryside developments. Instead, this is
dealt with entirely within Revised Policy
SS3, which now states that development
in the countryside (including essential
infrastructure) should be of an
‘appropriate scale’, rather than ‘small
scale’.

Noted.

Mrs F Paterson-Choudhary,
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Mrs Dorothy Parkes,
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I am writing regarding the sites under consideration for
housing development in South Cave under the current
statement on Housing Development in Rural Areas.
It is interesting firstly to note that the Corporate Priorities
2008-11 include the statements 'Valuing our Environment',
'Local Problem Solving', and 'Retaining the East Riding
Character'.
One could substantially argue that the plans do not sit easy
with these statements.
I also refer to the statement which occurs several times in
your minuted document- 'Limited amounts'. One could
again argue how limited is limited? It is all very well
designating areas which might sustain some sort of
development, but you and I both know that building
proposals by developers are changed and that what seemed
a reasonable number of dwellings becomes a cramped
array of houses totally at odds with original architectural
grand designs of mirroring a rural environment. Perhaps we
need to hone things even more and give an actual figure?
It has just come to my notice the amount of proposed new
building construction in the South Cave area. I feel that this
building work is unsustainable as we have many problems
as listed below:
The drainage system is already unable to cope with the
existing load from Little Wold Lane, The Stray and
Beverley Road. I have personal experience of this as I live
on The Stray and when there is prolonged rainfall the
drains constantly overflow and in many cases the manholes
look like fountains this all runs down and floods the centre
of South Cave.
There are major concerns about the safety of the junction
between Little Wold Lane and Beverley Road.
The beauty of the open countryside east of Little Wold
Lane (including the Wolds Way, which is a natural trail)
and north of the Stray would be diminished or destroyed
by further housing.
The supermarket is one and a half miles away (The GP
surgery even further) meaning more short car journeys are
needed here than in smaller villages.
More generally in South Cave:

Noted. The Preferred Approach Core
Strategy provides figures for how much
housing should be planned for. The
Further Consultation Core Strategy takes
this further and sets out specific housing
requirements for individual places. This
will be monitored over the lifetime of the
plan. This ensures a ‘plan led’ approach.

Noted. The Infrastructure Study
published in October 2011 considered
the impact of new development on
infrastructure including drainage, traffic,
schools and healthcare provision. It did
not identify any significant constraints
which would warrant removing South
Cave from the settlement network. The
Draft Strategy Document includes a
policy (C1) for ensuring that adequate
infrastructure will be in place or put in
place to facilitate new development.

Mrs Vicky Harrison,
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The school is full
The doctors' and dentists' surgeries are full
The roads are too busy particularly at peak times when
Church Street can get jammed and the junction at the
A1034 gets blocked.
There is very little by way of public transport so every new
house brings with it at least one more car.
Therefore I would like my objections registered with your
department.
I am a resident of South Cave and have lived here all my
life. I have major concerns regarding future proposed
development in the Beverley Road/Little Wold Lane end of
South Cave.
The drainage system at this end of the village is unable to
cope as i is. If we ever have an extreme downfall of rain
our toilets all fill up and we are unable to use the. In the
floods a few years ago my ground toiled actually
overflowed! We often have problems with the drains and if
more houses are built I can only see this making things
worse still.
The junction at Little Wold Lane and Beverley Road is
extremely dangerous, and the junction from Beverley Road
on to Market Place is a nightmare at peak times and can be
extremely dangerous with lorries etc coming through the
village. More houses will inevitably bring with it more
vehicles which will have an impact on the roads. This will
not only affect the beverley Road and Market Place areas of
the village, this will further impact on the already congested
Church Lane. Due to the fact that these amenities are 1-1.5
miles away from the proposed sites on the Beverley Road
area the reality is that people will use their cars to make
these.
The other concern is that the open countryside will be
spoilt especially with the Wolds ways being an attraction to
walkers from all over the region. The fields across from
where we live have lots of wildlife and I understand that we
also have the rare Red Kites at this end of the village.
Would more development have an impact on their habitat?
Doctors, Dentist, the school and playgroup are all full now.
How ridiculous is it that you have to send your children to

Noted. The Infrastructure Study
published in October 2011 considered
the impact of new development on
infrastructure including drainage, traffic,
schools and healthcare provision. It did
not identify any significant constraints
which would warrant removing South
Cave from the settlement network. The
Draft Strategy Document includes a
policy (C1) for ensuring that adequate
infrastructure will be in place or put in
place to facilitate new development.

Mr Derek Jennings,
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a School in another village or when you are poorly you
cannot get to see a Doctor. Apart from all the above, will
the Council not be happy until all green spaces have been
developed and replaced with bricks and concrete??
I am completely in favour of these development proposals
particularly further new housing development in the
Haltemprice villages of Cottingham, Hessle, Anlaby and
Willerby where I live. As a resident of Willerby for 20
years I am more concerned about the lack of new housing
development in the Haltemprice area and the policy to
push new developments out to Brough and Market
Weighton. I believe more people would want to live in
suburban villages not isolated rural towns and completely
support controlled development in my area which would
provide new choice of housing instead of the current
limited option of ageing 1930s era housing stock which will
only prove evermore expensive for residents to maintain
as it approaches 100 years in age i.e. roofs, electrics,
plumbing etc. Willerby and Cottingham for example
basically comprise 1930s or 1960s housing which is not to
everyone's architectural taste, serious regeneration will
one day be needed to avoid a ghost town scenario unless
they are updated and complemented with a choice of
modern developments to keep young families in the area,
this is just as much a concern to me as some opponents of
development would place on chopping down a few trees
and developing a few more green spaces.
Definitely in favour.
I would like to express my concerns and objections
towards the potential development of areas in South Cave.
My concerns are as follows:
1) Drainage problems along Beverley Rd, Little Wold Lane
and The Stray.
2) The Countryside being destroyed.
3) Traffic concerns- already there is heavy traffic and
lorries coming through roads that are too narrow.
4) The chools are oversubscribed.
5) Doctors and Dentists are full.
I believe the whole infrastructure of South Cave cannot
handle these potential changes and would be of detriment

Noted. There needs to be a balance in
the Haltemprice area of acknowledging
the demand and need in the area whilst
recognising the development and
investment ongoing within the city
boundary. The East Riding’s plans should
not seek to undermine this investment.

Noted. The Infrastructure Study
published in October 2011 considered
the impact of new development on
infrastructure including drainage, traffic,
schools and healthcare provision. It did
not identify any significant constraints
which would warrant removing South
Cave from the settlement network. The
Draft Strategy Document includes a
policy (C1) for ensuring that adequate
infrastructure will be in place or put in
place to facilitate new development.

Mrs Sarah Wills, Wilberfoss Observations
Parish Council

Mr G E Wright,

Mr G E Wright,
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CSPA/923
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to the people and the wildlife that live there.
The proposed approach is clearly defined however it does
not take into account the limited number of ‘feasible’
locations for new building within Supporting Villages.
Wilberfoss has 8 areas identified in the May 2010
Allocations Development Plan Document - Potential Sites
Consultation and there is only one site in the Parish that is
deemed suitable. There is a second site that has been
considered by the Parish Council and a number of
residents as being potentially suitable however both of
these sites will significantly add to the traffic problems that
residents already have to deal with on a daily basis. Unless
there are major alterations to the A1079, in terms of
access/egress and safety, there is little to be gained by
allocating sites for development in Wilberfoss that affect
the overall traffic volumes currently experienced.

The evidence base for the Core Strategy is flawed in so far
as it takes a steer from RSS policy which sought to achieve
a step change in the distribution of development by
concentration of development on Regional Cities at the
expense of thriving market towns and rural local service
centres.

The approach to the Major Haltemprice Settlement is
misconceived and does not give the appropriate support to

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village. The requirement for Wilberfoss is
now 75 homes over the plan period.
The Council’s Infrastructure Study and
other evidence suggests that this scale of
development can be accommodated in
Wilberfoss without significant detrimental
effects to the infrastructure. The
residential development needs of this
village could potentially be met on just
the two sites identified by the parish
council though this selection of site will
be determined through the Allocations
process.
Noted. Despite the announcements by
the Government, the RSS remained part
of the Development Plan for the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy and
Further Consultation Core Strategy and
it is unlawful to prepare a plan which is
not in general conformity with it.
Nevertheless, the spatial approach does
support the East Riding’s market towns
and local service centres.
Noted. There needs to be a balance in
the Haltemprice area of acknowledging

the City of Hull so as to achieve a sustainable pattern of
development and a mixed and balanced community. To
address the issue of the housing balance in the City of Hull
and restrain migration from the City to the East Riding,
two principles need to be asserted in respect of the
housing provision in the Major Haltemprice Settlement:
- It should provide substantial family housing with a
minimum provision of 3-bed units, but a strong emphasis
on 4-bed or larger housing.
- The affordable provision should be significantly
constrained to prevent out-migration from Hull and to redirect migration back to the City.
All dynamic Cities have affluent suburbs, that role for the
Major Haltemprice Settlements in this regard, should be
recognised in the LDF and supported through policy.

Mr G E Wright,
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Cllr Charles Bayram, ERYC
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Settlements in the western corridor should be identified
for housing growth to compliment the employment growth
including Swanland, North Ferriby, South Cave,
Gilberdyke/Newport and Howden.
The PPG3 directed housing into brownfield land within a
sustainable urban settlement: The, more recent PPS3
directs housing to brownfield land within and adjoining any
sustainable urban settlements. It adds brownfield
extensions to sustainable-urban settlements.
The present written statement of the urban potential study
limits the number of settlements which are considered as
urban, yet the DCLG urban/rural definition gives an
Authority the opportunity to consider sustainable
settlements, with a population as low as 1000, to be urban
using populations from either the 1991 or 2001 census.
Redefine urban as sustainable settlements with a population
in excess of 1000 using either the 1991 or 2001 census.

the demand and need in the area whilst
recognising the development and
investment ongoing within the city
boundary. The East Riding’s plans should
not seek to undermine this investment.
Policy H1 of the Draft Strategy
Document provides a framework for
delivering a mix of housing and this
applies to the Major Haltemprice
Settlements too.
The requirement for affordable housing
in the East Riding, as with all other
policies within the Strategy Document,
will need to be considered in light of the
(emerging) policies of neighbouring
authorities to ensure there are no
adverse effects.
Noted. All the settlements have been
identified in the Further Consultation
Core Strategy for varying scales of
development.
The Department foe Communities and
Local Government’s (CLG) 2001 Urban
Settlements (previously called Urban
Areas) defines all settlements above 20
hectares where the land use is urban in
character. Further work as part of the
CLG urban-rural definitions (2004) uses
the same 2001 Urban Settlements, and
classifies as ‘Urban’ those settlements
where the population count is 10,000 or
above. Below this level, settlements are
known as being within the ‘rural domain’.
(Source: Urban and Rural Classification
2004 – An Introductory Guide). The
Urban and Rural Classification 2004
shows that only the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Beverley, Bridlington,

Cllr Charles Bayram, ERYC

Cllr Charles Bayram, ERYC

Object

Object

CSPA/918

CSPA/919

The last PPG3 put a minimum amount of services enjoyed
by a settlement for it to be considered as sustainable to be
equal to a school, a community hall or a public house and a
shop that sells everyday items. It also looks for public
transport to and from jobs, not just for shopping. The
modem buzzword being "model-shift" or reducing the need
for travel by the private motorcar. This is not a new
government policy, the most comprehensive report was
produced by PAG for the Minister of Planning along with
the Minister of Transport in 1965 and used as guidance for
the 1968 Planning Act.
Planning law is no different to any other local government
law, it starts with the need to address an issue. That
original PAG retort put the issue as reducing the need to
travel by the private motor car "modal shift" that is still the
issue regarding sustainability.
Most of the travel then was to jobs, that is still the same
today. Jobs then and now should be where enterprises
could operate, most successfully and houses should be near
where those jobs are, or are likely to be.
PPG13 set out travelling distances, 5km for cycling and 2km
for walking providing there is a suitable footpath. (In reality
more people are likely to cycle 2km than 5km.)
The Authority should state that any settlement with a shop
"which sells everyday items", a school, a meeting place and
also has public transport to and from jobs in other places is
sustainable in its profile.
Those with a population over 1,000 at the 2001 census
should also be classed as urban.
The settlement profile should also identify housing need,
that need should reflect the number of present and
anticipated future jobs which can be accessed within that
2km walking distance, measured from the furthest part of
the historic development limits of that settlement
"providing there is a footpath ".
The profile should also state its area criteria, ie rural , or
coastal or Humber Gateway .
I agree Hull with its urban fringes should be the main city

Driffield and Goole meet the ‘urban’
definition.
Noted. The East Riding’s Strategy
Document will need to be prepared in
accordance with the 2004 Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act, the 2008
Planning Act and the 2011 Localism Act.
PPG3 is not longer the Government’s
policy approach on housing.
The Further Consultation Core Strategy
generally recognises that those
settlements with access to jobs, services
and facilities will be where most new
development will be focussed. It also
introduces a new term and approach for
‘rural villages’ which are those villages
which have either a shop (selling
everyday items), village hall or primary
school. A more ‘flexible’ approach than
that taken in the Preferred Approach
Core Strategy is proposed.
See also officer response to CSPA/917.

Noted. The town of Driffield had a

of East Riding and Bridlington for the coastal area, Beverley
for the rural area and Goole, along with Hull, meets the
requirements for the Humber Gateway as main centres,
but not Driffield.
At the JSP examination, no alternatives were put forward
regarding Service Centres: Two matters were looked at,
first "which is shown on the Inspector's report". Driffield
should not be given the higher status, there was no need
and it was under 10,000 at the 2001 Census.
The then Panel said there was no need for Howden to be a
Service Centre, it was too close to Goole, but as there was
no alternative put forward it was left for now.
I shall put forward an alternative which is to class four
urban settlements with strong historic links as a Service
Cluster. North Cave and South Cave, were identified as
Towns in the Walingfen, Enclosure Act of 1772 and in their
own respective Acts in the 1760s. The four urban
settlements of South Cave, North Cave, Newport and
Gilberdyke, have populations of 4,515 - 1,943 -- 1,583 and
3,038 at the 2001 Census, making a total populations of
11,020 by adding villages which use services offered by
those four, ie Ellerker, Broomfleet, Blacktoft, Eastrington
and Hotham, making a total population in excess of 15,000.
Having that Walingfen link, it could be "the Walingfen
Cluster". I shall then ask for it to be given the title of
Service Cluster rather than Service Centre. Thus removing
restrictions which would otherwise be imposed, additional
services in suitable places could then be given consent, to
be enjoyed by the 15,000 or so residents, reducing their
need to travel.
That a cluster currently has two road junctions on the A63
- M62, two stations, a canal, a good bus service, it also
enjoys a growing wetlands/fen type nature reserve, lovely
countryside walks and many other leisure related facilities.
There are a number of people hoping to form a
regeneration group for that cluster area to formulate a
vision and objectives. The Authority should, therefore, add
the Walington Cluster to the plan' as a Service Cluster
with the same status as Service Centres, then remove
Howden from the list of Service Centres.

population of 11,245 at the time of the
2001 Census. A key part of the evidence
for identifying Driffield as a Principal
Service Centre was the Regional Spatial
Strategy Settlement Study Report of 2004
which looked at a wide variety of factors
to assess the role of towns within the
Yorkshire region. Through the RSS
process, Driffield has been designated a
Principal Service Centre because of its
role serving the wide rural area. The
Council’s own evidence also reaffirms
this role as a Principal Town.
From a review of the Evidence Base,
Howden has been identified as a potential
Local Service Centre. The close
proximity to Goole is acknowledged.
The suggested Walingfen Cluster is
noted, though this appears to be based
solely on a cumulative population of 9
villages rather than on any consideration
of their merits as a service centre cluster.
Gilberdyke and Newport have been
identified as a Primary Rural Service
Centre in the Further Consultation Core
Strategy along with North Cave and
South Cave as Secondary Rural Service
Centres.

Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of
Horncastle Group PLC

Object

CSPA/1261

The scale of development for Rural Service Centres is too
low and the definition of small scale too inflexible. Some of
the RSC are capable of sustainably accommodating some
greater level of development without harm. We see no
reason why development needs to be restricted on an
annual basis.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr R Swales,

Observations

CSPA/1019

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Object

CSPA/850

It is noted that in the Rural Service Centres an average of
10 dwellings per annum is envisaged across the plan period.
This is part of the approach to distributing growth across
the district, 19% of which will be in the Rural Service
Centres, Supporting Villages and other unidentified
settlements.
Whilst it would feasible to monitor performance against
this target there is no provision in the policy for a situation
arises where a particular settlement(s) underperforms
against this target. If this occurs, will the shortfall be made
up by additional release in other settlements and if so how
would this be managed?
Broadly speaking we support much of the content of SS2,
in that it provides a framework for distributing
development across the East Riding, and guidance on the
scales of developed envisaged across the hierarchy.
Having said that, we have some concerns about the setting
of an average annual figure for housing development in
each of the RSCs and SVs, for several reasons. Firstly, we
are not convinced that the distinction between RSCs and
SVs has been clearly justified and explained, which makes
the allocation of different amounts of housing more
problematic. Such an approach must be supported by a
clear distinction between the two types of settlement.
Secondly, Policy SS2 does not give similar annual averages
to the other settlements identified in the hierarchy. It is
not clear therefore, why such a distinction is necessary for
the RSCs and SVs.
On a practical basis, given that the Core Strategy envisages
around 19% of new housing development being located in
the RSCs and SVs and countryside, what mechanisms will

Noted. As a result of the consultation,
the Further Consultation Core Strategy
actually proposes a reduction in the scale
of development steered towards RSCs
(now termed Primary Rural Service
Centres) as many responses where
concerned with the level of growth
proposed in the Preferred Approach
Core Strategy.
Noted. An approach for responding to
over-provision/under-provision across
the whole settlement network is set out
in the Delivery, Monitoring and
Reviewing section of the Draft Strategy
Document.

Noted.
The rationale for identifying Rural Service
Centres and Primary Villages (formerly
known as Supporting Villages) is set out
in a background document.
An approach for responding to overprovision/under-provision across the
whole settlement network is set out in
the Delivery, Monitoring and Reviewing
section of the Draft Strategy Document.
The Draft Strategy Document states that
development limits will continue to be
drawn for ‘Villages’.

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Object

CSPA/956

be put into place to ensure that this is delivered. For
example, if one RSC or SV fails to deliver the required
average, will additional land be released in another RSC or
SV to meet the shortfall?
Policy SS2 proposes that, outside of those settlements
specifically identified in the hierarchy, there are no
development limits and that all remaining settlements are,
along with the wider rural area, treated as the countryside.
We do not consider this an appropriate option, unless it
can be demonstrated that a clear policy framework is in
place deal with appropriate forms of developments in and
adjacent to rural settlements not identified in the hierarchy,
as well as the wider rural area. Given the serious concerns
we have regarding the wording of Policy SS3 (see below)
we do not consider that we can support this approach,
unless the policy is amended as suggested.
We are concerned that at present, the document cannot
be considered ‘sound’ on the basis that it is not ‘Justified’
or ‘Effective’. PPS12 states that to be ‘Justified’ the DPD
should be based on a robust and credible evidence base.
The absence of a Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
(SFRA) for Goole means the spatial approach taken is not
properly justified. In addition, the absence of this important
evidence means the ‘Deliverability’ of the document not
clearly demonstrated.
The Core Strategy takes the approach of focusing
development on Goole. It therefore plays a pivotal role in
the overall settlement hierarchy and strongly influences the
manner in which development is distributed across the
whole Council area, particularly within the Western SubArea. Goole lies almost entirely within Flood Zone 3 and is
heavily reliant upon flood defences and other flood risk
infrastructure. The nature of potential flooding in Goole is
such that it may pose an unacceptable risk to people and
property in certain areas, and may therefore affect the type
and quantity of development that can be safely
accommodated in Goole. Without the benefit of a Level 2
SFRA to demonstrate a full understanding of these risks,
the Core Strategy cannot adequately justify the spatial
approach taken to development in Goole and beyond, nor

Noted. A Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment has now been prepared (July
2011). This provides a more detailed
picture of risk within the town of Goole
and has influenced the approach taken in
the Further Consultation Core Strategy.

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Observations

CSPA/960

Mr Peter Gleave, DPP on
behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd

Support

CSPA/942

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/888

Mr John Holmes, Hull
Forward

Observations

CSPA/955

demonstrate that the type and quantity of development
proposed can be delivered.
We feel it is absolutely imperative for a Level 2 SFRA to be
produced and agreed as a matter of urgency, if your Core
Strategy is to proceed expediently. It is possible that the
reliance this Core Strategy places on Goole in the overall
vision for the area, and the approach it takes to the
strategic distribution of development across the Council
area, may need to be re-assessed and potentially altered as
a result of the Level 2 SFRA being produced. This may of
course have an impact on the Core Strategy timetable.
Goole is included in the principal towns and, as such, ERYC
are proposing to steer a certain amount of development to
Goole. As a principal town it is our understanding that
Goole will be a key focus for services and facilities including
housing growth. It is envisaged that 9% of housing will be
geared towards Goole, which amounts to approximately
107 dwellings per annum totalling 1,821 dwellings over the
plan period. It is vital for ERYC to undertake a Level 2
SFRA so that risks can be considered carefully and that high
risk areas avoided all together. We are concerned that
without this evidence base a soundness issue may occur.
We support the principles of this policy, namely focussing
development in sustainable locations in accordance with
national planning guidance. In particular, we support the
continued recognition of Beverley, Bridlington, Driffield and
Goole as Principle Towns in the District.
This clearly defined settlement hierarchy also accords with
the requirements of PPS4.
We particularly welcome the commitment to supporting
the regeneration of the City of Hull (Objective 2 and Policy
SS2E) but would like more clarity as to what is meant by
Development and regeneration activity in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements being ‘appropriate to its size and
character.’ (SS2 (C)) HCC are particularly concerned that
the appropriate size threshold is defined as this is key to
minimising the impact on the Hull.
- We agree that proposals for large scale town centre uses
in the Major Haltemprice settlements will need to adopt a

Noted. A Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment has now been prepared (July
2011). This provides a more detailed
picture of risk within the town of Goole
and has influenced the approach taken in
the Further Consultation Core Strategy.

Noted.

Noted. More detail on what type and
scale of development is planned for the
Major Haltemprice Settlements is set out
in further policies of the Publication Core
Strategy (i.e. S5, S6, S7, S8 and the
Beverley & Central sub area policy).
Noted. Policy S3 of the Draft Strategy
Document provides reference to

Neil Watson, Rudston
Parish Council

Support

CSPA/851

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1029

Pat Lambert, North Ferriby
Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1042

sequential approach (para 4.19). However, for clarity the
document should recognise that the Hull economic area is
wider than this (including Beverley for example), and make
clear the need for sequential testing for relevant proposals
across the full economic area. The document should also
define what constitutes 'large scale' development to trigger
the sequential test; we suggest that a threshold be agreed
in consultation with Hull City Council.
- We also agree that Principal Towns should be supported
to realise potential without damaging their unique
character (para 4.21), but suggest clarifying development in
Principal Towns should also ensure no detriment to other
centres.
- For clarity we suggest additional wording within Policy
SS2 (Locating Development):
- part E (Major Haltemprice Settlements) - "...whilst
recognising the need to support and [UNDERLINED FOR
EMPHASIS] complement development and [END
UNDERLINING] regeneration interventions within the
City of Hull".
- part F (Principal Towns) - add [UNDERLINED FOR
EMPHASIS] "These Principal Towns will support and
complement the Regional City" [END UNDERLINING]
(noting that a similar final sentence occurs at the end of
part G)
We agree that Rudston should not be a focus for
development, and agree that additional development should
be minimal.
Where a coastal settlement is being considered the SMP2
should also be considered as part of any assessment as to
whether a settlement can accommodate new development,
as coastal erosion risk may make it undesirable to allocate
new housing/employment in these settlements. At the same
strategic level CFMPs could also be considered in
assessments to determine a settlements ability to
accommodate new development.
We agree with the strategic approach that results in North
Ferriby not being selected as a Supporting Village, as in
practice there are no significant opportunities for new
market housing development. However, we believe that

supporting regeneration initiatives and
development proposals in respect of
development in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements.

Noted.
Noted.

Noted. Revised Policy HBHM3 of the
Further Consultation Core Strategy
provides the framework for supporting
affordable housing in places such as

there is a need for affordable housing and for
accommodation for the elderly within the village, and
would like to see these needs investigated further and
appropriate sites identified.

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Peter Ward, Peter
Ward Homes Ltd

Support

CSPA/1436

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Andrew Rose,
Spawforths on behalf of
Miller Strategic Land

Support

CSPA/1214

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1208

North Ferriby.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. North Ferriby has been
identified as a Hinterland Village.
Noted.

My clients support for the significant role to be served by
Goole within the settlement network. As a Principal Town,
Goole is an appropriate location for new economic
development and housing growth and should be a focus for
services and facilities to serve the needs of its population as
well as the south west sector of the District.
Yes
Noted.
Miller Strategic Land supports the identification of the
Major Haltemprice Settlements, which includes
Cottingham, as a focus for development and as part of the
Regional City of Hull. This reflects their importance and
sustainable location that can support growth. We support
Parts B and E of the policy which state that the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and the Principal Towns will be
the main focus of growth in the East Riding.
However, Miller Strategic Land does not agree that Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages need to be
identified. We believe that these lower order settlements
are less sustainable and should not accommodate
development other than for a locally identified need. There
identification disperses development and identifies
numerous settlements in the settlement hierarchy. This
approach conflicts with the Vision which focuses
development towards the higher order settlements.
Part H of Policy SS2 states that Rural Service Centres and

Noted. The vision acknowledges more
limited development in defined rural
settlements to maintain the vibrancy of
rural areas. It then talks of a network of
centres to support communities
throughout the East Riding.
Most new development is still focussed
to the higher order settlements,
providing consistency with the vision.

Alex Willis, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Associated British Ports,
Associated British Ports

Object

CSPA/1064

Supporting Villages should only accommodate ‘small scale
development to meet local community needs’. This is
similar to Part J for the countryside and other rural
settlements which states that development will ‘of a small
scale nature to meet local needs’. Miller Strategic Land
therefore believes that for consistency and in accordance
with the Vision for the Core Strategy Rural Service
Centres and Supporting Villages should not be identified.
Furthermore, the local needs identified in Part I of Policy
SS2 could be considered exceptional circumstances.
Therefore, there is no need to identify settlements below a
Local Service Centre.
Policy SS2 also seeks to prioritise the area?s previously
developed land, ensuring that such land is safe and free
from contamination or capable of full remediation. Whilst
Miller Strategic Land is supportive of development
prioritised on brownfield land, we are not supportive of
brownfield land being developed over an alternative site
which is located within a more sustainable location. We are
therefore of the view that policy should be written to
reflect this and promote more sustainable locations as the
main priority for development.
The Core Strategy Preferred Approach proposes to
designate Hedon as a Local Service Centre (LSC). The
Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber
Plan: The Yorkshire and Humber Plan (May 2008) (the
‘RSS’) defines LSCs as:
‘Towns and villages that provide services and facilities that
serve the needs of, and are accessible to, people in the
surrounding rural areas’.
It is considered that Hedon plays a greater role in the East
Riding of Yorkshire settlement network than a LSC. Like
the Major Haltemprice Settlements to the west of
Kingston-upon-Hull, Hedon is closely linked to the Regional
City of Hull. It is connected to the Regional City by
excellent public transport links, and whilst it has its own
employment offer and services, it also has access to
significant employment opportunities and service in Hull.
In light of the above, it is considered that Hedon should be
located higher in the settlement hierarchy. More

Noted. Our evidence base does not
support the notion that Hedon is a
Principal Town, nor was this highlighted
as a significant issue through the previous
consultation. There are also other
criteria in Policy YH5 of the RSS that
Hedon potentially doesn’t meet.

Kate Helliwell, Bidwells

Object

CSPA/1187

specifically, it is considered that Hedon should be
designated as a Principal Town.
RSS Policy YH5 allows local planning authorities to
designate further Principal Towns in their LDFs where the
settlement will:
- Provide employment, community facilities and services for
local and surrounding populations; and
- Have good accessibility by public transport to Regional
Cities.
Hedon provides a number of employment opportunities
for local and surrounding populations, including BP
Chemicals and International Power at Saltend, and other
employers within the settlement, including those at St
Augustine’s Park. There are also a number of services and
facilities, including shops, public houses, restaurants, health
facilities, a supermarket and education facilities, including 2
primary schools, and the South Holderness Technology
College, located between Hedon and Preston.
Hedon also has excellent public transport links to the
Regional City of Hull, with Bus Services Nos. 76, 77, 78, 79,
and 80 offering regular direct services to Hull.
In addition, a planning application for a Park and Ride on
the western boundary of Hedon is currently before East
Riding of Yorkshire Council for determination. If granted,
this will provide further public transport services from
Hedon to Hull.
It is therefore considered that the settlement of Hedon
meets the criteria set out in the RSS of a Principal Town
and should be designated as such in the Core Strategy. The
proportion of overall development in Hedon should also
therefore be increased to reflect its position as a Principal
Town.
ABP therefore objects to the proposed Settlement
Hierarchy and in particular the designation of Hedon as an
LSC. Accordingly, ABP supports New Option B on page 29
of the Core Strategy Preferred Approach document, and
considers that the Core Strategy should identify more
Principal Towns, including Hedon.
We note that part H.2 states that development should
comprise an average of 10 residential dwellings per annum

Noted. The scale of development
proposed in Rural Service Centres has

in each Rural Service Centre. We suggest that the amount
of dwellings is quite low and wonder whether this should
be increased to meet actual demand in these settlements.

Natasha Rowland, Savills

Object

CSPA/1130

We do not believe the strategy behind the framework is
acceptable, as it will not permit an appropriate scale of
development in villages, which will support their viability
and also their current role within the settlement
hierarchy, such as Swanland.
Development in Swanland has been acceptable in the past
and land allocations have been set out in previous
development plans. For settlements such as Swanland to be
in the position of being reallocated ‘Countryside’ and be
the subject of only minor development is considered to be
contrary to the principles of sustainable development.
Especially when smaller outlying villages are to be expanded
with up to 5 dwellings per annum, which equates to 50
houses over a 10 year period and 85 dwellings over the
lifetime of the Plan.
We also consider that the policy needs further
consideration in terms of how it will work in practice. At
the moment there is no indication for the basis for
releasing land in the Rural Service Centres and Supporting
Villages to meet the annual housing requirements.
Some 19% of the housing requirement to 2026 is to be
permitted within the Rural Service Centres and Supporting
Villages. This equates to 226 dwellings per annum. The
Council needs to identify within the Core Strategy a
framework for the allocation of sites in such locations.
More specifically, the Council has not provided any
evidence base as to why the thresholds of 10 dwellings/ 5
dwellings respectively in Rural Service Centres and in
Supporting Villages has been selected.
The policy should recognise that there may be
circumstances where such thresholds could be exceeded,
for example, where the development of a site may lead to
higher numbers of affordable housing for a settlement or
contribute towards local development objectives. The

been re-considered in the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. In addition
to demand, other factors such as
potential impact on the character of a
settlement and the wider objectives of
the spatial strategy have been considered.
Noted. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy recognises that more housing
should be supported in rural areas than
previously envisaged through the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy. The
amount proposed in the Hinterland
Villages, Rural Villages and countryside
has increased from 607 dwellings over
the plan period to over 3,000. This also
reflects a more supportive approach for
individual dwellings in Rural Villages
through Revised Policy SS3.
In response to comments regarding the
scale of development in some RSCs and
SVs, the Core Strategy Further
Consultation introduces a growth
strategy based on the size of a village. For
Rural Service Centres (now called
Primary Rural Service Centres), the
policy supports growth of up to 20% of
the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for

Victoria Molton, Walker
Morris Solicitors on behalf
of Mr Paul Lisseter,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1058

figures cannot be treated as absolute maximums.
Indeed, an Inspector considering a planning appeal in
Wakefield (appeal APP/X4725/A/09/2115916) on a similar
threshold of 10 dwellings in villages where the proposal
was for 14 dwellings stated;
?Against a background of government advice that RSS
housing targets should not, in any event, be regarded as
ceilings or caps on housing delivery, the information put
forward convinces me that the proposal would have no
detrimental effect on the realisation of the Council’s spatial
development strategy for the area'.
The targets should contain a caveat that they are not an
absolute ceiling in village locations.
How will planning applications be monitored and managed
to ensure sites are delivered at the intended rate? Some
detail should be set out in the Policy to provide certainty
on this basis.

accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. Swanland has been
identified as a Hinterland Village.

The Settlement Network proposed is supported to an
extent. It is agreed that the Haltemprice settlements,
Principal Towns, Local Service Centres and Rural Service
Centres are to receive new development. However, to
locate new development in `Supporting Villages' is not
supported. Whilst it is accepted that the East Riding is a
large rural area, the principles of sustainable development
must be at the plan's core. To allocate new development in
the supporting villages promotes a pattern of dispersal
which only goes towards encouraging travel around the
District.
The Council has an important decision to make regarding
development in the rural areas. Whilst restricting any new
development may have a detrimental impact on local
services that may be suffering already, by allocating new
development would also encourage more travel as people
use their car to go to work or a larger super market.
To locate new development in the `Supporting Villages' is
not supported. The settlements listed in the' Supporting
Villages' category should be considered in the same way as
those cited in policy SS3: Development in the countryside

Noted. The identification of Supporting
Villages recognises the nature of the rural
nature of the East Riding.

Development proposed in Primary and
Secondary Rural Service Centres is not
meant to be restricted on a per annum
basis. The policy provides a guide to an
average annual provision over the plan
period.
An approach for responding to overprovision/under-provision across the
whole settlement network is set out in
the Delivery, Monitoring and Reviewing
section of the Draft Strategy Document.

Simon Miller, Persimmon
Homes

Object

CSPA/1121

and other rural settlements. The focus should be on new
employment opportunities for people living in those villages
or small scale local housing needs. The majority of new
development should therefore be located in the most
sustainable settlements.
The category of Rural Service Centres is supported along
with the inclusion of Hutton Cranswick within this
category. Hutton Cranswick is a very sustainable
settlement that has a number of local services and facilities
located within it along with a large industrial estate that
offers employment opportunities. Most importantly,
Hutton Cranswick is located along a good public transport
corridor offering a good train service to Hull, Beverley and
Driffield. Locating new development in Hutton Cranswick
gives people the opportunity of living in a rural location but
travelling to work in a larger settlement without relying on
the private car.
Persimmon Homes broadly supports the proposed
settlement network. However we strongly disagree with
the proposed levels of development in the Rural Service
Centres (RSC), in particular with the average of 10
dwellings per annum for which there is no justification.
Based on the 226 gross dwellings per annum the Council
have proposed to distribute to the RSC’s, SVs and the
Countryside it makes no logical sense to impose an
arbitrary limit.
Instead the Council should base decisions on the individual
merits of a development site, the contributions and
benefits to the local community and its sustainability
credentials. It may be the case that in a particular
settlement such as Gilberdyke instead of further piecemeal
development one large site of say 30 units would represent
more coherent development in relation to the urban form
than 2/3 smaller sites arbitrarily dispersed around the
settlement.
We would also disagree with the wording on the basis that
is it potentially prejudicial to the Site Allocations process
and whilst I acknowledge it does not set a site threshold
the phasing constraints could affect the deliverability and
viability of sites.

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.

Mr A J Williams, Advance
Land and Planning Limited
on behalf of Leonard
Cheshire Disability (LCD)

Object

CSPA/817

For the reasons already stated, it is suggested that North
Ferriby should be included as a Rural Service Centre, or
failing that, at the very least as a Supporting Village to
which a limited amount of new housing development
should be accommodated.

N Rowland, Savills on
behalf of British Heart
Foundation, British Heart
Foundation

Object

CSPA/1049

We do not believe the strategy behind the framework is
acceptable, as it will not permit an appropriate scale of
development in rural service centres, which will support
their viability and also their current role within the
settlement hierarchy, such as Stamford Bridge.
We also consider that the policy needs further
consideration in terms of how it will work in practice. At
the moment there is no indication for the basis for
releasing land in the Rural Service Centres and Supporting
Villages to meet the annual housing requirements.
Some 19% of the housing requirement to 2026 is to be
permitted within the Rural Service Centres and Supporting
Villages. This equates to 226 dwellings per annum. The
Council needs to identify within the Core Strategy a
framework for the allocation of sites in such locations.
More specifically, the Council has not provided any
evidence base as to why the thresholds of 10 dwellings/ 5
dwellings respectively in Rural Service Centres and in
Supporting Villages has been selected.
The policy should recognise that there may be
circumstances where such thresholds could be exceeded,
for example, where the development of a site may lead to
higher numbers of affordable housing for a settlement or
contribute towards local development objectives. The
figures cannot be treated as absolute maximums. The
targets should contain a caveat that they are not an
absolute ceiling in rural service centres and village
locations.
How will planning applications be monitored and managed

Noted. Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. North Ferriby has been
identified as a Hinterland Village.
Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
Development proposed in Primary and
Secondary Rural Service Centres is not
meant to be restricted on a per annum
basis. The policy provides a guide to an
average annual provision over the plan
period.
An approach for responding to overprovision/under-provision across the
whole settlement network is set out in
the Delivery, Monitoring and Reviewing
section of the Draft Strategy Document.

Miss Kate Helliwell,
Bidwells on behalf of Mrs J
A Herbert,

Observations

CSPA/1055

Mr Brian Clarvis,
Molescroft Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/1062

to ensure sites are delivered at the intended rate? Some
detail should be set out in the Policy to provide certainty
on this basis.
We note that part H.2. states that development should
comprise an average of 10 residential dwellings per annum
in each Rural Service Centre. We suggest that the amount
of dwellings is quite low and wonder whether this should
be increased to meet actual demand in these settlements.

We would firstly comment that in view of the long time it
has taken to satisfy the requirements of policy guidance
changes over the years of the preparation of the LDF, it
now surely calls into question many of the assumptions
made before the present economic situation, and the
inevitable changes in Central Government policy in relation
to planning which will, or has, come about.
In my member's opinion it may well be that some of the
decisions already made, particularly in respect of the
southern bypass will be at best delayed for some
considerable time. We do not necessarily see this as a
negative situation because we were never happy and put on
record our disappointment that the case for the extension
of the northern bypass was never debated locally in the
context of the Integrated Transport Plan, and any delay
which would give the opportunity to assess the situation
afresh should be welcomed. The ad hoc removal of the
Woodmansey Mile as the southern limit of the Town,
contrary to the provisions of the adopted Local Plan and
the abandonment of a bypass proposal closer to the south
of the Town without debate or proper consultation was
shortsighted. A further comment applies to the lack of any
effective computer modelling of future traffic movements,
primarily in the historic core where new traffic measures,

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
Noted.

Mr Brian Clarvis,
Molescroft Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/1063

particularly in the Wednesday Market area have not been
received with enthusiasm and seriously adversely affected
the Conservation Area contrary to your planning policies.
We reaffirm again that a proper analysis of the capacity of
the town and its infrastructure to accommodate the level
of development proposed should be undertaken in accord
with Government advice. It would appear that the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan cannot protect or seek to
conserve the historic characteristics of the historic market
town because of the amount of additional land proposed to
be developed.
In our opinion, and it is one strongly held, the town and its
peripheral parishes cannot continue to be expanded more
or less in accord with settlement policies which have
scarcely changed for 50 years. Nor can we continue to
ignore the plight of the small rural settlements, which
continue to bleed facilities.
We cannot disregard the need for new housing either and
the development of brownfield sites within the town, some
of which are owned by your council should be brought
forward for early implementation for affordable housing.
Centrally located development must present a better
option from a sustainability and accessibility aspect,
increasing the possibility of greater pedestrian activity and
less reliance on the private car. However, the delay to the
bypass will need a radical rethink of the programme to
redevelop car parks because of the delay to the Park and
Ride.
Having been made aware of the present Government's
attitude to the statistics of housing provision, their
abolition of the Regional Spatial Strategies and the Housing
and Planning Delivery Grant, this must surely affect the
whole basis of future housing projections. This, together
with the lower housing completion rates and the possible
reduction in staffing in both housing and planning
departments must have implications for your housing
targets to 2026.
The Preferred Approach Core Strategy lacks an
appreciation of the need to think outside the box and we
cannot simply press ahead with outdated settlement

Noted. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy has considered future housing
projections.

Rosemary Jordan-Jackson,
Swanland Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1072

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Support with
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policies which continue to put pressure on existing
infrastructure and facilities, do little to accommodate the
effects of climate change, and will not change peoples
attitude to inaccessible and ineffective public transport.
Public expenditure on traffic and transport, except for
major strategic schemes must surely be severely
constrained by the recent budget pronouncements.
In our reply to consultations on the Joint Structure Plan we
suggested consideration should be given to a completely
new settlement planned on the Hull Scarborough Line
where all the necessary infrastructure and planning
principles can be applied without the constraints of an
existing settlement pattern. This would certainly take
pressure off the historic town, create new sustainable
housing accommodation and enhance the use of the
railway. It is accepted that planning for this will take years
but the poor economic situation will have a profound effect
on timescales anyway, giving time for effective consultation,
planning and innovation. Public investment could be kept to
the minimum using this approach.
We support strongly the concept of placing the future
housing and other development in centres which already
have a minimum of services and also good transport links
for those who are unable to access these provisions by car.
This seems to a sensible move when the thrust is to reduce
our green house gas emissions and change our living
patterns.

We support the overall settlement hierarchy set out in
Proposed Policy SS2, including the designation of Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages. The designation of
such settlements complies with national policy as set out in
PPS7 and also is essential if the needs of rural settlements
for access to housing facilities and services are to be met
locally.

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
Noted.

Joanna Lee, Baker
Associates on behalf of
Dennis Wilkinson,

Object
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The general approach of Part I of the policy is generally
supported but it is considered to be overly prescriptive in
relation to housing development. The scale of such
development should only be given as a guideline and should
be determined for each settlement within the context of
local needs and its size and character. If the figure has to be
given, it should be in excess of an average of 10 dwellings
per year.
It is considered that there should be a more explicit spatial
strategy for guiding the location of development. The
approach set out in SS2 does not go far enough in setting
the strategy for the long term development of different
settlements in the District. The earlier document went
further in considering specific future directions of growth
for the settlements. Development to the north of
Cottingham was considered the most appropriate and
sustainable location for the following reasons:
� It would deliver essential development without eroding
the important gaps between settlements that maintain their
separate character and identity.
� It does not impact upon ?good or ?high? quality
landscape
� There are good local employment opportunities in the
vicinity
It is disappointing that this version of the Core Strategy
does not address the specific needs and issues of each
settlement and set out the future direction for growth.
The broad strategy of identifying the Major Haltemprice
Settlements as a priority location and focus for new
development is supported. However, this approach is not
carried through into the delivery of new housing on the
ground in the longer term, and there are considerable
contradictory elements between the policies. As a priority
location for new development considerably more
development should be allocated to the Major Haltemprice
Settlements than is currently proposed. See response to
Question 8.
It is recognised that the growth in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, which for planning purposes are part of the
regional city, should complement the regeneration of Hull.

Noted. Additional spatial guidance was
set out in the sub area policies of the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy.
The Preferred Approach seeks a balance
between competing issues. Development
in and around the Major Haltemprice
Settlements must be considered in light
of: supporting the role of the city of Hull
(in terms of regeneration and investment
priorities within the city); the
environmental and infrastructure capacity
of the area; and the objective of avoiding
settlement coalescence.

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,

Support
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Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mrs Margaret
Jibson,
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The document should be more explicit about the need for
growth in these locations which should be managed and
phased to meet all the regeneration objectives that exist,
including improving and transforming parts of the
Haltemprice Settlements.
We support the overall settlement hierarchy set out in
Proposed Policy SS2, including the designation of Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages. The designation of
such settlements complies with national policy as set out in
PPS7 and also is essential if the needs of rural settlements
for access to housing facilities and services are to be met
locally.
The general approach of Part I of the policy is generally
supported but it is considered to be overly prescriptive in
relation to housing development. The scale of such
development should only be given as a guideline and should
be determined for each settlement within the context of
local needs and its size and character. If the figure has to be
given, it should be in excess of an average of 10 dwellings
per year.
We consider that there too many categories of settlement,
and that this categorisation reduces people’s choices as to
where they wish to live, and as such impacts on market
demand. We propose the following hierarchy of
settlements:
� The Haltemprice settlements
� Principal Towns and Local Service Centres - these two
categories should be combined. There is very little
difference between the functions of Principal Towns and
LSCs For example, Pocklington should be designated as
Principal Town in the same way that Driffield is. Our
reasons are:
� Significant overall population of around 8,000;
� Good range of local employment opportunities;
� Wide range of services (schools, shops, health, leisure
facilities), similar to Driffield, with some spare capacity ? for
example, the two local primary schools can accommodate

Noted.

Noted.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

an additional 47 pupils (total capacity of 432 and enrolment
of 385 in 2007/08), and the secondary school has spare
capacity for 149 pupils (capacity for 1450 and an enrolment
of 1301 in 2007/08);
� Good transport links (adjacent to A1079), good bus
services to York and Hull, and potential to reinstate HullYork rail route with new station at Pocklington;
� Yorkshire Forward consider Pocklington as a Rural
Capital ? so too is Driffield, which is a similar sized town
with a similar level of services and functions and also a
Rural Capital.
� Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages ? these
two categoties should also be merged and expanded to
include villages within close proximity to Principal Towns
(for example around Beverley these should include:
Dunswell, Woodmansey, Walkington, Cherry Burton,
Leconfield etc). Larger scale rather than small scale
development which meets just local needs should be
allowed in these settlements.

E Morley,

Support

CSPA/1279

Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of Mr P
Martin,
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� The countryside and other rural settlements.
The proposed categorised of settlements is too rigid, too
centralistic, not market oriented, and will constrain
investment.
A certain amount of development in the smaller towns and
villages would help to sustain services in them (schools etc)
and make public transport provision for viable - it should
not be essential to own a car in order to live in many of
the villages around Hull but many are already very poorly
served by public transport, if at all.
The scale of development for Rural Service Centres is too
low and the definition of small scale too inflexible. Some of
the RSC are capable of sustainably accommodating some
greater level of development without harm. We see no
reason why development needs to be restricted on an
annual basis.

Noted.

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting

Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.

Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Object
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In principle, there is sound reasoning behind the
identification of the Principal Towns, Local Service Centres,
Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages. Some sort
of hierarchy is required to avoid piecemeal development
and achieve sustainable development throughout the East
Riding. Likewise, we support the growth in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements, helping to support regeneration
in the City of Hull.
We note that the objective of Stage 4 is to identify a welldistributed network of Local Service Centres (LSC) taking
into account the location of the larger settlements which
meet the needs of the vast majority of the East Riding
population. Once identified the intention then is to
consider the location of Rural Service Centres and
Supporting Villages.
However, within this approach the Council has chosen to
ignore those settlements such as North Ferriby,
Walkington, Tickton, Little Driffield, Thomgumbald,
Preston, and Barmby Moor which, because of their
proximity to a higher order centre, are not considered
appropriate to be identified as RS Cs/SVs.
In our opinion, this approach is fundamentally wrong and
does not truly reflect local views in these settlements or
the wider area. It denies the historic evidence of how
settlements have grown in a hierarchical manner and seeks
to direct growth to other less sustainable places.
The very fact that settlements such as North Ferriby and
Barmby Moor are to discounted because of their proximity
to the preferred LSCs falls contrary to the considerations

Development proposed in Primary and
Secondary Rural Service Centres is not
meant to be restricted on a per annum
basis. The policy provides a guide to an
average annual provision over the plan
period.
Noted.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Hudson,

Support
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Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on

Object
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the Council is seeking to apply in determining the location
and distribution of housing land in the most sustainable
locations.
It is considered that there is a sufficiently strong argument
to support the contention that some of the intended
growth in the PTs and LSCs could be directed to those
other equally sustainable settlements in proximity to higher
order centres. This would reduce the pressure to identify
large areas of land in a small number of settlements, and
distribute some of the identified growth to the settlements
around the higher order centres.
As stated above the government has now revoked Regional
Strategies. The implications of this for the East Riding are,
as yet, unknown. However, this is likely to allow the
Council more flexibility to determine the location and
distribution of housing and employment land. This would
be in a manner more suited to the current form and
character of the East Riding, with its established pattern of
development in settlements, rather than being controlled
by wider regional requirements, some of which in any
event now no longer apply.
There seems to be little justification to squeeze the
distribution tighter by not including land allocations in
those settlements which are sustainable but are excluded
simply because they are located close to identified core PT
or LSC settlements such as Beverley or Pocklington.
Indeed, there is a case to make that many of these
"satellite" settlements are far more suitable for further
development because of the facilities they offer and their
proximity to major employment locations and the public
transport network than some of the 26 RSCs and SVs the
Core Strategy is promoting.
My clients support for the significant role given to the
Major Haltemprice Settlements within the settlement
network. Kirk Ella is an appropriate location for new
housing development in the context of the Haltemprice
settlements and Principal Towns being the main focus of
growth within the East RIding.
We would support the broad settlement hierarchy set out
under Policy SS2 and approach in respect of the Local

Noted.

Noted. A Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment has considered

behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Ms Cara Ware, Peacock
and Smith on behalf of Wm
Morrison Supermarkets plc
Mark Jones, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
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Service Centres (LSCs).
The LSCs will have an important role in supporting the
Principal Towns, particularly those where constraints to
further development have been identified, and in meeting
local needs and those of its hinterland.
We would however question the approach taken to the
Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages which has
the potential to undermine the service role of the LSCs. As
noted in our response to question 5 the number of
settlements identified as falling within this lower tier is
extensive. This will potentially lead to a substantial level of
growth and development pressure within these settlements
and we would consider this to be contrary to the
objectives of the Core approach, national planning policy
and the Core Approach of the former RSS, which aims to
prevent a further dispersal of development within rural
areas.
In respect of housing the Policy indicates that the RSCs and
SVs should meet ‘local community needs’ which duplicates
the identified role of the LSCs within the Core Strategy
and as set out under former Policy YH6 of RSS. The
introduction of annual housing growth thresholds for each
of those lower tier settlement types is not considered
appropriate and the evidence base does not support this
suggested level of allocation in the absence of a more
detailed assessment of need and capacity. As noted below
the level of housing growth within the RSCs could
potentially exceed that within a number of the LSCs. As
such the role of the Local Service Centres will potentially
become diluted and a greater level of restraint within the
Rural Service Centres and Service Villages should be
adopted. As currently drafted the Policy SS2 part H is
considered to fall contrary to the former RSS Core
Approach as set out in policies YH6 and YH7 and
therefore fails the test of soundness.
However, we do consider that Brough should be identified
as a principal town given the level of shopping provision
available in the town.
Policy SS2 as drafted follows the settlement hierarchy and
RSS principles of focusing development towards the parts

the capacity of land in the different
settlements across the East Riding.
In response to comments regarding the
scale of development in some RSCs and
SVs, the Core Strategy Further
Consultation introduces a growth
strategy based on the size of a village. For
Rural Service Centres (now called
Primary Rural Service Centres), the
policy supports growth of up to 20% of
the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.

Noted.
Noted. A reference to the importance of
sites along the east-west multi-modal

Wykeland Group Limited

of East Riding that comprises of the Regional City of Hull
(Haltemprice settlements), Principles Towns and Service
Centres. Broadly speaking, we agree with this location of
development policy in respect of residential development.
In respect of economic development, the policy does not
reflect the findings of the evidence base set out in the
Council's Employment Land Review (partial update 2009).
Whilst the East Riding has a large, dispersed settlement
pattern, much of the economic growth within the region
stems from the relationship with the City Centre of Hull
and the M62/A63 corridor.
We note the following key findings of the Council's 2009
ELR completed by G V A Grimley:
- Paragraphs 1.21 and 1.22 suggests that there is a need for
40 hectares of land for office development and that the
vast majority of this land is likely to be demanded in the
Haltemprice area, Beverley and Melton, reflecting the
significant advantage of these areas in respect of transport
links and market attractiveness;
- Paragraphs 1.24 - 1.28 identifies that Beverley has limited
opportunities to provide land for warehouse development
and that Melton addresses the future potential for B2 and
B8 Uses. Melton is also identified in respect of its potential
for a multi-modal transport link;
- Paragraph 2.9 identifies the importance of the key sites
along the M62/A63 corridor in delivering economic
growth;
- Paragraph 3.28 refers to the City Region Development
Programme, which notes the importance of the Humber
Ports to the region, and, the M62/A63 corridor;
- Paragraph 3.29 identifies Goole as a premier inland port
and paragraph 3.28 identifies the M62 and A63 as forming
an important "motorway box", which is a key asset in the
drive For economic growth.
The importance of the M62 and A63 corridor for
economic growth within the East Riding is emphasised
throughout the Council's Employment Land Review
document. In this respect, we would suggest that Policy SS2
part B is clarified to focus new housing growth towards the
settlements listed under parts A-J in the policy. A separate

corridor has been added to Policy S3 of
the Draft Strategy Document (previously
known as Policy SS2 in the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy).

Mark Lane, DPP on behalf
of Mr Jonathan Atkinson, J
G Hatcliffe and Partners
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Mr Alex Gymer,
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Miranda Barnes, CB
Richard Ellis on behalf of
Mr Clive Kefford,

Support
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reference needs to be made within this policy in respect of
the importance of the Strategic Sites for employment along
the M62 and A63, which would be the main focus for
economic growth within the region as suggested by the
Council's evidence base. Indeed, we note that these have
been previously referred to by the Council as a "string of
pearls" which are fundamental to the Council's economic
growth strategy. As drafted, the policy does not recognise
the importance of these locations in respect of sustained
economic growth. On the basis of the above, we object to
Policy SS2 as drafted which is not justified or effective in
respect of having regard to the Council's own evidence
base.
Our client supports the over arching spatial strategy that
being the identification of a settlement network and our
client feels that the settlement network is broadly correct.
It is plainly more appropriate to direct a greater
proportion of the district growth to the larger settlement
where in there is the ability to accommodate the
development and the new development can be supported
in a sustainable manner.
We do however note, with some concern, the proposal to
limit the number of new houses to be built in the Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages by reference to an
annual completion rate. We feel that the policy here is
somewhat unclear and needs clarification. We do not feel
that sites that are suitable for development should be
precluded, whatever their size. Furthermore whilst it is
acceptable for the LPA to set a target, per annum, for
development in these settlements this target should not be
an absolute ceiling. This should be made clear. Controlling
the rate of delivery is a development control matter and
we feel that it is inappropriate to refer to these matters in
the Core Strategy.
I don't accept this - Transport and Travel links should be
included and affordable housing only should be included.
Policy SS2 establishes the settlement hierarchy for
development in the East Riding and states that
development in the major Haltemprice settlements, which
includes Hessle, should be the focus for new development.

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
Development proposed in Primary and
Secondary Rural Service Centres is not
meant to be restricted on a per annum
basis. The policy provides a guide to an
average annual provision over the plan
period.
Noted.
Noted and support welcomed.

Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mr Jon Los,

Object
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These settlements are those located on the fringes of Hull
which is a Principal City within the Region and it therefore
goes without saying that this is the most sustainable option
for new development.
This policy is too rigid and excludes too many settlements
particularly those close to Beverley and Hull from the
settlement hierarchy even though they represent desirable
and sustainable places to live and work. We propose the
following changes:
� Major Haltemprice Settlements - No change;
� Principal Towns and Local Service Centres - Combine
into one category;
� Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages Combine into one category;

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Mr J R Everatt,

Support with
conditions
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� The Countryside and Other Rural Settlements - This
policy is too restrictive for settlements and rural areas
within close proximity to Beverley including Dunswell and
Woodmansey. A separate policy should be established for
these settlements and existing developed areas in the
countryside outside these settlements - Hull-Beverley
Transport Corridor (A1174). Along this corridor housing
development would be permitted in the existing
settlements of Dunswell and Woodmansey; and within
existing employment sites outwith these settlements
policies would positively encourage further growth. These
existing unallocated employment sites already employ large
numbers of people and make a valuable contribution to
meeting the wider economic needs of the Hull- Beverley
sub region. Current planning policies make it very difficult
for existing firms on these sites to expand.
We would support the broad settlement hierarchy set out
under Policy SS2 and approach in respect of the Local
Service Centres (LSCs).
The LSCs will have an important role in supporting the
Principal Towns, particularly those where constraints to
further development have been identified, and in meeting
local needs and those of its hinterland.
We would however question the approach taken to the

Noted.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

Noted. The policy wording for RSCs and
SVs does not duplicate that of the LSCs.
Policy YH6 of the RSS covers Local
Service Centres and rural and coastal
areas. The only distinction it makes
between them is in respect of retaining
and improving local services and facilities.
It does not state anything about the scale

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice
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Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages which has
the potential to undermine the service role of the LSCs. As
noted in our response to question 5 the number of
settlements identified as falling within this lower tier is
extensive. This will potentially lead to a substantial level of
growth and development pressure within these settlements
and we would consider this to be contrary to the Core
Approach of RSS which aims to prevent a further dispersal
of development within rural areas.
In respect of housing the Policy indicates that the RSCs and
SVs should meet ‘local community needs’ which duplicates
the identified role of the LSCs within the Core Strategy
and as set out under Policy YH6 of former RSS. The
introduction of annual housing growth thresholds for each
of those lower tier settlement types is not considered
appropriate and the evidence base does not support this
suggested level of allocation in the absence of a more
detailed assessment of need and capacity. As noted below
the level of housing growth within the RSCs could
potentially exceed that within a number of the LSCs.
As such the role of the Local Service Centres will
potentially become diluted and a greater level of restraint
within the Rural Service Centres and Service Villages
should be adopted. As currently drafted the Policy SS2 part
H is considered to fall contrary to national spatial policy
and the former RSS Core Approach as set out in policies
YH6 and YH7 and therefore fails the test of soundness.
It is not considered that the proposed policy SS2 provides
an appropriate framework for guiding the location of
development and the types of uses that would be
acceptable in different locations. The district as a whole is
predominantly rural with a high percentage of the
population being located in RSCs and SVs. Whilst the
principles indicated for new development would in
themselves appear acceptable to restrict development to
such low annual figures would leave little scope for
securing planning gain. Many of the settlements that fall
within the categories listed are in need of infrastructure
improvements. Given the government’s cost cutting
exercise there is need to find alternative funding options

of housing in Local Service Centres as
opposed to rural and coastal areas.
The Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment and the Infrastructure Study
provide a picture of capacity, and the
housing needs surveys (as part of the
Housing Needs and Market Assessment
or Strategic Housing Market Assessment)
provide a picture of need.

Noted. The definition of ‘local needs’ may
be different for different circumstances
but the results of housing needs surveys
should be considered.
The latest guidance on ‘localism’ have
been considered in subsequent versions
of the Strategy Document.

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd
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which in the past could have been secured through S106
but given the limited levels indicated this is unlikely to be
the case in the future. It is also not clear what is intended
by local needs - does this mean as identified in a Housing
Needs survey or would it be sufficient to demonstrate a
need for the applicant? Also, how does the approach
reflect the proposed ‘localism’ being promoted as the way
forward by central government?
We would support the broad settlement hierarchy set out
under Policy SS2 and the proposed approach to identifying
the Major Haltemprice Settlements, including the
settlement of Cottingham, as an upper tier within the
settlement hierarchy. This reflects the spatial importance of
Hull, as Regional City, and the interconnectivity of the
adjoining settlements which fall both within the City and
the East Riding.
These settlements are highly sustainable with good
accessibility to public transport and the principal highways
network. In line with former Policy YH4 of RSS these
settlements should be a prime focus for housing and
employment growth .
We would however question the approach taken to the
Rural Service Centres and Supporting Villages which has
the potential to undermine the service role of the LSCs. As
noted in our response to question 5 the number of
settlements identified as falling within this lower tier is
extensive. This will potentially lead to a substantial level of
growth and development pressure within these settlements
and we would consider this to be contrary spatial policy
which aims to
prevent a further dispersal of development within rural
areas. In respect of housing the Policy indicates that the
RSCs and SVs should meet ‘local community needs’ which
duplicates the identified role of the LSCs within the Core
Strategy and as set out under Policy YH6 of the revoked
RSS. The introduction of annual housing growth thresholds
for each of those lower tier settlement types is not
considered appropriate and the evidence base does not
support this suggested level of allocation in the absence of
a more detailed assessment of need and capacity. As noted

Noted. The policy wording for RSCs and
SVs does not duplicate that of the LSCs.
Policy YH6 of the RSS covers Local
Service Centres and rural and coastal
areas. The only distinction it makes
between them is in respect of retaining
and improving local services and facilities.
It does not state anything about the scale
of housing in Local Service Centres as
opposed to rural and coastal areas.
The Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment and the Infrastructure Study
provide a picture of capacity, and the
housing needs surveys (as part of the
Housing Needs and Market Assessment
or Strategic Housing Market Assessment)
provide a picture of need.

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings,
Central Land Holdings
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below the level of housing growth within the RSCs could
potentially exceed that within a number of the LSCs.
4.8 Central Land Holdings is generally in support of the
strategy of focussing development towards the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns as set out in
the relevant parts of Policy SS2, which comprise:
- A1; A2;
- B (specifically Major Haltemprice Settlements and
Principal Towns reference);
- E; and
- F.
4.9 However, in relation to E, previous comments about
not aligning growth too closely with Hull must be made
clear.
4.10 There were a number of comments in the open
session at the Agents Workshop consultation exercise in
Bishop Burton College on the 2nd June that the current
strategy was flawed. In particular there was concern that
certain settlements that were in close proximity to the
Principal Towns were not categorised in the settlement
hierarchy, as they would be unlikely to perform as a
significant service centre role being so close to a larger
service centre.. This is Stage 2 in the Settlement Network
assessment process in Figure 6, Page 35 of the Core
Strategy and Nafferton was mentioned as a particular case
in point in this regard.
4.11 The case put forward was that Nafferton has a train
station and a number of services and facilities. Sustainability
is multi faceted and is not wholly reliant on proximity to
Principal Towns, but the degree of self-sufficiency and selfcontainment that they enjoy. Consequently, Central Land
Holdings supports the Council's position in that
settlements such as Nafferton should not be included in the
settlement hierarchy as they are unlikely to be selfcontained and self-sufficient.
4.12 Given that Nafferton is so closely located to Driffield
it does not perform as a significant service centre. Driffield
has a substantial offer of services and facilities, much wider
than the offer in Nafferton, and as such provides
significantly more choice.

Noted and support welcomed.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

4.13 Given the close proximity of the two settlements,
residents in Nafferton will be highly likely to travel the few
minutes down the road to Driffield for many of their daily
or weekly needs where there is greater choice. Whilst
there is the option of using the train, or bus, it is, more
likely that these trips will be made by private car, especially
considering that the walk from Nafferton to Driffield is
along an unlit, 2 mile stretch of high speed single
carriageway with a pavement on only one side and a
number of lanes to cross; not a very pedestrian friendly or
attractive proposition.
4.14 Further development in Nafferton is likely to
exacerbate this problem, leading to an increase in trips to
Driffield where there is such a better offer available. It is
unlikely to attract many new services and facilities because
of the greater choice available in nearby Driffield therefore
it is unlikely that Nafferton will perform as a significant
service centre in the future either.
4.15 Further settlements in close proximity to the larger
settlements were also mentioned during the discourse at
the Agents' workshop, such as Tickton and Bilton. Both of
these settlements have the same issues as Nafferton, in
relation to Beverley and Hull respectively, and therefore
should also not be included within the settlement
hierarchy. Given their lack of services and facilities,
including the lack of a train station, they are even more
likely to lead to increase trips by private car.
4.16 This achieves the objective of East Riding as set out in
paragraph 4.48 that the current spatial strategy will 'secure
a reasonable distribution of service centres of various
scales and functions across the East Riding'. This is also the
reason why New Option C was not adopted in the
'Alternative Approaches' box on page 38.
4.17 Consequently, Central Land Holdings generally agrees
with Question 6. Proposed Change
4.18 It is considered that Policy SS2 is sound as currently
drafted, provided that the strategy is not wholly aligned
with that adopted by Hull or that the above types of
settlements are not designated in the settlement hierarchy.
As such there are no specific changes proposed.

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings,
Central Land Holdings

Support with
conditions
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Central Land Holdings is generally in support of the
strategy of focussing development towards the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns as set out in
the relevant parts of Policy SS2, which comprise:
- Al;
- A2;
- B (specifically Major Haltemprice Settlements and
Principal Towns reference);
- E; and
- F.
However, in relation to E, previous comments about not
aligning growth too closely with Hull must be made clear.
There were a number of comments in the open session at
the Agents Workshop consultation exercise in Bishop
Burton College on the 2 ' June that the current strategy
was flawed. In particular there was concern that certain
settlements that were in close proximity to the Principal
Towns were not categorised in the settlement hierarchy,
as they would be unlikely to perform as a significant service
centre role being so close to a larger service centre.. This
is Stage 2 in the Settlement Network assessment process
in Figure 6, Page 35 of the Core Strategy and Nafferton
was mentioned as a particular case in point in this regard.
The case put forward was that Nafferton has a train station
and a number of services and facilities. Sustainability is multi
faceted and is not wholly reliant on proximity to Principal
Towns, but the degree of self-sufficiency and selfcontainment that they enjoy. Consequently, Central Land
Holdings supports the Council's position in that
settlements such as Nafferton should not be included in the
settlement hierarchy as they are unlikely to be selfcontained and self-sufficient.
Given that Nafferton is so closely located to Driffield it
does not perform as a significant service centre. Driffield
has a substantial offer of services and facilities, much wider
than the offer in Nafferton, and as such provides
significantly more choice.
Given the close proximity of the two settlements, residents
in Nafferton will be highly likely to travel the few minutes
down the road to Driffield for many of their daily or

Noted and support welcomed.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

Mr Jamie Pyper, Signet
Planning on behalf of
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weekly needs where there is greater choice. Whilst there
is the option of using the train, or bus, it is more likely that
these trips will be made by private car, especially
considering that the walk from Nafferton to Driffield is
along an unlit, 2 mile stretch of high speed single
carriageway with a pavement on only one side and a
number of lanes to cross; not a very pedestrian friendly or
attractive proposition.
Further development in Nafferton is likely to exacerbate
this problem, leading to an increase in trips to Driffield
where there is such a better offer available. It is unlikely to
attract many new services and facilities because of the
greater choice available in nearby Driffield therefore it is
unlikely that Nafferton will perform as a significant service
centre in the future either.
Further settlements in close proximity to the larger
settlements were also mentioned during the discourse at
the Agents' workshop, such as Tickton and Bilton. Both of
these settlements have the same issues as Nafferton, in
relation to Beverley and Hull respectively, and therefore
should also not be included within the settlement
hierarchy. Given their lack of services and facilities,
including the lack of a train station, they are even more
likely to lead to increase trips by private car.
This achieves the objective of East Riding as set out in
paragraph 4.48 that the current spatial strategy will 'secure
a reasonable distribution of service centres of various
scales and functions across the East Riding. This is also the
reason why New Option C was not adopted in the
'Alternative Approaches' box on page 38.
Consequently, Central Land Holdings generally agrees with
Question 6 and the strategy currently adopted by East
Riding.
Proposed Change
It is considered that Policy SS2 is sound as currently
drafted, provided that the strategy is not wholly aligned
with that adopted by Hull. As such there are no specific
changes proposed.
The settlement network set out in policy SS2 is generally
supported, although in respect of the scale of development

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in

Southwell County Homes
and Makinder

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Trustees of the Needler
Settlement,

acceptable within Rural Service Centres it is considered
that this requires greater clarification in terms of specific
settlements and preferred phasing arrangements. It is not
clear for example, how the local authority will wish to
control development on allocated sites which may be
capable of delivering the housing needs of a settlement for
several years.
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The Trustees are generally in support of the strategy of
focussing development towards the Major Haltemprice
Settlements and Principal Towns as set out in the relevant
parts of Policy SS2, which comprise:
- A1;
- A2;
- B (specifically Major Haltemprice Settlements and
Principal Towns reference);
- E; and
- F.
Additionally, there were a number of comments in the
open session at the Agents Workshop consultation
exercise in Bishop Burton College on the 2nd June that the
current strategy was flawed. In particular there was
concern that certain settlements that were in close
proximity to the Principal Towns were not categorised in
the settlement hierarchy, as they would be unlikely to
perform as a significant service centre role being so close
to a larger service centre. This is Stage 2 in the Settlement
Network assessment process in Figure 6, Page 35 of the
Core Strategy and Nafferton was mentioned as a particular
case in point in this regard by some present at the

some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
Development proposed in Primary and
Secondary Rural Service Centres is not
meant to be restricted on a per annum
basis. The policy provides a guide to an
average annual provision over the plan
period.
Noted and support welcomed.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

workshop.
The case put forward was that Nafferton has a train station
and a number of services and facilities. Sustainability is multi
faceted and is not wholly reliant on proximity to Principal
Towns, but the degree of self-sufficiency and selfcontainment that they enjoy. Consequently, The Trustees
support the Council?s position in that settlements such as
Nafferton should not be included in the settlement
hierarchy as they are unlikely to be self-contained and selfsufficient.
Given that Nafferton is so closely located to Driffield it
does not perform as a significant service centre. Driffield
has a substantial offer of services and facilities, much wider
than the offer in Nafferton, and as such provides
significantly more choice.
Given the close proximity of the two settlements, residents
in Nafferton will be highly likely to travel the few minutes
down the road to Driffield for many of their daily or
weekly needs where there is greater choice. Whilst there
is the option of using the train, or bus, it is more likely that
these trips will be made by private car, especially
considering that the walk from Nafferton to Driffield is
along an unlit, 2 mile stretch of high speed single
carriageway with a pavement on only one side and a
number of lanes to cross; not a very pedestrian friendly or
attractive proposition.
Further development in Nafferton is likely to exacerbate
this problem, leading to an increase in trips to Driffield
where there is such a better offer available. It is unlikely to
attract many new services and facilities because of the
greater choice available in nearby Driffield therefore it is
unlikely that Nafferton will perform as a significant service
centre in the future either.
Additional settlements in close proximity to the larger
settlements were also mentioned during the discourse at
the Agents? workshop, such as Tickton and Bilton. Both of
these settlements have the same issues as Nafferton, in
relation to Beverley and Hull respectively, and therefore
should also not be included within the settlement
hierarchy.

Charlotte McKay, Walton
& Co on behalf of County
Properties Group Ltd,
County Properties Group
Ltd
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Given their lack of services and facilities, including the lack
of a train station, they are even more likely to lead to
increase trips by private car. This achieves the objective of
East Riding as set out in paragraph 4.48 that the current
spatial strategy will ‘secure a reasonable distribution of
service centres of various scales and functions across the
East Riding’. This is also the reason why New Option C
was not adopted in the Alternative Approaches box on
page 38.
Consequently, The Trustees generally agree with Question
6 and the strategy currently adopted by East Riding.
Proposed Change
It is considered that Policy SS2 is sound as currently
drafted. As such there are no specific changes proposed.
Paragraph 4.22 of the Preferred Approach Core Strategy
sets out the proposed approach for the network of
settlements to accommodate new development. The
proposed approach is to retain the settlements identified in
the RSS as the main urban areas and the focus for most
new development. However, two alternative approaches
are also suggested and `New Option A' is to include Bilton
in the Regional City.
The inclusion of Bilton in the Regional City would provide
a sustainable community and would be an ideal location for
an urban extension to Hull. Hull City Council's SHLAA
findings do not establish a 5 year housing supply and
consideration is being given to potential strategic urban
extension sites. However, the opportunity for sustainable
extensions within Hull City boundary is limited due to the
proximity of the boundary to existing development. Hull
City Council's SHLAA therefore refers to the development
potential of two sites abutting the City boundary (within
East Riding), one of which is land at Bilton.
Land at Bilton is located immediately to the east of the
built up area of Hull and there is already a supermarket
adjacent to the site. There is therefore the potential for an
expansion to the retail services in this location associated
with an urban extension. There is also the potential for a
Park and Ride and this would assist Hull City Council in
meeting its objectives of providing a Park and Ride to the

Noted.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
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east of the City (as set out in the Hull City Council Local
Transport Plan 2006-11) (see zoning plan attached).The
site is in an exceptionally sustainable location with all
essential services within 1000 metres of the site and many
other services and facilities within the locality. There are
also excellent public transport links from Main Road, Bilton
where buses run into Hull City Centre approximately
every 10 minutes.
Land at Bilton therefore represents a highly sustainable
option for new development. An urban extension at Bilton
would capitalise on the area's strong links to employment
services and facilities within Hull and would support the
regeneration initiatives within Hull. The Major Haltemprice
Settlements are all located to the west of Hull and it is
considered that there is a need to recognise the
relationship between the East Riding and Hull in the east of
the District. The inclusion of land at Bilton as a sustainable
urban extension (and/or as part of the Regional City)
would allow for growth to the east of the City.
Whilst Bilton may not currently be a `centre' in its own
right (like the Major Haltemprice Settlements) there is the
potential for an extension to the existing retail services to
create a district centre which would provide employment
opportunities and access to a wider range of services (thus
contributing towards a prosperous economy). This would
assist in improving the vitality and viability of the area.
The Major Haltemprice Settlements
Paragraphs 4.13-4.19 of the Draft DPD states that the
‘Regional City’ comprises all of Hull plus the adjoining
settlements of Cottingham, Anlaby, Willerby, Kirkella and
Hessle within the East Riding.
We note that paragraph 4.17 and 4.18 identify the location
advantages of land that adjoins the Regional City of Hull
due to the existing transport links, proximity to economic
drivers and regional services. Paragraph 4.18 identifies the
opportunity to complement the other regeneration
initiatives in Hull including the large scale renewal project.
It is our client’s case that there are other land areas that lie
in East Riding but which are as suitably located to mirror
the advantages of the Major Haltemprice settlements. Our

Noted. The potential option of
supporting land on the edge of the city
boundary has been considered as part of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy.

client’s land holding North of Bransholme is a casing point.
The Core Strategy however, does not enable such land to
be released nor does it provide a framework for such land
to be considered for allocation. We expand on these
comments under Policy SS2 below.
Our client objects to proposed policy SS2 which seeks to
focus development within the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Principal Towns and Local Service Centres but
fails to take into account other sustainable development
opportunities that support the Regional City concept.
The Major Haltemprice Settlements are only one source of
sustainably located land. There are other sites that adjoin
Hull which should be prioritised for development over land
release in Principal Town and Local Service Centres. The
Core Strategy recognises that in order to deliver the future
growth required, it will need to allow urban extensions to
the Regional City but ignores other areas outside of the
Major Haltemprice Settlements.
We therefore object to Policy SS2 as drafted and propose
that an additional section is added as follows:
Replace A1. with the following:
A1. Development will be focussed towards the parts of
East riding that adjoin the Regional City of Hull, to support
the development and regeneration aspirations of the City
of Hull and in recognition that Hull’s housing market area
extends in to East Riding. This comprises of urban
extensions to the Major Haltemprice settlements and other
sustainably located urban extensions adjacent to Hull’s built
up area.
Part E should be amended as follows:
The Major Haltemprice Settlements and other parts of East
Riding that adjoin Hull will be the focus for development?
Part J should be amended as follows:
Development in the open countryside and those
settlements not named above (excluding land that adjoins
the Regional City of Hull) will normally?
Without the above changes, the approach to locating
development does not reflect the key principles of spatial
development focusing growth on major cities which
provide the best access to jobs and services. Both ERYC
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and Hull CC have pledged to work together on cross
boundary issues. Small scale sustainable urban extensions of
Hull into East Riding should be enabled by the Core
Strategy to reflect this joint approach.
The Parish Council Concurs with the views expressed
Noted and support welcomed.
It is noted that in the Rural Service Centres an average of
10 dwellings per annum is envisaged across the plan period.
This is part of the approach to distributing growth across
the district, 19% of which will be in the Rural Service
Centres, Supporting Villages and other unidentified
settlements.
Whilst it would feasible to monitor performance against
this target there is no provision in the policy for a situation
arises where a particular settlement(s) underperforms
against this target. If this occurs, will the shortfall be made
up by additional release in other settlements and if so how
would this be managed?
Emerging Policy SS2 relates to the location of new
development and section J states the following in terms of
sites within the Countryside and Other Rural Settlements;
"J. Development in the countryside and those settlements
not named above will normally be of a small scale nature to
meet local needs. Policy SS3 will be used to determine
development decisions in these parts of the East Riding.”
Policy SS3 relates to ‘Development in the countryside and
other rural settlements’ and states that outside the
development limits of the settlements listed in Policy SS2,
land will be regarded as the Countryside and there will be
firm control over new development. The following forms
of development will be encouraged in order to help
maintain the vibrancy of the countryside and other rural
settlements where they do not compromise the general
approach set out in Policy SS2. In particular, section 11 of
Policy SS3 states that the following types of development
will be considered;
‘11. New housing of a very small scale where all of the
following apply:
i. it does not detract from the character and appearance of
the village; and

Noted. An approach for responding to
over-provision/under-provision across
the whole settlement network is set out
in the Delivery, Monitoring and
Reviewing section of the Draft Strategy
Document.

Noted and support welcomed.
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ii. involves infill opportunities, the conversion of rural
buildings, the development of
previously developed land or where the redevelopment of
the site would result in a clear, demonstrable planning gain;
and
iii. it demonstrates that it provides for an identified local
need for initial and subsequent occupants.
B. Development should be within or adjacent to the
existing built up area of a village unless special
circumstances justify a location away from existing villages.’
Slingsby Plant Hire Ltd consider that the above mentioned
emerging policy accords with Planning Policy Statement 12:
Local Spatial Planning (2008), which emphasises the need
for strategies to be flexible in order to reflect changing
circumstances and uncertainties.
Furthermore, in answer to questions 6 and 7 of the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy, Slingsby Plant Hire Ltd
consider that emerging Policies SS2 and SS3 provide an
appropriate framework for guiding the location of
development in the long term and ensuring the appropriate
types of uses that would be acceptable in different
locations.
Slingsby Plant Hire Ltd, consider that the Site at Pollington
is located adjacent to an existing village and could be an
ideal candidate for a small scale residential scheme, which
meets the needs of the local community.
Relationship between existing policies
From reviewing the document, there is a significant amount
of repetition between policies and we therefore believe a
number of policies can be amalgamated and streamlined.
Taking into account the above as an example we set out
some comments in relation to SS1 and SS2. Galliford
believes that both policies could be significantly streamlined
into one policy, setting out the overall objective for
promoting sustainable patterns of development by focusing
development in the defined settlement network and could
be structured as follows:
‘Policy SS1 - Delivering Sustainable Patterns of
Development
A. The LDF and development decisions will seek to

Noted. However, the two policies are
achieving different things. The settlement
network is one part of an approach to
promoting sustainable development.

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of The
Kingswood Parks
Development Company
Ltd,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1689

promote sustainable patterns of development to deliver
the East Ridings development needs by directing towards
those settlements defined in the settlement network as
follows:
1. Major Haltemprice Settlements - list of places
2. Principal Towns - list of places and percentage of housing
growth
The MHS and PT listed above will be the main focus of
growth in the East Riding, with 15% and 45% of housing
(respectively) being focused towards these settlements
3. Local Service Centres - list of places and percentage of
housing growth
4. Rural Service Centres - list of places and percentage of
housing growth
The Local Service Centres and Rural Service Centres will
provide for more limited development to sustain and meet
their needs
5. Supporting Villages - list of places and percentage of
housing growth
Smaller scale development would be supported in
supporting villages to meet their basic needs, where
development is in keeping with their character.’
KPDC is generally in support of the strategy of focussing
development towards the Major Haltemprice Settlements
and Principal Towns, together with the references to
North Kingswood. Given this latter point it is considered
that some of the criteria of Policy SS2 need to be revised.
In addition, and in relation to criterion E, previous
comments about not aligning growth too closely with Hull
must be made clear.
There were a number of comments in the open session at
the Agents Workshop consultation exercise in Bishop
Burton College on the 2nd June that the current strategy
was flawed. In particular there was concern that certain
settlements that were in close proximity to the Principal
Towns were not categorised in the settlement hierarchy,
as they would be unlikely to perform as a significant service
centre role being so close to a larger service centre. This is
Stage 2 in the Settlement Network assessment process in
Figure 6, Page 35 of the Core Strategy and Nafferton was

Noted. Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.
The potential option of supporting land
on the edge of the city boundary has
been considered as part of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy.

mentioned as a particular case in point in this regard.
The case put forward was that Nafferton has a train station
and a number of services and facilities. Sustainability is multi
faceted and is not wholly reliant on proximity to Principal
Towns, but the degree of self-sufficiency and selfcontainment that they enjoy. Consequently, KPDC
supports the Council's position in that settlements such as
Nafferton should not be included in the settlement
hierarchy as they are unlikely to be self-contained and selfsufficient, unlike Kingswood.
Given that Nafferton is so closely located to Driffield it
does not perform as a significant service centre. Driffield
has a substantial offer of services and facilities, much wider
than the offer in Nafferton, and as such provides
significantly more choice.
Given the close proximity of the two settlements, residents
in Nafferton will be highly likely to travel the few minutes
down the road to Driffield for many of their daily or
weekly needs where there is greater choice. Whilst there
is the option of using the train, or bus, it is more likely that
these trips will be made by private car, especially
considering that the walk from Nafferton to Driffield is
along an unlit, 2 mile stretch of high speed single
carriageway with a pavement on only one side and a
number of lanes to cross; not a very pedestrian friendly or
attractive proposition.
Further development in Nafferton is likely to exacerbate
this problem, leading to an increase in trips to Driffield
where there is such a better offer available. It is unlikely to
attract many new services and facilities because of the
greater choice available in nearby Driffield therefore it is
unlikely that Nafferton will perform as a significant service
centre in the future either.
Further settlements in close proximity to the larger
settlements were also mentioned during the discourse at
the Agents' workshop, such as Tickton and Bilton. Both of
these settlements have the same issues as Nafferton, in
relation to Beverley and Hull respectively, and therefore
should also not be included within the settlement
hierarchy. Given their lack of services and facilities,

including the lack of a train station, they are even more
likely to lead to increase trips by private car.
The current strategy achieves the objective of East Riding
as set out in paragraph 4.48 that the current spatial
strategy will 'secure a reasonable distribution of service
centres of various scales and functions across the East
Riding'. This is also the reason why New Option C was not
adopted in the 'Alternative Approaches' box on page 38.
In relation to the above paragraphs, and as previously
demonstrated, Kingswood does act as a service centre in
its own right given its current role and function. This will
only increase over time as Kingswood is further developed
out. In addition, North Kingswood is only one site and its
development would not undermine the strategy of East
Riding to concentrate development at the settlements
suggested. At the same time it follows the principles of the
Core Strategy, in particular that of the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, but recognising its role alongside those
settlements as not directly comparable to them in all facets.
It is therefore distinctly different to the situation at
Nafferton as it is more akin to a unique variation of the
Major Haltemprice Settlements strategy, being an extension
to Kingswood. As previously stated, North Kingswood is a
unique situation.
Proposed Change
It is considered that Policy SS2 is sound as currently
drafted, provided that appropriate references to North
Kingswood are made, that the strategy is not wholly
aligned with that adopted by Hull or that the above types
of settlements are not designated in the settlement
hierarchy. The following suggestions are therefore
proposed:
'The Settlement Network
A. New development will be focussed in the defined
settlement network which consists of:
1. The Major Haltemprice Settlements.....
6. North Kingswood - Due regard will be shown to the
extension of Kingswood into North Kingswood later in the
Plan period, commensurate with Kingswood's role as part
of the Regional City whilst recognising the need to support
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the regeneration interventions within the City of Hull. Such
an extension should take into consideration North Kings
wood's unique situation within the East Riding, the rate of
completion of Kingswood and the need to maintain a
distinct separation between Kingswood and Wawne.'
Alternatively, the above suggested new paragraph A6 could
be located later in Policy SS2, as a new paragraph F, with
ensuing knock on implications for the existing paragraphs
(F - Principal Towns through to J - The Countryside and
Other Rural Settlements)
Proposed Policy SS2 - Locating Development identifies that
Principal Towns (F), of which Beverley is included, ‘will be
centres of economic development and housing growth and
will cater for their own needs and the service needs of
significant parts of the East Riding. They will be a key focus
for services and facilities, including shopping, leisure,
transport, education, health, entertainment and cultural
activities’. We support this approach to development and
welcome housing growth within Principal Towns to
support the growth of services and growing employment
within such towns.
Policy SS2 also seeks to prioritise the area’s previously
developed land, ensuring that such land is safe and free
from contamination or capable of full remediation. Whilst
our Clients recognise the benefits of development on
brownfield land, the key consideration should be
deliverability of sustainable forms of development and
hence we are not supportive of brownfield land being
developed over an alternative site which is located within a
more sustainable location. We are therefore of the view
that the policy should be amended to reflect this and
promote more sustainable locations as the main priority
for development.
The Vision identified within the Core Strategy, which seeks
to focus the majority of development in the sustainable
centres of Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns
and Local Service Centres, is compromised by the
distribution of housing which is outlined within Table 3:
Proposed approach to distributing development by
settlement type - 2009/10 - 2025/26. Table 3 identifies that

Noted. There is no mention of previously
developed land in Policy SS2 of the
Preferred Approach document.
The approach taken to housing
distribution seeks to balance competing
issues. Only 19% of housing
development is proposed in the Rural
Service Centres, supporting Villages and
the Countryside despite accounting for
nearly 40% of the population. Increases in
the proportion of housing in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns
and Local Service Centres need to be
considered in light of infrastructure
capacity, environmental constraints (such
as flood risk) and policy objectives such
as supporting development and
interventions within the city boundary of
Hull.
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only 15% of the total over the plan period will go to Major
Haltemprice Settlements, 45% to Principal Towns, 21% to
Local Service Centres whilst 19% will be in Rural Service
Centres, supporting Villages and the Countryside. The
quantity of development which has been allocated to these
settlement networks appears to be out of proportion
when the Core Strategy is seeking to target development
on sustainable settlements (Major Haltemprice Settlements,
Principal Towns and Local Service Centres).
We are therefore of the view that the percentage of
development going to Rural Service Centres should be
reduced with consequential increases in the proportion
going to the more sustainable locations. Rural Service
Centres should only accommodate development which is
needed at the local level.
See also our comments to Q5, which are to paraphrase;
the policy emphasis on service remote rural areas is not
appropriate in the Central area; the use of a 2 Mile Buffer
zone is arbitrary and its application is questionable
especially in sustainability terms in preventing development
adjacent to the identity RSCs and SVs are flawed both in
process and application. The general thrust of the policy
SS2 is supported, with the exception of identifying South
Cave as a Supporting Village which is in the central area
and due to it's proximity to the sub regional city and larger
higher order settlements, does not have the same policy
case for identifying SVs in remote rural areas. Para. 4.31
clearly states that "When taken together, 90% of the East
Riding's population live within 5 miles of the Regional City,
the four Principal Towns or the seven proposed Local
Service Centres." It therefore seems particularly
incongruous that so many RSCs and SVs are identified to
meet the needs of 10% of the population more than 5 miles
away from a higher level settlement. South Cave is well
within 5 miles of a LSC and does not support any
settlement which is greater than 5 miles from a LSC. It is
noted however that para 4.31 is expanded in Para 4.48
which states "Putting SVs aside, 99% of the East Riding's
population live within four miles of the Regional City, one
of the Principal Towns, LSCs or RSCs. "It is some what of

Noted. The statistics referring to
proportions of populations may include
people living in the Rural Service Centres
or Supporting Villages. It does not follow
that the 1% outwith the 4 miles will have
their needs met by Supporting Villages,
nor does the consultation document
suggest this is so.
The approach put forward is more
focussed than previous plans and historic
rates. For the vast majority of the villages
outside of the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Principal Towns and Local
Service Centres – including South Cavethe scale of development proposed is
much lower than that previously
experienced.
Local Planning Authorities are required
to maintain an identifiable and
developable supply of sites for 15 years
worth of provision. If the proposal is to
support development in the order of 85
dwellings in South Cave, this will need to
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interest then that 13 SVs are required to cater for this 1%
especially those within the Western Central Area which
appears to be a particularly heavy handed approach to a
strategically insignificant issue when considered against the
dangers of continued dispersed and unsustainable
dormitory development.
Whether there is a need to identify specific sites in the
Allocations DPD for SV's, which are not fulfilling a strategic
housing role but only providing 5 dwellings per year for
local need is doubtful. In South Cave's case for example,
and discounting the two large sites developed (1 as a
windfall site) which provided 45 dwellings, 35 permissions
have come forward since 2003. This has been sustained
throughout the recession at a reasonably level rate. The
allocations favour the larger sites when for example, in
South Cave 65% of respondents to the Parish survey
would, if housing was required, prefer a number of smaller
sites. Affordable housing sites can be dealt with under rural
exceptions policy.
Policy H is as stated for Q5 in danger of repeating past
mistakes in terms of encouraging dispersed unsustainable
development reliant on the private motor car and there
may be a case for defining the term "Remote" i.e. in the
context of provision of services to those minor settlements
that are more than 5 miles away from a LSC or higher
order settlements. We would propose that H should have
a new paragraph regarding SVs meeting the need of a
particular catchment area or defined rural hinterland to
make the role of particular SVs clearer and easier for
developers to define a "local" housing need.
Central Land Holdings is generally in support of the
strategy of focussing development towards the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns as set out in
the relevant parts of Policy SS2, which comprise:
Al;
A2;
B (specifically Major Haltemprice Settlements and Principal
Towns reference);
E; and
F.

be identified to ensure that the Plan is
deliverable. The Local Planning Authority
cannot solely rely on Windfall
applications to demonstrate supply.
The identification of specific sites will be
considered through the Allocations DPD.
Existing allocated sites will be reconsidered through this process.

Noted. Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

However, in relation to E, previous comments about not
aligning growth too closely with Hull must be made clear.
There were a number of comments in the open session at
the Agents Workshop consultation exercise in Bishop
Burton College on the 2nd June that the current strategy
was flawed. In particular there was concern that certain
settlements that were in close proximity to the Principal
Towns were not categorised in the settlement hierarchy,
as they would be unlikely to perform as a significant service
centre role being so close to a larger service centre. This is
Stage 2 in the Settlement Network assessment process in
Figure 6, Page 35 of the Core Strategy and Nafferton was
mentioned as a particular case in point in this regard by
some present at the workshop.
The case put forward was that Nafferton has a train station
and a number of services and facilities. Sustainability is multi
faceted and is not wholly reliant on proximity to Principal
Towns, but the degree of self-sufficiency and selfcontainment that they enjoy. Consequently, Central Land
Holdings supports the Council's position in that
settlements such as Nafferton should not be included in the
settlement hierarchy as they are unlikely to be selfcontained and self-sufficient.
Given that Nafferton is so closely located to Driffield it
does not perform as a significant service centre. Driffield
has a substantial offer of services and facilities, much wider
than the offer in Nafferton, and as such provides
significantly more choice.
Given the close proximity of the two settlements, residents
in Nafferton will be highly likely to travel the few minutes
down the road to Driffield for many of their daily or
weekly needs where there is greater choice. Whilst there
is the option of using the train, or bus, it is more likely that
these trips will be made by private car, especially
considering that the walk from Nafferton to Driffield is
along an unlit, 2 mile stretch of high speed single
carriageway with a pavement on only one side and a
number of lanes to cross; not a very pedestrian friendly or
attractive proposition.
Further development in Nafferton is likely to exacerbate
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this problem, leading to an increase in trips to Driffield
where there is such a better offer available. It is unlikely to
attract many new services and facilities because of the
greater choice available in nearby Driffield therefore it is
unlikely that Nafferton will perform as a significant service
centre in the future either.
Additional settlements in close proximity to the larger
settlements were also mentioned during the discourse at
the Agents' workshop, such as Tickton and Bilton. Both of
these settlements have the same issues as Nafferton, in
relation to Beverley and Hull respectively, and therefore
should also not be included within the settlement
hierarchy. Given their lack of services and facilities,
including the lack of a train station, they are even more
likely to lead to increase trips by private car.
This achieves the objective of East Riding as set out in
paragraph 4.48 that the current spatial strategy will 'secure
a reasonable distribution of service centres of various
scales and functions across the East Riding'. This is also the
reason why New Option C was not adopted in the
`Alternative Approaches' box on page 38. Consequently,
Central Land Holdings generally agrees with Question 6
and the strategy currently adopted by East Riding.
Proposed Change
It is considered that Policy SS2 is sound as currently
drafted, provided that the strategy is not wholly aligned
with that adopted by Hull. As such there are no specific
changes proposed.
In principle the proposed approach set out in Policy SS2
Noted and support welcomed.
provides an appropriate framework for guiding the location
of development and the types of uses that would be
acceptable in different locations.
Our client supports proposed policy SS2 which seeks to
Noted and support welcomed.
focus development within the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Principal Towns and Local Service Centres
and therefore is content with the current drafting of the
policy. 'It is noted that the key Local Service Centres
identified in the Core Strategy for development and growth
are Pocklington, Howden and Market Weighton. Our client
supports the Core Strategy prioritising these three LSC's
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out of the designated seven.
During the Agents Workshop consultation exercise held by
the Council on the 2nd June at Bishop Burton College, we
raised some concerns over the current strategy. In
particular there was concern that certain settlements that
were in close proximity to the Principal Towns were not
categorised in the settlement hierarchy.
The case put forward was that Nafferton has a train station
and a number of services and facilities. Sustainability is multi
faceted and is not wholly reliant on proximity to Principal
Towns, but the degree of self-sufficiency and selfcontainment that they enjoy. Consequently, our client
supports the Council's position in that settlements such as
Nafferton should not be included in the settlement
hierarchy as they are unlikely to be self-contained and selfsufficient.
Consequently, our client supports the strategy set out in
policy SS2
Section E of Policy SS2 does now recognise the cross
boundary relationship between East Riding and Hull with
the focus for development being in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements. However, it is considered that the policy
should refer to the evidence base of Hull and the potential
need for urban extensions.
Support
SS2 - A.2, B and F
Galliford supports the identification of Beverley as a
Principal town at SS2 (A) 2. Our client also supports at B
that Principal Towns will be the main focus of growth in
the East Riding, whilst part F recognises that Principal
Towns will be centre of economic development and
housing growth. This approach is entirely consistent with
PPS3, which at paragraph 10, fourth bullet point seeks to
ensure that the planning system should deliver housing
developments in suitable locations, which offer a good
range of community facilities and with good access to jobs,
key services and infrastructure. out at the fourth bullet
point that housing development.
This is further emphasised in Policy YH5 (Principal Towns)
of the RSS, which sets out that Principal Towns (which

Noted and support welcomed. Please
note that the concept of ‘Hinterland
Villages’, which looks at settlements
within 5km of larger centres, has been
introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

Noted. Hull have ruled out the need for
urban extensions.

Noted and support welcomed.
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includes Beverley) should be the main local focus for
amongst other things housing. Therefore in this regard,
these parts of proposed policy SS2 is in accordance with
national guidance.
The Humber Growers Group is generally in support of the
proposed approach set out in Policy SS2 and in particular
the role Local Service Centres will offer as a location for
new development opportunities, as advocated in Part G.
This recognises the importance of Local Service Centres
and the significant support towns such as Elloughton cum
Brough can provide to their more rural hinterlands, as well
as the Principal Towns and Regional City. This is also
recognised in Part C.
However, the Humber Growers Group is are concerned
that the second sentence of Part B of the Policy does not
reflect the strategy or ambition for Local Service Centres,
given the use of the term 'limited' in the text. This term
immediately conjures a perception of a restrictive policy
stance, which could be assessed negatively to the detriment
of appropriate development in those areas. It also does not
accurately reflect Parts B and G and therefore lacks
consistency, contrary to the advice contained within PPS12.
As mentioned previously in relation to Objective 4 and
'small-scale' development, a more appropriate phrase
would be 'development that is commensurate with the role
and function of the settlement' .
It also categorises LSCs and Rural Service Centres (RSCs)
together when there should be a clear distinction between
the type of development that should be located in such
areas given their different hierarchical status.
Consequently, they should be separated so as to avoid
confusion, or even wholly omitted from Part B, which it
could be argued their inclusion is not necessary.
There were a number of comments in the open session at
the Agents Workshop consultation exercise in Bishop
Burton College on the 2nd June that the current strategy
was flawed. In particular there was concern that certain
settlements that were in close proximity to the Principal
Towns, such as Nafferton, were not categorised in the
settlement hierarchy and indeed should be, possibly as

Noted. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy has reviewed the scale of
development proposed in Elloughton cum
Brough.
Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services.

LSCS. This is Stage 2 in the Settlement Network
assessment process in Figure 6, Page 35 of the Core
Strategy.
The case put forward for Nafferton was that it has a train
station and a number of services and facilities. Sustainability
is multi faceted and is not wholly reliant on proximity to
Principal Towns, but the degree of self-sufficiency and selfcontainment that they enjoy. Consequently, the Humber
Growers Group supports the Council's position in that
settlements such as Nafferton should not be included in the
settlement hierarchy as they are unlikely to be selfcontained and self-sufficient.
Given that Nafferton is so closely located to Driffield it
does not perform as a significant service centre. Driffield
has a substantial offer of services and facilities, much wider
than the offer in Nafferton, and as such provides
significantly more choice.
Given the close proximity of the two settlements, residents
in Nafferton will be highly likely to travel the few minutes
down the road to Driffield for many of their daily or
weekly needs where there is greater choice. Whilst there
is the option of using the train, or bus, it is more likely that
these trips will be made by private car, especially
considering that the walk from Nafferton to Driffield is
along an unlit, 2 mile stretch of high speed single
carriageway with a pavement on only one side and a
number of lanes to cross; not a very pedestrian friendly or
attractive proposition.
Further development in Nafferton is likely to exacerbate
this problem, leading to an increase in trips to Driffield
where there is such a better offer available. It is unlikely to
attract many new services and facilities because of the
greater choice available in nearby Driffield therefore it is
unlikely that Nafferton will perform as a significant service
centre in the future either,
Additional settlements in close proximity to the larger
settlements were also mentioned during the discourse at
the Agents' workshop, such as Tickton and Bilton. Both of
these settlements have the same issues as Nafferton, in
relation to Beverley and Hull respectively, and therefore

should also not be included within the settlement
hierarchy. Given their lack of services and facilities,
including the lack of a train station, they are even more
likely to lead to increase trips by private car. Consequently,
these settlements, and any other 'similar' settlements,
should not be categorised as LSCs, or indeed elsewhere in
the settlement hierarchy.
This achieves the objective of East Riding as set out in
paragraph 4.48 that the current spatial strategy will 'secure
a reasonable distribution of service centres of various
scales and functions across the East Riding'. This is also the
reason why New Option C was not adopted in the
'Alternative Approaches' box on page 38.
Consequently, the Humber Growers Group generally
agrees with Question 6 and the strategy currently adopted
by East Riding, although some revisions are required.
Proposed Change
Therefore, there are a number of possible revisions that
could be undertaken in order for Policy SS2 to be
considered sound and these are set out below:
Proposed Change 1
'B. The Major Haltemprice Settlements and the Principal
Towns will be the main focus of growth in the East Riding.
[DELETE 'Local Service Centres and Rural Service Centres
will provide for more limited development to sustain and
meet the needs of rural areas]
Or Proposed Change 2
'B. The Major Haltemprice Settlements and the Principal
Towns will be the main focus of growth in the East Riding.
Local Service Centres and Rural Service Centres will
provide for [DELETE 'more limited] development
commensurate with their role and function to sustain and
meet the needs of rural areas.'
Or Proposed Change 3
'B. The Major Haltemprice Settlements and the Principal
Towns will be the main focus of growth in the East Riding.
[DELETE 'Local Service Centres and Rural Service Centres
will provide for more limited development to sustain and
meet the needs of rural areas]. Local Service Centres will
provide the main focus point for development to serve the
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rural areas whilst more limited development will be
allowed in Rural Service Centres.'
Notwithstanding, Policy SS2 is sound as currently drafted,
provided that the strategy is not wholly aligned with that
adopted by Hull.
Notwithstanding the fact that South Cave should be
designated as a Rural Service Centre, David Watts is
generally in support of the proposed approach as set out in
Policy SS2 to focus the majority of development toward
the Major Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns,
and then additional identified settlements.
However, there is concern about the paragraphs for Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages under Parts H and
I.
Firstly, given their different designations in the settlement
hierarchy, it is not appropriate to address RSCs and SVs
together in Policy SS2, with the only difference between
the two being in 12, where the average number of
dwellings per annum differs. Instead, they should be
separated so that the distinct settlement hierarchy that has
been designated is mirrored in the actual policy itself. As
mentioned above it is wholly inappropriate for South Cave,
or indeed the existing RSCs, to be subject to the same
policy framework as a very small settlement such as
Melbourne for example which has a population of 755 with
only 267 jobs. Consequently, the statements for Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages should be
separated, with the RSC statement being similar to the
Local Service Centre statement, and the Supporting
Villages statement being more akin to the existing, joint
statement.
There is concern about the use of the phrase 'small-scale'
in H and I. As mentioned previously in relation to
Objective 4 and 'small-scale' development, a more
appropriate phrase would be 'development that is
commensurate with the role and function of the
settlement' .
Part I4 goes some way to alleviating this where it promotes
'Economic development appropriate to the scale of the
village and in accordance with PE2.' However, there are

Noted. Reference to ‘small-scale’ has
been removed in Policy SS2 of the
Further Consultation Core Strategy in
reference to development in Primary
Rural Service Centres and Secondary
Rural Service Centres (formerly Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages).
Proposed Policy SS2 did not limit
development in Rural Service Centres
and Supporting Villages to wholly
affordable housing. This was just one type
of development which would be
supported.
In response to comments regarding the
scale of development in some RSCs and
SVs, the Core Strategy Further
Consultation introduces a growth
strategy based on the size of a village. For
Rural Service Centres (now called
Primary Rural Service Centres), the
policy supports growth of up to 20% of
the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
Development proposed in Primary and
Secondary Rural Service Centres is not
meant to be restricted on a per annum
basis. The policy provides a guide to an
average annual provision over the plan
period.

concerns with this for a number of reasons. Firstly, it is
contradictory given that 'smallscale' is mentioned in H and
I. Secondly, it only refers to 'scale', whereas role and
function should be included.
In addition, it is inappropriate to limited residential
development within RSCs and SVs to wholly affordable
housing. There is a distinct need for open market housing
in these areas and as such this overly restrictive stance will
significantly harm the spatial strategy for these settlements.
Further, this strategy is wholly inappropriate given that the
affordable housing needs survey has not been undertaken,
as evidenced by the fact that Policy HBHM2 is incomplete.
This criterion should therefore be struck out completely.
Finally in relation to this Policy, there is concern that there
could be a lack of flexibility in the interpretation of the
average dwellings per annum figures. Further, the figures
are extremely low and almost preclude the possibility of
any sizable site coming forward throughout the whole Plan
period and as such the figures themselves should be
removed.
As stated above, David Watts broadly agrees with the wide
ranging strategy of development within the East Riding but
there are a number of revisions that need to be made in
relation to the Rural Service Centres and Supporting
Villages.
Proposed Change
Therefore, there are a number of revisions that need to be
undertaken in order for Policy SS2 to be considered sound
and these are set out below:
'Rural Service Centres [DELETE 'and Supporting Villages']
H. Rural Service Centres will provide the rural focus for
housing, economic development, shopping, leisure,
transport, education, health, entertainment and cultural
activities for the settlement and its immediate
surroundings. These Rural Service Centres will support and
complement the Local Service Centres, Principal Towns
and Regional City.
Supporting Villages
I. In order to retain the overall vitality of rural areas, small
scale development commensurate with the role and
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function of the settlement to meet local community needs
will be supported in the [DELETE 'rural service centres']
Supporting Villages, complementing the roles of Rural
Service Centres and Local Service Centres in meeting
some of the basic needs in more remote areas.
J. To ensure the delivery of the overall spatial approach,
development in [DELETE 'Rural Service Centres'] and
Supporting Villages will only be considered where it is
[DELETE 'small scale'] commensurate with the role and
function of the settlement, in keeping with the character of
the settlement and involves:
[DELETE '1. Development wholly for affordable housing; or
2. Residential development comprising an average of 10
dwellings per annum ift each Rural Service Centre and an
average of 5 dwellings per annum in each Supporting
Village]
1, New and/ or enhanced local services and facilities; or
2, Economic development appropriate to the role and
function [DELETE 'scale'] of the village and in accordance
with PE2.'
Should South Cave not be designated as a Rural Service
Centre, then the text of the Policy should be revised to
ensure that the role and function of all settlements is
shown more regard, so that settlements such as South
Cave, Snaith or Stamford Bridge (the larger and most
sustainable of these settlements, notwithstanding whether
they are current designated as RSCs or SVs) are not
subject to the same policy framework as Melbourne or
some of the other, smaller Supporting Villages.
Section E of Policy SS2 does now recognise the cross
boundary relationship between East Riding and Hull with
the focus for development being in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements.
However, it is considered that the policy should refer to
the evidence base of Hull and the potential need for urban
extensions.
The Council is determined to maintain the rural setting of
Wetwang. It is strongly opposed to the building of 170 new
properties, which would increase the sixe of the village by
50 percent. When consultation first began on designating

Noted. Hull have ruled out the need for
urban extensions.

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
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Rural Service Centres proposals suggested each centre
would accept a "small" amount of development. The
Council believes that these new proposals are totally out of
proportion with the village and suggests that a maximum of
2 houses per year over 15 years, giving a total of 30 new
properties. The shortfall could be met by allocating small
amounts of development to other local villages which have
not been apportioned any development to 2026.
There are very few employment opportunities within
Wetwang and poor public transport facilities. Although
there is a small shop, a doctors surgery, school, pre-school
and a limited Post Office service it is felt that these will not
be supported by residents who have to travel out of the
village for employment as they will be obtaining these
services elsewhere. The Council feels that development on
the proposed scale should only be considered where there
are adequate employment opportunities, transport and
community provisions.
Demand in rural areas, including the East Riding has three
main components; formation of ‘new’ households,
increased numbers of single person households arising
from longevity and household ‘break-up’; inward migration
from urban areas by people seeking the rural ‘idyll’. Added
to these trends are ‘second homes’ and retirement
aspirations.
Limitations of supply tend to encourage increased house
prices which militates against encouraging the building of
affordable housing. The LDF should therefore seek to
maximise supply of ALL types of housing. Nationally,
statistics indicate that average rural income (£17,400 pa)
would only have allowed purchase in 28% of rural wards.
The Partnership suspects that this general situation is likely
to be replicated in the East Riding.
The production of local evidence on this point would be
welcome.
The affordability gap is most acute in the smaller
settlements (small villages, hamlets, isolated sites) where
the resolution is rent or leave, with leave being the more
likely outcome.
Social housing is least available in similar areas and is

growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting around 66 dwellings
over the plan period.

Noted.
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worsened by the ‘right to buy’. All of these pressures
combine to increase demand in the ‘hub’ market towns for
those people who wish to remain within easy contact
distance of family and friends rather than moving further
afield to the large cities and towns.
This in turn raises anxieties in the market towns about the
perceived spread of ‘concrete’ over the countryside. While
the perception overall is probably mistaken, it is
nonetheless quite widely held.
The final LDF in its evidence base needs to make clear the
accurate position in the East Riding. Available land suitable
for building within the limits of the market towns is most
likely to occur around the perimeters, reinforcing the
notion of the spread of the built-up area. Such locations
place special demands on the planning team in seeking
mixed developments of a range of types of housing
including affordable accommodation.
The Partnership recognises the difficulties which planners
face but hopes that the eventual LDF document will seek
to make clear to potential developers the imperative of
?mixed? developments.
The Plan’s overall Objectives seek to protect the area’s
landscape character and the setting of its settlements. This
aspect is currently missing from Policy SS2. This needs to
be amended accordingly.

Noted. The plan will need to be read as a
whole and a specific policy on
development which is sensitive to the
landscape setting is set out in the Draft
Strategy Document (ENV2).
The Great Gutter Lane Collaboration supports Policy SS2
Noted. The approach taken to housing
with its focus for new development on a defined settlement distribution seeks to balance competing
network. There is though scope to make the policy
issues.
approach clearer in parts E-I of the policy to make the
relative focus of growth in the network clearer. The Major Development in and around the Major
Haltemprice Settlements should be the main strategic focus Haltemprice Settlements must be
for development in the East Riding whilst the Principal
considered in light of: supporting the role
Towns should fulfil a more local focus reflecting their roles of the city of Hull (in terms of
as service centres. Paragraph B of SS2 should therefore
regeneration and investment priorities
differentiate between the Haltemprice Settlements and the within the city); the environmental and
Principal Towns by stressing the dominance of the former
infrastructure capacity of the area; and
as the primary location for additional development within
the objective of avoiding settlement
the East Riding.
coalescence.
There is a compelling sustainability basis for a more urban

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2044

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Support

CSPA/1758

concentrated pattern of development. It will serve to
support urban renaissance; deliver a more compact and
transport-orientated pattern of development ; make the
best use of existing infrastructure; promote the use of
public transport; get a better relationship between homes
and current and future jobs; maximise accessibility to
services and facilities; reduce greenhouse gas emission; and
address climate change.
Recommended Change
The policy approach could be further improved by
recognising that the Major Haltemprice Settlements should
be ‘the prime focus for development’ under part E of Policy
SS2.
Summary Justification for Change:
- to make the approach to guiding the location of
development clearer
- to ensure that the distribution in SS4 reflects the
concentrated pattern of development required by the Core
Strategy
- to reflect the highly sustainable nature of the Major
Haltemprice Settlements
- to benefit from proximity to Hull of the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and their combined role as a
Regional City
We particularly welcome the commitment to supporting
the regeneration of the City of Hull (Objective 2 and Policy
SS2E) but would like more clarity as to what is meant by
Development and regeneration activity in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements being ‘appropriate to its size and
character.’ (SS2 (C)) HCC are particularly concerned that
the appropriate size threshold is defined as this is key to
minimising the impact on the Hull.
Our Client fully supports proposed Policy SS2, particularly
in relation to the settlement network and the Major
Haltemprice Settlements.
Question 6 asks whether Policy SS2 provides an
appropriate framework for guiding the location of
development and the types of uses that would be
acceptable in different locations': Paragraph 5.8 (above)

Noted. The Plan needs to be flexible and
not be overly prescriptive. However, an
indication of the scale and type of
development supported in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements is set out in
Proposed Policy SS4 (housing), SS5
(employment land), SS6 (retail) and the
Beverley and Central sub area policy
(SS8).
Noted and support welcomed.

Mr P J Gray, Hickling Gray
Associates on behalf of
Client Unknown,

Support

CSPA/2053

Mr Mike Cole, Gregory
Gray Associates on behalf
of Wyevale Garden
Centres
Anonymous

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1804

Object

CSPA/2064

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Sunderlandwick Farms

Support

CSPA/2010

Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey

Support

CSPA/2068

states that our Client is supportive of this Policy and
therefore believes that Policy SS2 does set an appropriate
framework for guiding the location and type of
development in East Riding.
Our client supports the Council's preferred approach to
the allocation of land for development insofar as the
consultation document identifies Hutton Cranswick as a
Rural Service Centre (RSC) to provide a service hub in this
rural part of the East Riding.
Question 6 of the consultation document asks if the
proposed approach set out in Policy SS2 provides an
appropriate framework for guiding the location of
development and the types of uses that would be
acceptable in different locations? Given the facilities
available to support the local population in Cranswick its
identification as one of the intended RSCs would be
reasonable.
Cranswick has a full range of facilities including shops,
school, community and leisure places and a significant
employment area. It is also located on a main public
transport network served by both rail and bus services.
This allows residents to travel to the main urban areas by
means of transport other than the private car. Cranswick
scores very highly as a sustainable settlement.
The Settlement Network is supported in terms of its
order, but the identification of the RSCs and SVs should be
revisited to reflect the above comments.
Building in towns such as Hull and all villages close to the
centre of work should be offered to builder. Cleaning up
old run down areas in and around Hull is not been
priorities enough.
My client supports the significant role to be served by
Driffield within the settlement network. As a Principal
Town, Driffield is an appropriate location for new
economic development and housing growth and should be
a focus for services and facilities to serve the needs of its
population as well as the northern sector of the District.
With regards to the Preferred Approach Core Strategy,

Noted and support welcomed.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted and support welcomed.

Noted and support welcomed.

Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mr & Mrs R
Thornham,

Mr I Sonley,

J M Richardson, Hedon
Town Council

Other

Object

CSPA/2081

CSPA/2292

we are satisfied with the broad thrust
of the policies set down in the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy Document, notably:
- The designation of Beverley as a Principal Town where
major new housing development and employment uses will
be located;
Wetwang should be proposed as a village and not
transformed in to a focal point for the area bringing
additional traffic, people and crime.
The area has services in the villages and anything more can
be obtained from Driffield, Pocklington, Beverley, Malton
etc.
Please don't try and over develop our village. Over the last
20 yrs we have seen it expand but it is still small

Background
Hedon was a small market town, the area was and still is a
flood plain. The area was drained by a series of ditches,
dykes and water courses leading into the Hedon Haven River Humber. The excavation of the Burstwick Drain in
the 19th Century helped to drain the land in Hedon but
also Mid and East Holderness. Surface water was stored in
the land and gradually discharged into the Burstwick Drain
over a period of time.
Since the 1950's, Hedon has developed at an alarming rate
under the planning guidance of the Old East Riding
Council/Hedon Borough Council, Holderness Borough
Council and currently the East Riding of Yorkshire Council.
Ditches and dykes have been backfilled without adequate
potting which has resulted in gardens being flooded on the
lines of the old ditches. Development of housing in addition
to existing developments has taken place without the

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting around 66 dwellings
over the plan period.
Noted. The Infrastructure Study has
provided a picture of drainage and
surface water capacity in the town.
Added to this, the risk of flooding from
tidal sources is high. In response, the
Further Core Strategy provides for a
level of housing provision for the town to
be in line with meeting existing
commitments.

provision of additional/larger surface water drainage or
underground storage. Hedon is now the most densely
developed/populated parish in the East Riding.
Most of the Town of Hedon is "hard surfaced", which
means the water runs off roofs into gutters/down pipes and
into the main surface drains. Driveways and roads also
have a collection system into the main surface drains.
Within minutes of falling the rain water is on its way to the
main drain or lagoon, if one is available. Depending on the
volume of rainfall, the Burstwick Drain starts filling above
the levels of the surface water outfall pipes, therefore
stopping any further water from discharging. The surface
water pipes fill until the water starts to back up and "pond"
on the roads. The "ponding" in August 2000 and June 2007
should have been a rude awakening that the drainage in
Hedon was inadequate. The East Riding has identified
Hedon as being one of the worst affected areas but as yet
nothing has been done. Increasing the height of the banks
of the Burstwick Drain has not changed the situation, the
Burstwick Drain never overtopped.
What is urgently needed is:
1. A Study into upgrading the current surface water
drainage system with a view to providing adequate storage
for water following heavy rainfall. Also to look at increasing
the capacity of the Burstwick Drain and/or improve the
Burstwick Clough or construct a new one nearer to the
River Humber therefore avoiding silting up at the existing
outfall.
2. A study to find a solution to stop water cascading down
to Hedon (3AOD) from Preston (7AOD) during periods of
heavy rain as experienced in 2007.
3. A permanent solution to the present overloading and
over topping of the Westlands Drain and the water
discharge into the Burstwick Drain.
4. Drainage problems on the Leaf Sail Farm Development
need to be resolved.
People in Hedon are genuinely frightened when we have
heavy rainfall. Many people walk to the Burstwick Drain to
check the ,level of the water - they do not want another
2000 or 2007 situation. It is understood that the East

Riding of Yorkshire Council have responsibilities under the
Flood and Water Management Act 2010 for managing flood
risks. These responsibilities relate to the management of
risk from local sources, in particular surface water.
Home insurance
Currently many residents have had difficulties obtaining
viable quotations, some have had large excesses, some
large premiums and others no quote. The Government had
agreed with insurers that if the flood defences are
constructed to deal with a 1 in 75 years event then normal
premiums will apply. The Environment Agency are working
towards 1 in 75 but Yorkshire Water are stating that
under the rules of OFWAT they are unable to carry out
work or to offer capital projects to prevent flooding OFWAT requires them only to work to a 1 in 30 year
flood defence. If insurers will not insure, then houses
cannot be sold and mortgages will not be available. This is
confirmed by local estate agent John Dennis as a "very
likely future scenario".
Current Planning
The ERYC Planning Department are currently looking at
the flood risk and provisions for any proposed
development in or around Hedon, but are not looking at
the overall effect of additional surface water on the existing
overloaded drainage system. This is why the system has run
into problems in the first place!
Inmans School
When Leaf Sail Farm Estate was being planned Hedon
Town Council suggested that it was important that the
former farm bridge over the Burstwick Drain that
collapsed prior to the 1960's was replaced with a new
footbridge to enable the children to walk from Leaf Sail
Farm Estate to Inmans School. The development was
approved with a condition to construct a footbridge but
the estate was subsequently completed without this bridge
and the development of a bridge was not pursued by the
ERYC. Now at school starting and finishing times, the
roads around Inmans school are congested with cars,
frustrating many of the residents in that area.
Future development

Mike Downes, Antony
Aspbury Associates on
behalf of Mr Adrian Sail,
Strawsons Development /
Omnivale Ltd

Support

CSPA/2289

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Observations

CSPA/2291

Hedon Town Council feels that it is now time to call a halt
to further development in and around the town of Hedon
until the existing infrastructure is made fit for purpose for
the good of the residents of the town of Hedon. Hedon
Town Council asks that the East Riding of Yorkshire
Council takes immediate steps to upgrade the current sub
standard/inadequate infrastructure.
We support the proposed approach set out in Policy SS2
Noted and support welcomed.
and in particular the role of the Principal Towns. In view of
the requirement for these centres to be a viable focus for a
wide range of services and facilities such as entertainment
and cultural facilities, it is important that sufficient housing
growth provision is made within these principal settlements
to attract and/or maintain these types of community
facilities.
As agreed at the meeting on the 11 March 2011 in Hull
Noted.
between officers of our Councils here is my Council's
formal response to the option of identifying in your Core
Strategy urban extensions to Hull - the Regional City.
The proposed urban extensions discussed at the meeting
were at:
1. North of Orchard Park;
2. North of Kingswood;
3. North of Bransholme;
4. Bilton; and Saltend.
Your officers confirmed that these urban extensions had
been put forward in representations to your Preferred
Approach Core Strategy and Allocations DPD consultation.
They were not your own proposals but nevertheless they
needed to be assessed in consultation with ourselves to
inform the next version of your Core Strategy and
Allocations DPD.
These urban extensions would have a significant impact on
the city, in terms of existing infrastructure and future
infrastructure needs and on our own plans for the city's
development and regeneration. The urban extensions
would effectively look to Hull even though administratively
they would fall within East Riding.
Your officers said that a key argument put forward by
representations in favour of urban extensions to Hull was

that would be the answer to Hull's housing land shortage.
however, Hull doesn't have such a problem. The Council's
recently completed Strategic Housing Land Availability
Study shows the city to have enough land to meet needs up
to 2026. In addition, during our Core Strategy's formative
stages it was necessary for us to consider all options for
housing growth including urban extensions. However, the
results of the SHLAA and an early sustainability appraisal
lent no support to investigating urban extensions any
further.
Our Core Strategy gives priority to housing development
within housing renewal areas such as Newington and St.
Andrew's, Holdenress Road Corridor, Orchard Park,
North Bransholme, and the City Centre. It also recognises
important key housing sites around the city. It is inevitable
that urban extensions such as proposed would compete
with our priority areas. The majority of these urban
extension areas are attractive Greenfield sites which could
suck housing demand from where it really needs to go in
Hull. Moreover considerable resources have been injected
into these priority areas to provide frameworks and
infrastructure for their renewal and regeneration, and
stimulate private investment. For instance, the preparation
of area action plans and masterplans for housing renewal
areas. The availability of easily developable land made
possible by urban extensions around Hull would jeopardise
our objectives.
We should not forget flood risk in our assessment of these
urban extension proposals. Many fall within high flood risk
zones such as Orchard Park, Kingswood, parts of North
Bransholme, and those urban extension sites south of
Bilton and at Saltend. Also, there has always been a desire
to leave a strategic gap between the Hull urban area and
your outlying settlements. The advancement of urban
extensions from Hull towards Wawne village and around
Bilton could have significant environmental and social
impacts on these settlements.
For the reasons above, I wish to confirm to you that Hull
City Council does not support those options for urban
extensions to Hull as discussed at the meeting. The city

Planning Committee, East
Riding of Yorkshire Council

Anonymous

Observations

Object

CSPA/2141

CSPA/2128

already has enough identified housing land and wishes to
see this developed and regenerated first. It also recognises
that these urban extension sites have flood risk problems
and some if fully built-out could have adverse impacts on
your nearby settlements.
- The strategy should retain green spaces between
settlements and maintain the character of settlements.
- Settlements should be considered as clusters as a lot of
settlements which perform well or disregarded because
they are too close to a large settlement and some small
settlements are very close to each other sharing services
and facilities.
- Consideration should be given to the phasing of
developments to address issues of community cohesion.

Noted. The sub area policies highlight
important green spaces between
settlements and there is a policy
recognising the importance of character
(Proposed Policy HQE1).
The concept of ‘Hinterland Villages’,
which looks at settlements within 5km of
larger centres, has been introduced
through the Further Consultation Core
Strategy. These recognise that villages
close to larger settlements offer
opportunities for accommodating
sustainable development as they have
good access and a range of basic services.

A criterion on phasing is provided in
Proposed Policy SS4.
Wetwang has a severe lack of facilities, for example any
Noted. In response to comments
'Rural Service Centre' would need an infrastructure in
regarding the scale of development in
place to support residents. Transport links are almost non- some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
existent, shops are limited with a reduced post office
Further Consultation introduces a
service. There are many young children/youths living in the growth strategy based on the size of a
village with little provision for families. There is already a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
large housing estate in Weeton Drive with little provision.
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
Look to other villages with a better infrastructure for
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
expansion, or invest a great deal of capital in Wetwang thus of the size of the village. For Supporting
developing services.
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting a lower figure of
around 66 dwellings over the plan period.

Anonymous

Anonymous

Object

Object

CSPA/2112

CSPA/2120

[Wetwang] We should be kept as a rural village not a
town. The crime rate would escalate quickly.

[Re. Wetwang} I believe 170 new houses is too many even
at 10 a year as no doubt that would increase/ Any increase
at all should include social housing and a requirement that
developers should use local labour and trades.
The Council should also remember that Wetwang is a site
of historical importance. The fact that our 2 chariots have
been removed from the village and there is little if any
information about them in the village should not blind the
Council that there would be so much more here and here
is where it should stay.
Further development could lead to the destruction of our
history.

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting a lower figure of
around 66 dwellings over the plan period.
Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting a lower figure of
around 66 dwellings over the plan period.

N L Willoughby,

Support

CSPA/2111

[Designation of Wetwang as RSC] This could be a good
thing for the village, it should certainly give the villagers a
better transport service.

Affordable housing would be delivered in
line with policy.
Noted and support welcomed. The
council will work with service providers
to improve public transport provision

Mr B Twist,

Observations

CSPA/2113

Lewis and Lynne Clark,

Observations

CSPA/2114

Mrs L Holmes,

Object

CSPA/2117

Mr Ian Buckton,
Mr/Mrs Thomson,

Support
Support

CSPA/2118
CSPA/2121

Mrs A Richardson,

Object

CSPA/2122

[Do you have any comments on the proposal to designate
Wetwang as a RSC and the proposed scale of
development?]
No; but development will require additional REGULAR
public transport to Driffield, York, Beverley.
[Re. Wetwang] To build another 170 dwellings would
double the size of the village, ruining the ethos and charm
of a typical Wolds village. If we wanted to live in an area of
retail/employment/housing estates we would choose to live
in a town.

Wetwang already has a large number of properties on the
market both first time and upwards which are not selling
due to the current recession, lack of public transport and
the lack of local jobs, more houses and people could not
help the problem, and we would end up with many rented
out to people who do not work which is happening now.
[re. Wetwang] Proposed development acceptable.
If it means an up to date on facilities yes [re. designation of
Wetwang as RSC].
I feel extremely disheartened that this village [Wetwang]
has been earmarked for this scale of development. Most
residents have 'migrated' here from over-populated areas
and we don't want to see Wetwang suffer the same fate! I
feel this development will cripple the very heart and ethos
of Wetwang!

where possible.
Noted and support welcomed. The
council will work with service providers
to improve public transport where
possible.
Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting a lower figure of
around 66 dwellings over the plan period.
Noted.

Noted and support welcomed.
Noted and support welcomed. The
council will work with service providers
to improve services where possible.
Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now

called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.

Mr and Mrs F Wilson,

Object
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J Vince,

Observations

CSPA/2126

C Penny,

Support
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Mr Martin Adams,

Object

CSPA/2130

Mrs Ann Hope,

Object

CSPA/2135

Housing developments of this size should be built in towns
and cities where facilities are easily accessible. Building on
agricultural land will deplete valuable food sources.
Over 150 houses in Wetwang is way out of proportion for
the village, there being no job opportunities in the area.
Inadequate sewage would also be a concern.

[Re. Wetwang designation as RSC] I'd rather it not
happened at all but I suppose its inevitable. So - go ahead do your worst.
[Re. Wetwang designation as RSC]. Good idea. Fine forward thinking - village needs less cronies and groanies.
[Re. Hutton Cranswick] Personally I would prefer less
development that that proposed. Any significant
development would spoil the nature of the village, and
there are clearly issues on drainage and traffic that need to
be addressed.
Comments on the proposed scale of development [re.

For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting a lower figure of
around 66 dwellings over the plan period.
Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting a lower figure of
around 66 dwellings over the plan period.
Noted.
Noted and support welcome.
Noted.

Noted. In response to comments

Wetwang]
1. Will the local school be able to accommodate another
potential 100+ primary school children?
2. Will the sewerage system be adequate for the extra
housing?
3. The A166 is already a heavily used road. There will be
further congestion as the householders of working age
need to travel a minimum of 6 miles to work.
4. Will it be possible to "share" the number of dwellings
need throughout the many surrounding villages?
5. Has a 'sheltered housing' complex (with a warden) been
considered for older citizens?
6. How can Wetwang be a "rural service centre" when we
have one small shop and an outreach post office two
mornings a week?

regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting a lower figure of
around 66 dwellings over the plan period.
An Infrastructure Study has considered
the impact on schools, traffic and
sewerage.
The needs of older people are
considered through the strategy and the
results of the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment will help to identify areas of
need.

Mr M Fox,

Object

CSPA/2136

The strategy tries to be proactive and
support a network of service centres
over various sizes both now and for the
future.
Noted. Significantly more development is
being promoted in the towns of Driffield,
Pocklington and Market Weighton than
villages such as Hutton and Cranswick.

Over the years this country has developed into a collection
of cities, large towns, smaller towns and villages and
hamlets. Most of the population have already decided
which of these types of settlements they prefer to live in.
Hutton and Cranswick are villages and I am sure the vast
majority of the population wish them to remain so.
An Infrastructure Study has considered
Redevelopment on the scale involved would bring them
the impact on schools, traffic and
almost to the category or 'small towns' and alter the nature sewerage.
of the settlements immeasurably.

Steve Clark and Diane
Hepworth,

Object

CSPA/2137

As it is there are already problems in the villages with
drainage and the vehicular access to Cranswick, in
particular, is simply inadequate to safely absorb the
increase in traffic which further development would entail.
Where are the jobs for people moving here? I am sure
there are very few locally, the so called 'industrial estate' is
not enjoying a 'boom' at the moment.
Any further development under the title 'rural service
centre' should be limited to the 'rural towns' such as
Driffield, Pocklinton and Market Weighton which have
better infrastructure to cope with increased in population.
I wish to register my comments regarding this consultation
as below:
1. I believe the proposal to allocate up to 150-170 new
homes In Wetwang is out of proportion and inappropriate
to the current size of the existing village. If are you
mentioned, the current size is 400 homes to impose this
size of new development will, I believe, be an unacceptable
increase in the size of the village. The existing village will
simply be overwhelmed.
2. Whilst I full accept the ‘challenge’ that you have in
providing new sites for development in areas where people
will prefer to live, I ask that you reconsider the size of the
developments you are proposing for the village of
Wetwang. To impose your initial suggestion will
fundamentally alter the nature of the village. The loss of
this ‘village culture’ will be to the detriment of existing
residents as well as those coming into the ‘village’ as well.
3. I understand that as a village we have certain ‘service’
facilities to support an influx, but these facilities would be
unlikely to cope with the size of the increase you are
currently proposing. Again I accept your ‘challenge’ of
providing resources (school, GP practice) to meet local
population requirements, however, I feel there are justified
concerns to do with the infrastructure set against the level
of size of the proposed development.
As mentioned at the meeting, there is little industry and
therefore limited job opportunities in the village. This by
implication means that it is highly unlikely that new
residents would be able to find employment in the

Noted. In response to comments
regarding the scale of development in
some RSCs and SVs, the Core Strategy
Further Consultation introduces a
growth strategy based on the size of a
village. For Rural Service Centres (now
called Primary Rural Service Centres),
the policy supports growth of up to 20%
of the size of the village. For Supporting
Villages (now called Secondary Rural
Service Centres), the policy supports
growth of up to 10% of the size of the
village.
For Wetwang, the Further Consultation
proposes supporting a lower figure of
around 66 dwellings over the plan period.
A separate policy for development in
places outside the identified settlements
(e.g. small villages and the countryside) is
set out in Proposed Policy SS3 of the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy. This
does not provide a blanket stop on
development.
Affordable housing would be delivered in
line with policy.

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire

Object

CSPA/2182

immediate vicinity. As you outlined, to set this against the
size of the employment opportunities in Hutton Cranswick
does not make sense. Therefore new residents will be
totally dependent on private transport which must
question the green credential of the long term
development as there are no practical public transport
options to support a working population. In particular this
lack of employment does bring into question the
appropriateness of the development at the proposed scale.
5. One of the other items you mentioned that upon
reflection is also causing me concern. I think I understood
you to say that once these developments sites have been
confirmed them you may stop all development in all other
surrounding villages. My concerns regarding this are
actually several fold. If you blanket stop development in
other villages you will, potentially, cause the slow death of
that settlement as in effect you prohibit the new influx of
people into the villages. The consequences of this, I
suggest, the slow death of that settlement by various
means; not enough new development will strangle the
‘young’ population of the village who will be forced to
move away, and those ‘protected’ villages could become
‘exclusive enclaves’ which I very strongly believe is
unhealthy for the area.
Surely it would be preferably to have larger centres, such
as Wetwang having say 50 new homes, but other smaller
villages over a similar time frame would be allowed to have
limited development that would bring new life and new
generations living in the villages without existing
settlements being overwhelmed. Particularly if these
developments have a percentage of ‘social housing’
included to bring and indeed welcome a broader
population mix. This will allow, I suggest, a healthier future
for the whole area without desecration to any particular
settlement (i.e. Wetwang) but allows a healthier
development and therefore promote longevity to a wider
number of villages. It may be harder to manage from your
point of view, but may better achieve the desire to keep
East Yorkshire a vibrant and sustainable place to live.
Session 1

Noted.

Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding College
Students

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding College
Students

Object

CSPA/2184

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding of Yorkshire
Council Tenants' Forum

Observations

CSPA/2155

Greater Prosperity O&SC,
East Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/2203

Location of housing too focused, why not start in villages
and then build towards urban areas as urban encroachment
will eventually reach villages anyway.
- Overcrowding of areas
- Why not build in villages?
- Diversity and need for more amenities
Session 2
- Beverley is an attractive place to live.
- Bridlington has a large population of elderly people.
- Seaside/ coast is a good place to live (Bridlington).
- Both good and poor beaches in and around Bridlington.
- Have to build in the larger towns.
- Overall audience agreement that Hornsea should not be
allocated any housing.
- Bridlington does not need any more houses for the
elderly.
- Beeford area has many houses for sale (Beverley).
- People do want to buy their own houses (Beverley and
Bridlington).
- Big problem with rented housing/ council homes in
Beverley.
- Hard to relocate to new homes (Beverley and
Bridlington).
- Major need for affordable housing (Beverley and
Bridlington).
- Lack of jobs in Bridlington but there are jobs in seaside
resort industries, e.g. arcades
- Poor radial connections for transport (the whole of East
Riding).
- More access to jobs in Hull (Beverley and Hull).
Q8. In some areas such as Goole, Beverley and
Withernsea, regeneration proposals include demolition,
replacement and refurbishment? Think about those areas
near where you live. Which one of the above options
would be the best way to regenerate these areas?
- As previously - take each site on its own merits
[Extract taken from report on 9th September 2010]
Agreed - (a) That the Committee request that the LDF
Working Group look at the issue of sustainability in urban
locations and small villages in light of the commuter

Noted.

Noted.

Noted. The patterns have been
considered.

patterns noted at this meeting (see below):
484 KEY ECONOMIC DATA FOR POCKLINGTON
AND MARKET WEIGHTON
The Committee was provided with the headline trends in
the economy for the Pocklington and Market Weighton
area. The Pocklington and Market Weighton Local Action
Team Area consisted of two mainly rural wards in the
north west part of the East Riding of Yorkshire. The area
fell within the York Travel to Work Area and was well
connected by road to the city. The largest town in the
area, Pocklington, shared close links with the York
economy. The second largest settlement in the area,
Market Weighton, marked the mid point between the
cities of Hull and York on the A1079.
The area was no longer connected by rail; however it was
well recognised that the proposed reopening of this line
would provide economic, social and environmental
benefits. The Committee discussed the fact that the railway
line was a protected route under the Local Development
Plan and questioned whether this could cause problems
with bringing investment into this area as it would prevent
land required by the railway line being developed. The
Director of Planning and Economic Regeneration explained
that although this had not been an issue to date, it could
occur in the future.
Pocklington had less than 20% of its resident population
working within the town and surrounding area. The town
sat within the York Travel to Work Area and as would be
expected, a significant amount of outward commuting trips
were to York and the surrounding areas of North
Yorkshire. There was also some evidence of longer
distance commuting to Hull, Beverley and Leeds. These
were likely to be higher skilled, higher paid employees.
Market Weighton displayed low levels of work place and
residents’ self containment meaning that over 80% of the
people working in Market Weighton did not live in the
town and that over 80% of people living in the town
travelled out to surrounding settlements for work.
The Committee discussed these commuter patterns and
the issue of sustainability both in towns and within smaller

villages. They felt that this was an issue that could be
further explored by the LDF Working Group.
Generally the Market Weighton and Pocklington areas
suffered from low levels of deprivation with a number of
lower super output areas being in the 10% least deprived in
England. There was a broad pattern in the area with the
more rural the location the more deprived it was.
However, there were no pockets of deep deprivation as
witnessed in the more urban areas of the East Riding.

Paragraph 4.65
Consultee
Ms Diana Sandy,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/787
re-iterates the emphasis on development which equates
throughout with ‘housing’.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/56
The proposed approach must OBJECTED to on the
grounds that there is the potential for conflict between
criteria and 9 and 11 of the Policy for the provision of
affordable housing.
While Affordable Housing for Local People is allowed
under criteria 9; criteria 11 restricts new housing to ?a
very small scale?. This is unclear in terms of definition and
does not serve to provide certainty to either developers or
planners looking to apply the policy. If affordable housing
need is in excess of what may be defined as ?very small
scale? the policy has an inbuilt conflict. Criteria 11 then
should be amended to the following:
New [insert "market"] housing of a very small scale where
all of the following apply:
i. it does not detract from the character and appearance of
the village; and
ii. involves infill opportunities, the conversion of rural
buildings, the development of previously developed land or

Officer Comments

Noted.

Question 7
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy provides
clarification on the scale expected of
housing (very small scale) and affordable
housing (appropriate scale).
In response to a number of comments,
the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/2088

Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Object

CSPA/58

where the redevelopment of the site would result in a
clear, demonstrable planning gain; and
[Delete "iii. it demonstrates that it provides for an
identified local need for initial and subsequent occupants."]
The definition of ?local needs? is not defined other than to
say that is distinct from general housing need and
affordable housing need. It seems from the advice provided
in paragraph 4.62 to be a sort of sequential assessment,
similar to (albeit with more scope for use) as the criteria
for assessing essential agricultural workers buildings in the
Green Belt. The conditional aspect of this would be far
harder in scope to enforce and in that respect must be
considered inappropriate based on Circular 11/95 on the
use of planning conditions.
This approach is overly subjective and lacks definition. It is
open either to abuse or shifting interpretation. This is an
unsuitable and intangible approach to policy formulation. It
is suggested that if local needs were so demonstrative they
would be met by the market. The scope for this hybrid
form of housing need is ill conceived and should be deleted.
The change in definition to previously developed land
within PPS3 will limit the opportunities available under part
ii) of the criteria for large private residential gardens to be
acceptable in principle as a matter of course for housing
redevelopment or intensification.
The Centre, Supporting Village or other rural settlement,
etc". If supporting villages have development limits then
these should be adhered to for all development. Where a
village is classed as Countryside with no development limit
the proposal should not increase urban sprawl or overall
size of the village. A2 and A3 are supported.
The proposed approach must OBJECTED to on the
grounds that there is the potential for conflict between
criteria and 9 and 11 of the Policy for the provision of
affordable housing.
While Affordable Housing for Local People is allowed
under criteria 9; criteria 11 restricts new housing to ?a
very small scale?. This is unclear in terms of definition and
does not serve to provide certainty to either developers or
planners looking to apply the policy. If affordable housing

Noted.

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy provides
clarification on the scale expected of
housing (very small scale) and affordable
housing (appropriate scale).
In response to a number of comments,
the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.

need is in excess of what may be defined as ?very small
scale? the policy has an inbuilt conflict. Criteria 11 then
should be amended to the following:
New market housing of a very small scale where all of the
following apply:
i. it does not detract from the character and appearance of
the village; and
ii. involves infill opportunities, the conversion of rural
buildings, the development of previously developed land or
where the redevelopment of the site would result in a
clear, demonstrable planning gain; and
iii. it demonstrates that it provides for an identified local
need for initial and subsequent occupants.
The definition of ?local needs? is not defined other than to
say that is distinct from general housing need and
affordable housing need. It seems from the advice provided
in paragraph 4.62 to be a sort of sequential assessment,
similar to (albeit with more scope for use) as the criteria
for assessing essential agricultural workers buildings in the
Green Belt. The conditional aspect of this would be far
harder in scope to enforce and in that respect must be
considered inappropriate based on Circular 11/95 on the
use of planning conditions.
This approach is overly subjective and lacks definition. It is
open either to abuse or shifting interpretation. This is an
unsuitable and intangible approach to policy formulation. It
is suggested that if local needs were so demonstrative they
would be met by the market. The scope for this hybrid
form of housing need is ill conceived and should be deleted.
The change in definition to previously developed land
within PPS3 will limit the opportunities available under part
ii) of the criteria for large private residential gardens to be
acceptable in principle as a matter of course for housing
redevelopment or intensification.
Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council
Mr Matthew Naylor,
Yorkshire Water

Support

CSPA/87

Support

CSPA/133

Support welcomed.
Yorkshire Water supports Policy ss3, in particular the
inclusion of essential infrastructure as a potentially suitable
use. Our existing and new infrastructure frequently
requires a countryside location essential to the continued

Noted and support welcomed.

Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

Support with
conditions

CSPA/185

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/201

operation of our clean and waste water networks.
In response to Question 7, Bourne Leisure in principle
welcomes Policy SS3, particular point A.8 which states that
'sports, recreation and tourism facilities' are to be
encouraged in the countryside and other rural settlements.
However, the Company considers that point B needs to
specifically recognise that tourism facilities may be one such
‘special circumstance' where development at a location
away from existing villages would be justified. The Core
Strategy should recognise that there are often wellestablished, existing tourist facilities/accommodation in the
open countryside that make a valuable contribution to the
local economy and that these need to be properly planned
for in terms of improvements, intensification, consolidation
and expansion, to enable them to respond to the growth
and changes in their market sector, including changing
customer requirements, whilst not detracting from the
quality of the local environment.
Our client objects to policy SS3. Part A of the policy clearly
sets out that land outside of the development limits of the
settlements listed in Policy SS2, will be regarded as the
Countryside. Thus there is no requirement to make
specific reference to ‘and other rural settlements’ given
that these automatically come under the umbrella of
development in the countryside.
We therefore recommend that policy SS3 should only need
to make reference to all development to ‘other rural
settlements’ and singling out ‘Villages’.
Our client also objects to part A 11) of policy SS2 which
refers to ‘new housing of a very small scale’. The reason
being that sites in the countryside will vary in character and
size. For example, a site adjacent to the devilment limits of
Principal Towns will have very different characteristics to a
site outside the built up area of a small rural settlement.
Instead, the policy should support an appropriate scale of
housing in relation to its location.
Therefore our client recommends that policy SS3 is
redrafted as set out below, ensuring that the wording used
throughout the policy makes general reference to all
development in the countryside only. It is also noted that

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy separates
“Rural Villages” from “the Countryside”
and identifies that sports, recreation and
tourism facilties may be appropriate in
the latter.

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy separates
“Rural Villages” from “the Countryside”.
It also refers to development of an
appropriate scale.
There are no plans to prepare a
development management DPD (or
equivalent), and given the largely rural
nature of the East Riding, Proposed Policy
SS3 is entirely appropriate in a Strategy
Document.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr N. Muirhead,

Object

CSPA/261

this Policy is simply too detailed to feature in a Core
Strategy document and in this regard we would question its
inclusion as it is not spatial planning.
In the context of North Frodingham not currently being
identified as a Supporting Village, my client would submit
the following:
Concern about Policy SS3(A) in the context of the
proposed approach to open market housing in and adjacent
to settlements. It is our understanding that part 9 of the
policy relates to affordable housing development (i.e.
housing for social rent or intermediate tenure held in
perpetuity) and part 11 to market housing.
However, clause (iii) of part 11 also refers to 'identified
local need for initial and subsequent occupants'. Paragraph
4.62 sets out what applicants will have to show to
demonstrate a local need.
It is not clear what evidence is being relied upon to
support this approach. Has a 'local needs' survey (for both
market and affordable housing) been undertaken for each
settlement in the East Riding for this purpose? Is there any
evidence demonstrating that to allow market housing
which is not subject to occupancy conditions in the nonselected settlements would be harmful? Is the approach
supported by evidence forming part of the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment? Unless this policy is
supported by the evidence base, it cannot be considered
sound.
In practical terms, we have concerns that the idea of
retaining `local needs' market housing in perpetuity is in
reality achievable. There is enough difficulty already in
obtaining mortgages for affordable housing in the
intermediate tenure, as Housing Associations can testify.
The council should take advice on whether lenders would
be willing to mortgage a property with such a restrictive
`local occupancy' clause, which can leave them in a
vulnerable position in the event of repossession. It is likely
that a `local occupancy' condition would not work in the
long term for this reason.
In terms of Policy SS3 (B) the definition of local needs is
not clear. How long does someone have to demonstrate

Noted. In response to a number of
comments, the local needs criterion in
respect of market housing has been
removed.

Ingrid Barton,
Jennifer Hadland, Smiths
Gore on behalf of Mrs S
James,

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees
Mr Robert Falkingham,

Support with
conditions
Object

CSPA/282

Support

CSPA/491

Observations

CSPA/555

CSPA/339

family ties or employment for? How close do those ties
have to be? Will financial viability be a consideration, in
terms of assessing the suitability of other developments or
allocations to meet this `local need'?
a) Y
b) "Tourist Facilities" covers an awful lot of dubious ground
a) The approach set out in SS3 provides the appropriate
framework for guiding the location of development and the
types of uses that would be acceptable in the countryside
and other rural settlements. However, some flexibility
needs to be provided for rural settlements that will be
subject to change. We consider that the introduction of a
Park and Ride at Dunswell will change the context of the
village. Wider consideration needs to be given to this.
We also agree with Option B, which proposes medium
protection with regard to how much emphasis should be
placed on the retention of rural buildings for employment
use. An appropriate level of flexibility needs to be outlined
to allow for residential conversion in appropriate
circumstances. This will help ensure that smaller villages do
not fall into a pattern of rural decline.
Policy SS4 - the Lords support this approach;
Planning Gain: As I stated during our meeting, I would
strongly favour a policy of allowing limited development in
rural villages where a specific gain for the village, or local
community, can be delivered by the development. Such a
policy, if correctly implemented would enhance the rural
areas of the East Riding which is, after all, essentially a rural
county. I feel that this is an opportunity not to be missed as
it could lead to a multitude of unforeseen benefits to the
rural communities and environment. It would largely
appease the people who object to further development in
the countryside, as such a policy if correctly drafted would
be difficult to oppose. Specific allocations to identified
settlements including villages such as South Cave (where
you identified local objections) could be reduced, thus
giving greater credibility to ERYC for listening to these

Noted.
Noted.

Support welcomed.
Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy separates
“Rural Villages” from “the Countryside”.
The policy supports certain forms of
development in the Rural Villages and
other forms in the Countryside.

Narvinder Bains,
Crestwood Environmental
Ltd on behalf of H&H
Celcon UK

Observations

CSPA/483

Narvinder Bains,
Crestwood Environmental
Ltd on behalf of H&H
Celcon UK

Support

CSPA/481

people.
Such gains could be for a variety of reasons such as road
safety, removal of a nuisance (smell / noise), delivery of
community services, removal of an eyesore or funding for
community projects. Obviously any policy would need to
be worded carefully to exclude anyone deliberately
creating a nuisance to gain planning permission, this would
be relatively simple. Such a policy would also exclude the
ridiculous situation we currently have, where
developments are allowed in village gardens which almost
always result in a detrimental visual effect on the village
environment.
Question 7 of the Preferred Approach Core Strategy
(2008) asks whether the proposed approach set out in
Policy SS3 provides an appropriate framework for guiding
the location of development and the types of uses that
would be acceptable in the Countryside and other rural
settlements.
This is mainly due to the fact that H+H Celcon Ltd's Site at
Pollington has sufficient capacity to accommodate a
extension to the existing Pollington 2 site, in the form of a
factory extension, a renewable energy development (see
above) or the development of a maintenance and storage
depot which would reduce travelling to and from the
existing factory and create a more sustainable
development.
Alternatively, H+H Celcon Ltd considers that the site has
potential to accommodate a 'substantial employment site'
for employment uses which cannot be accommodated on
other sites that may be allocated for employment uses.
The above mentioned uses are considered to highly
sustainable in keeping with current Government guidance
on renewable energy and carbon reduction.
H+H Celcon Ltd support emerging policy SS3 in relation to
Development in the countryside and other rural
settlements. The policy states the following;
‘A. Outside the development limits of the settlements
listed in Policy SS2, land will be regarded as the
Countryside and there will be firm control over new
development. The following forms of development will be

Noted.

Noted and support welcomed.

encouraged in order to help maintain the vibrancy of the
countryside and other rural settlements where they do not
compromise the general approach set out in policy SS2:
1. Conversion of buildings with priority given for economic
development (including work-live units), tourism or
community uses. Conversions for new housing will be
considered in accordance with part 11 of this policy;
2. Small-scale local employment, services, facilities and
essential infrastructure in accordance with Policy PE2;
3. Expansion of existing rural businesses of a scale
appropriate to the location;
4. Substantial sites for employment uses which cannot be
accommodated on allocated sites and other uses requiring
direct access to rail and/or water transport infrastructure;
5. Agricultural, forestry and equine uses;
6. Rural diversification proposals;
7. Renewable energy schemes;
8. Sports, recreation and tourism facilities;
9. Affordable housing for local people;
10. Occupational dwellings for agricultural, forestry or
other rural based enterprises meeting the criteria set out
in PPS7;
11. New housing of a very small scale where all of the
following apply:
i. it does not detract from the character and appearance of
the village; and
ii. involves infill opportunities, the conversion of rural
buildings, the development of
previously developed land or where the redevelopment of
the site would result in a clear, demonstrable planning gain;
and
iii. it demonstrates that it provides for an identified local
need for initial and subsequent occupants.
B. Development should be within or adjacent to the
existing built up area of a village unless special
circumstances justify a location away from existing villages.’
H+H Celcon Ltd consider that the above mentioned
emerging policy accords with Planning Policy Statement 12:
Local Spatial Planning (2008), which emphasises the need
for strategies to be flexible in order to reflect changing

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)

Support with
conditions

CSPA/575

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society

Support with
conditions

CSPA/663

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr K Warkup,

Object

CSPA/731

circumstances and uncertainties.
Centrica supports the identification of certain forms of
development that will be encouraged in order to help
maintain the vibrancy of the countryside and other rural
settlements. However, the Policy fails to recognise that
certain other types of infrastructure are required in the
open countryside. For example, as explained above, energy
generation and storage developments may require an open
countryside location for operational reasons. It is therefore
requested that energy development in general is added to
the list of developments that will encouraged by Policy SS3
and not just renewable energy schemes.
Suggested revision: ‘7 [delete 'Renewable' and 'schemes'
and insert 'development and related infrastructure'] to read
‘7. energy development and related infrastructure. ‘
a) Yes
b) "Infill Opportunities" should not include gardens (i.e.
latter shoud not be regarded as brownfield sites)
In the context of Skipsea not currently being identified as a
Supporting Village, my client would submit the following:
Concern about Policy SS3(A) in the context of the
proposed approach to open market housing in and adjacent
to settlements. It is our understanding that part 9 of the
policy relates to affordable housing development (ie.
housing for social rent o intermediate tenure held in
perpetuity) and part 11 to market housing.
In terms of Policy SS3(B) the definition of local needs is not
clear. how long does someone have to demonstrate family
ties or employment? How close do those ties have to be?
Will financial viability be a consideration, in terms of
assessing the suitability of other developments or
allocations to meet this 'local need'?
However, clause (iii) of part 11 also refers to 'identified
local need for initial and subsequent occupants'. Paragraph
4.62 sets out what applicants will have to show to
demonstrate a local need.
It is not clear what evidence is being relied upon to
support this approach. Has a 'local needs' survey (for both
market and affordable housing) been undertaken for each
settlement in the East Riding for this purpose? Is there any

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy now reads
‘energy development and associated
infrastructure’ for the countryside.

Noted. The government’s revised
definition of brownfield now excludes
gardens.
Noted. In response to a number of
comments, the local needs criterion in
respect of market housing has been
removed.

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Heron Lakes (Routh) Ltd

Support with
conditions

CSPA/742

Mr G E Wright,

Observations

CSPA/931

Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of
Horncastle Group PLC

Object

CSPA/1262

evidence demonstrating that to allow market housing
which is not subject to occupancy conditions in the nonselected settlements would be harmful? Is the approach
supported by evidence forming part of the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment? Unless this policy is
supported by the evidence base, it cannot be considered
sound.
In practical terms, we have concerns that the idea of
retaining 'local needs' market housing in perpetuity is in
realtiy achievable. There is enough difficulty in obtaining
mortgages for affordable housing in the intermediate
tenure, as Housing Associations can testify. The COuncil
should take advice on whether lenders would be willing to
mortgage a property with such a restrictive 'local
occupancy' clause, which can leave them in a vulnerable
position in the event of repossession. It is likely that a 'local
occupancy' condition would not work in the long term for
this reason.
My client supports the identification and promotion of the
important role of tourism facilities in maintaining the
vibrancy of the countryside and other rural settlements.
My client notes that part B of Policy SS3 relates to all types
of development identified in part A. Care should be taken
to ensure that national objectives for planning for tourism
in rural areas are not compromised in an attempt to
provide a catch-all policy. Particular reference is made to
Policy EC7 of PS4 in relation to tourism facilities requiring
buildings in the open countryside, and expansions to
existing holiday and touring caravan sites and chalet
developments.
The needs for economic development in rural areas for the
uses that are related to the rural economy need greater
emphasis and encouragement to maintain rural
communities.
The policy seeks to define opportunities for development
outside development limits. The term ‘small scale’ is again
in reference to local employment opportunities, but this
needs to be given some flexibility dependant upon the
location of the site, its characteristic and opportunities it
presents.

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy separates
“Rural Villages” from “the Countryside”
and identifies that sports, recreation and
tourism facilties may be appropriate in
the latter.

Noted. Proposed Policy PE2 of the
Preferred Appropach Core Strategy
provides a further framework for
supporting the rural economy.
Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy references
development of an appropriate scale for
the countryside.
In response to a number of comments,

Mrs R. Hague, Watton
Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/835

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Object

CSPA/852

Conversion of buildings is permissible to employment use
but heavily constrained for housing and part 11 goes
significantly beyond national guidance by requiring such
residential conversion to be for a local need now and for
such need in perpetuity. This should be deleted.
a) Agree in general but would want safeguards in place to
precent backland development. This is to preserve the
character of the willage (Watton) and the visual amenity of
the residents.
b) Clear definition, but in practice very restricture which
may prevent ANY new housing in villages that were
previously non-selective settlements.
a) a) Our main concern with Policy SS3 is in the context of
the proposed approach to open market housing in and
adjacent to settlements. It is our understanding that part 9
of the policy relates to affordable housing development (i.e.
housing for social rent or intermediate tenure held in
perpetuity) and part 11 to market housing.
However, clause (iii) of part 11 also refers to `identified
local need for initial and subsequent occupants'. Paragraph
4.62 sets out what applicants will have to show to
demonstrate a local need.
It is not clear what evidence is being relied upon to
support this approach. Has a 'local needs' survey been
undertaken for each settlement in the East Riding for this
purpose? Is there any evidence demonstrating that to allow
market housing in the non-selected settlements would be
harmful? Is the approach supported by evidence forming
part of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment? Unless
this policy is supported by the evidence base, it cannot be
considered sound.
In practical terms, we have concerns that the idea of
retaining `local needs' market housing in perpetuity is
achievable. There is enough difficulty already in obtaining
mortgages for affordable housing in the intermediate
tenure, where there is a well established and widespread
need for such properties. The council should take advice
on whether lenders would be willing to mortgage a
property with such a restrictive clause, which can leave
them in a vulnerable position in the event of repossession.

the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.

Noted.

Noted. In response to a number of
comments, the local needs criterion in
respect of market housing has been
removed.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Observations

CSPA/853

Ms Felicity Clayton,
Hornsea Area Renaissance
Partnership

Object

CSPA/936

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1025

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1027

Pat Lambert, North Ferriby
Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1043

It is likely that a `local occupancy' condition would not
work in the long term for this reason.
b) The definition of local needs is not clear. How long does
someone have to demonstrate family ties or employment
for? How close do those ties have to be? Will financial
viability be a consideration, in terms of assessing the
suitability of other developments or allocations?
It is not clear how a ‘local need’ is identified/ evidenced.

Point A1 of this policy (SS3) should flag up the potential
impacts on biodiversity of converting agricultural and other
rural buildings in terms of biodiversity and specifically in
terms of protected species such as bats, barn owl and
nesting birds. Links could be made here to the core
strategy biodiversity policy.
In addition to point A9 - Affordable housing for local
people, there should be a specific point to recognise the
need to provide affordable housing for those affected by
coastal change as result of climate change. This is
particularly pertinent as the areas most at risk from coastal
erosion are rural areas often outside development limits.
We are concerned that the policy of non-selection does
not result in the other needs of a village of 4,000 people
being ignored. North Ferriby has lost a variety of shops and
services in recent years, and we would not wish to see
these decline further. Proposed Policy SS3 should allow for
the provision of new or replacement services and
community infrastructure in the village.
Residents are concerned about the recognition and
protection of the character of the village, and its open
spaces and other assets. The well-treed, green and
secluded impression of the village from the surrounding
higher land is very much valued and we would like to see it
protected further. The Riverside Walkway area, the Reed
pond and Ings Fields, the allotments and playing fields and
the Long Plantation, are important green areas which need
to be protected.

Noted. In response to a number of
comments, the local needs criterion in
respect of market housing has been
removed.
Noted. In response to a number of
comments, the local needs criterion in
respect of market housing has been
removed.
Noted. The Plan should be read as a
whole. Policy S1 of the Draft Strategy
Document clarifies this approach.

Noted.

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
“Hinterland Villages” such as North
Ferriby which are close to large centres
and which have existing service and
facilities. The policy supports the
provision of new or enhanced services
and facilities in such villages.

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Natasha Rowland, Savills

Support

CSPA/1215

Yes

Support welcomed.

Object

CSPA/1131

The difficulty with policy SS3 is that we consider it
introduces an overly prescriptive approach to development
in villages and rural settlements in the district that are not
identified as Supporting Villages. The problem is that a wide
variety of villages in both size and scale are now classified
as ‘other rural settlement’ with absolutely no proper
assessment of their role and function to the residents in
those settlements. The larger villages which are now
included in this category will be severely constrained and
will not be able to meet the general housing needs of the
particular settlement. Restricting development to local
needs housing will simply be unsustainable.
There are two key concerns; the policy states that only
housing of a ‘very small scale’ will be permitted and clearly
this must mean, in accordance with the thresholds in SS2
less than the 5 dwellings per annum. There appears to be
no evidence base to justify what is meant by ‘very small
scale’ nor any judgement as to whether developments
larger than this could be accommodated in some of these
villages not identified as supporting villages. Clearly very
small numbers in some of the isolated settlements would
be an appropriate constraint to development, but it is not
sensible to apply the same approach for a village such as
Swanland on an identified public transport corridor with a
population of some 3,500 with a school and a range of
other facilities.
For example in the case of Swanland the policy would
permit less than 5 units per year in a village with some
1500 houses. This would equate to less than 0.3% of the
size of the village. This is considered ill conceived as it will
result in a level of development that will simply not support
the continued vitality of such a settlement.
Our second concern is that the policy attempts to restrict
the ?very small scale development? to local needs housing
for initial and subsequent occupants. The Council appears
to be attempting to introduce local occupancy conditions
across the rural settlements again without explicitly stating

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. Swanland has been
identified as a “Hinterland Village”.

Victoria Molton, Walker
Morris Solicitors on behalf
of Mr Paul Lisseter,
Mr A J Williams, Advance
Land and Planning Limited
on behalf of Leonard
Cheshire Disability (LCD)

Support

CSPA/1059

Object

CSPA/818

Rosemary Jordan-Jackson,
Swanland Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1073

so and not providing any justification or evidence base
to do so. Whilst you would expect such conditions in the
National Park where statutory obligations exist to protect
the beauty of the park severely constrains new housing
development, there is no evidence of
any such constraints within East Riding. This should be
removed from the policy.
We believe that the larger villages, such as Swanland which
were rejected at Stage 2 in determining the list of Rural
Service Centres and Supporting Villages set out in Policy
SS2 should be given their own classification in the
settlement hierarchy or included as supporting villages
rather than simply included under Policy SS3, as this
approach is clearly inappropriate.
This policy is supported and should also include those
settlements included in the `Supporting Villages' category.
The Core Strategy should provide sufficient flexibility to
enable the appropriate and beneficial development of
brownfield land (not necessarily 'of a very small scale",
within the confines of rural settlements such as North
Ferriby, where to do otherwise would be a waste of a land
resource that might otherwise become vacant or disused
and where development would clearly be in the interests of
good, common sense planning, An example of this would
be the development of part of the grounds to the south of
the Leonard Cheshire Disability Home (Godfrey Robinson
House) in North Ferriby, or indeed the redevelopment of
the entire site in the event that the Home were to close
and the service provided elsewhere in the area.
The allocation of sites for housing development does not
apply to us and therefore we have no comment to make
on these suggestions. However there is one point that
does concern us and that is the removal of village
development limits. We can understand the argument that
if there is to be no development then there is no need for
the development limit. However, we do have other policies
which identify houses outside the development limit and
where there are restrictions on the amount of change that
can be made.

Noted and support welcomed.
Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. North Ferriby has been
identified as a “Hinterland Village”.

Noted. Please note that the concept of
‘Hinterland Villages’, which looks at
settlements within 5km of larger centres,
has been introduced through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy. These
recognise that villages close to larger
settlements offer opportunities for
accommodating sustainable development
as they have good access and a range of
basic services. Swanland has been

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,

Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of Mr P
Martin,

Object

Object

Object

CSPA/1099

CSPA/1159

CSPA/1141

We have a case in point at the moment for a house in very
prominent position on a large site where a developer
would wish to create a large executive property of high
value if that were possible. Because this property to be
demolished is outside the development limit of the village,
it will be possible to restrict the size of any replacement
house on the site. If the development limit were to be
removed, then this restriction would be more difficult to
apply. Swanland Parish Council would therefore wish to
retain the development limit in order to define where
there are properties which cannot be enlarged beyond a
certain size.
Proposed Policy SS3 is overly complex and overly
restrictive in relation to new housing development. There
should be no requirement that new housing should only be
‘very small scale’ and providing ‘for an identified local need
for initial and subsequent occupants’.

Proposed Policy SS3 is overly complex and overly
restrictive in relation to new housing development. There
should be no requirement that new housing should only be
‘very small scale’ and providing ‘for an identified local need
for initial and subsequent occupants’.

The policy seeks to define opportunities for development
outside development limits. The term ‘small scale’ is again
in reference to local employment opportunities, but this
needs to be given some flexibility dependant upon the
location of the site, its characteristic and opportunities it
presents.

identified as a Hinterland Village.
Revised Policy SS3 proposes to provide
development limits for Hinterland Villages
and Rural Villages.

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. A different approach in
terms of the scale of housing is proposed
for each category.
In response to a number of comments,
the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.
Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. A different approach in
terms of the scale of housing is proposed
for each category.
In response to a number of comments,
the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.
Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy references
development of an appropriate scale for
the countryside.
In response to a number of comments,

Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Object

CSPA/1320

Mark Lane, DPP on behalf
of Mr Jonathan Atkinson, J
G Hatcliffe and Partners

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1199

Mr Alex Gymer,

Observations

CSPA/1298

Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mr Jon Los,

Object

CSPA/1386

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1474

Conversion of buildings is permissible to employment use
but heavily constrained for housing and part 11 goes
significantly beyond national guidance by requiring such
residential conversion to be for a local need now and for
such need in perpetuity. This should be deleted.
We believe that the approach put forward in para 4.53 is
too restrictive and would advocate deletion of item 11(iii)
in draft policy SS3, (whilst noting that the "local need"
requirement of the RSS no longer applies). In paragraph
4.54 we support Option B in so far as the re-use of rural
buildings is concerned, giving greater flexibility to possible
future uses.
We support this policy but feel, in order to avoid confusion
and unsupported planning applications that the LPA should
either:
- Need to define settlement limits around those village
which lie in the open countryside or
- Define the term infill site.
Furthermore the policy needs to define the term "local
need" and how this is to be applied.
Please emphasis the importance of affordable housing and
brown site usage.
This policy is highly restrictive and will greatly limit
opportunities for the expansion of existing employment
sites in the countryside such as Petunia Lakeside
Employment Park at Woodmansey. As noted above we
wish to see a separate policy included for development
along the A1174 Hull- Beverley transport corridor due to
the significant development pressures and attractiveness of
locating development along an important public transport
corridor between Hull and Beverley.
In principle the proposed approach of policy SS3 would
seem suitable to provide a reasonable level of development
to support the continued prosperity of the open
countryside and smaller rural villages. Whilst it recognises
that it may be appropriate circumstances for rural buildings
to be converted to dwellings rather being re-used for
commercial circumstances it fails to explain how such
proposals would be assessed by development management

the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.

Noted. In response to a number of
comments, the local needs criterion in
respect of market housing has been
removed.

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 proposes to
provide development limits for
Hinterland Villages and Rural Villages.
In response to a number of comments,
the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.
Noted.
Noted. Proposed Policies SS3 and PE2
provide the framework for supporting
development in rural areas.

Noted.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Stuart Evison,

Object

CSPA/1648

officers. Without the provision of joined up thinking and
collaboration between planning policy and development
management it is likely that any proposal for residential
conversions would still be deemed unacceptable. We
would welcome the approach that would allow single infill
plots within the existing confines of villages.
Notwithstanding the spatial approach to planning there still
exists a need for new dwellings and commercial
development within small rural settlements. Historically,
new development would have been undertaken to provide
for accommodation and/or employment opportunities for
local people and re-introducing such an approach should be
welcomed. Such a proactive approach would also seem to
be in line with the government?s aim of ?localism?.
Our client objects to policy SS3 which is the default Policy
applied to development that does not lie in one of Policy
SS2’s ‘named settlements’. This potentially excludes well
located urban extensions to Hull which lie in East Riding.
We refer to our comments above.
Part A of the policy clearly sets out that land outside of the
development limits of the settlements listed in Policy SS2,
will be regarded as the Countryside. Thus, there is no
requirement to make specific reference to ‘and other rural
settlements’ in the Policy title given that these
automatically come under the umbrella of development in
the countryside. We therefore recommend that policy SS3
should only need to make reference to all development in
the countryside and that there is no justification for making
specific reference to ‘other rural settlements’ and singling
out ‘Villages’.
Our client also objects to part A 11) of policy SS3 which
refers to ‘new housing of a very small scale’. The reason
being that sites in the countryside will vary in character and
size. For example, a site adjacent to the development limits
of the Regional City will have very different characteristics
to a site outside the built up area of a small rural
settlement. Instead, the policy should support an
appropriate scale of housing in relation to its location.
Therefore our client recommends that policy SS3 is redrafted as set out below, ensuring that the wording used

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. A different approach in
terms of the scale of housing is proposed
for each category.

throughout the policy makes general reference to all
development in the countryside only.
Proposed Policy SS3 - Development in the countryside
[TEXT STRUCK THROUGH] and other rural settlements
[END STRIKE THROUGH]
‘A. - Outside the development limits of the settlements
listed in Policy SS2, land will be regarded as the
Countryside and there will be firm control over new
development. The following forms of development will be
encouraged in order to help maintain the vibrancy of the
countryside [TEXT STRUCK THROUGH] and other rural
settlements [END STRIKE THROUGH] where they do not
compromise the general approach set out in policy SS2:
1. Conversion of building with priority given for economic
development (including worklive units), tourism or
community uses. Conversions for new housing will be
considered in accordance with part 11 of this policy;
2. Small-scale local employment, services, facilities and
essential infrastructure in accordance with Policy PE2;
3. Expansion of existing rural businesses of a scale
appropriate to the location;
4. Substantial sites for employment uses which cannot be
accommodated on allocated sites and other uses requiring
direct access to rail and/or water transport infrastructure;
5. Agricultural, forestry and equine uses;
6. Rural diversification proposals;
7. Renewable energy schemes;
8. Sports, recreation and tourism facilities;
9. Affordable housing for local people;
10. Occupational dwellings for agricultural, forestry or
other rural based enterprises meeting the criteria set out
in PPS7;
11. New housing of [TEXT STRUCK THROUGH] a very
small [END STRIKE THROUGH] an appropriate scale
where all of the following apply:
i) it does not detract from the character and appearance of
the [TEXT STRUCK THROUGH] village [END STRIKE
THROUGH] settlement; and
ii) involves infill opportunities, the conversion of rural
buildings, the development of previously developed land or

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1542

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1543

Narvinder Bains,
Crestwood Environmental
Ltd on behalf of Slingsby
Plant Hire Ltd.,

Support

CSPA/1528

where the redevelopment of the site would result in a
clear, demonstrable planning gain: and
iii) it demonstrates that it provides for an identified local
need for initial and subsequent occupants.
B. Development should be within or adjacent to the
existing built up area of a [TEXT STRUCK THROUGH]
village [END STRIKE THROUGH] settlement unless
special circumstances justify a location away from existing
[TEXT STRUCK THROUGH] villages [END STRIKE
THROUGH] settlements.
A) The policy does not ensure that the rural infrastructure
should be adequate and if it is not adequate then the
required infrastructure shall be provided.
b) In general yes however access to and from the rural
community and places of employment are not dealt with in
the guidance.
Emerging Policy SS2 relates to the location of new
development and section J states the following in terms of
sites within the Countryside and Other Rural Settlements;
"J. Development in the countryside and those settlements
not named above will normally be of a small scale nature to
meet local needs. Policy SS3 will be used to determine
development decisions in these parts of the East Riding.?
Policy SS3 relates to ‘Development in the countryside and
other rural settlements’ and states that outside the
development limits of the settlements listed in Policy SS2,
land will be regarded as the Coutnryside and there will be
firm control over new development. The following forms
of development will be encouraged in order to help
maintain the vibrancy of the countryside and other rural
settlements where they do not compromise the general
approach set out in Policy SS2. In particular, section 11 of
Policy SS3 states that the following types of development
will be considered;
‘11. New housing of a very small scale where all of the
following apply:
i. it does not detract from the character and appearance of
the village; and
ii. involves infill opportunities, the conversion of rural

Noted. A separate proposed policy on
infrastructure is provided in the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy
(SHC3).
Noted.
Noted and support welcomed.

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Support

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/2076

CSPA/1859

buildings, the development of
previously developed land or where the redevelopment of
the site would result in a clear, demonstrable planning gain;
and
iii. it demonstrates that it provides for an identified local
need for initial and subsequent occupants.
B. Development should be within or adjacent to the
existing built up area of a village unless special
circumstances justify a location away from existing villages.’
Slingsby Plant Hire Ltd consider that the above mentioned
emerging policy accords with Planning Policy Statement 12:
Local Spatial Planning (2008), which emphasises the need
for strategies to be flexible in order to reflect changing
circumstances and uncertainties.
Furthermore, in answer to questions 6 and 7 of the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy, Slingsby Plant Hire Ltd
consider that emerging Policies SS2 and SS3 provide an
appropriate framework for guiding the location of
development in the long term and ensuring the appropriate
types of uses that would be acceptable in different
locations.
Slingsby Plant Hire Ltd, consider that the Site at Pollington
is located adjacent to an existing village and could be an
ideal candidate for a small scale residential scheme, which
meets the needs of the local community.
a) agreed
b) "Local need" as defined by Para 4.62 is adequate for
housing purposes. It would be useful to have the local need
element attached to policy A2 as a new local economic
need i.e. not promoting commuting from other adjacent
areas. We would propose that A11 should have a new
paragraph regarding SVs meeting the need of a particular
catchment area or defined rural hinterland to make it
easier for developers to define a "local" housing need.
Our client objects to policy SS3.
Part A of the policy clearly sets out that land outside of the
development limits of the settlements listed in Policy SS2,
will be regarded as the Countryside. Thus, there is no
requirement to make specific reference to "and other rural
settlements" given that these automatically come under the

Noted and support welcomed.
In response to a number of comments,
the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. A different approach in
terms of the scale of housing is proposed

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land, Galliford Try
(Strategic) Land

Object

Object

CSPA/1860

CSPA/1607

umbrella of development in the countryside.
We therefore recommend that policy SS3 should only need
to make reference to all development in the countryside
and that there is no justification for making specific
reference to 'other rural settlements' and singling out
'Villages'.
Our client also objects to part A 11) of policy SS2 which
refers to "new housing of a very small scale". The reason
being that sites in the countryside will vary in character and
size. For example, a site adjacent to the development limits
of Principle Towns will have very different characteristics
to a site outside the built up area of a small rural
settlement. Instead, the policy should support an
appropriate scale of housing in relation to its location.
Therefore our client recommends that policy SS3 is redrafted as set out below, ensuring that the wording used
throughout the policy makes general reference to all
development in the countryside only. It is also noted that
this Policy is simply too detailed to feature in a Core
Strategy document and in this regard we would question its
inclusion as it is not spatial planning.
- [Delete "...and other rural settlements" from the heading
and from part A]
- [Part A11 replace "...a very small..." with "...an
appropriate..."]
- [Part B replace "village(s)" with "settlement(s)" in both
instances]
Proposed Policy SS3 - Part 11
Objection
Paragraph’s 4.59 - 4.65 (inclusive) set out the Council’s
approach to housing, however it only explicitly addresses
issues in connection with the rural villages, outside those
listed in Policy SS2. We note the Council does not
explicitly address an approach for land outside but adjacent
to settlement limits of Principal Towns, such as Beverley.
In terms of Part 11, it assumes that new housing will be of
very small scale, but as we note above this policy has only
considered potential development in and around rural
settlements not identified in Policy SS2.
Galliford believes that to enable and consider sustainable

for each category.

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy separates
“Rural Villages” from “the Countryside”.
It also refers to development of an
appropriate scale.
There are no plans to prepare a
development management DPD (or
equivalent), and given the largely rural
nature of the East Riding, Proposed Policy
SS3 is entirely appropriate in a Strategy
Document.

Noted. Please note that the development
limits of the settlements identified in
Proposed Policy SS2 will be reviewed. In
manay cases, to accommodate the scale
of development required, land around
these settlements will need to be
allocated and incorporated into the
revised development limit. Therefore,
areas beyond the limits should be
considered as part of the countryside.

Mrs Kay Harper, Bempton
Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1982

forms of development, priority for development in the
open countryside should be given to those sustainable
locations adjacent in the first instance to the higher order
settlements, including Principal Towns such as Beverley.
This approach is broadly set out in PPS3 sets out at
paragraph 10 that there is a need for a flexible and
responsive supply of land whilst seeking to ensure that
housing developments are in suitable locations, which offer
a good range of community facilities and with good access
to jobs, key services and infrastructure
In this regard development in the open countryside need
not be of ?very small scale?. However it does need to
reflect the characteristics of the site and its surrounding
environment.
Proposed Changes
Taking into consideration the above, we recommend that
the title of the policy is amended to:
‘Development in the countryside’
In terms of part 11 we recommend the following
amendments:
‘11. Where required, new housing development to be of a
scale that recognises and complements the local character
for which it is located and where the following apply:
i) it does not detract from the character and appearance of
the settlement; and
ii) involves, where possible the development of previously
developed land or where the development of the site
would
result in a clear, demonstrable planning gain; and
iii) it demonstrates that it provides for an identified need.
The Councillors are happy with 90% of the LDF document
however they were keen to broaden the definition of the
local needs condition when applied to residential
development in small villages to incorprate the following
suggestions:
- They would like individual or upto a maximum of 2
developments to be allowed only.
- The definition should allow for key workers to the area
as well as parishoners to be included.
- Parishoners should be defined as people with close family

Noted. In response to a number of
comments, the local needs criterion in
respect of market housing has been
removed.

Mr Mike Cole, Gregory
Gray Associates on behalf
of Wyevale Garden
Centres

Object

CSPA/1805

Ms Rosemary Chorley,
Barmston & Fraisthorpe
Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1918

links to the villages or people who have lived in the village
for 10 years.
- Where a development is allowed, a way should be
explored whereby the owners should have to live in the
property or be forced to sell to another resident or a
resident in a neighbouring parish forfirst two years only
after completion, after completion, after which time the
development should be allowed to be sold on the open
market. This, the councillors believe will act as a deterrent
against speculative property developers but will not be as
restrictive as the present local needs condition.
We oppose the stringent controls over development which
are set out in Policy SS3. Some of the settlements which
will fall within Open Countryside, such as Woodmansey
and Dunwell are very similar in character to those
identified as RSCs or SVs. The Preferred Approach Core
Strategy does not provide a sound justification for placing
such `firm control' over development within these
settlements.
Whilst Policy SS3 does allow for some very small scale
housing development, Paragraph 4.61 implies that new
housing in such areas will only be considered `where the
proposal is in response to local need'. Paragraph 4.63
advises that where a dwelling is granted for `local need' its
occupation will be subject to a planning condition or
agreement securing its initial occupation for a defined need
and all its subsequent occupations for similar local need.
Such an approach to new development is strongly opposed.
This suggested approach is inflexible and it is our opinion
that housing development should respond to general and
local housing market need. Such stringent controls on
development are in no way justified. Some of the
settlements which fall within the countryside appear to be
in more sustainable locations than some of the SVs in
terms of their proximity to larger centres, yet it is
proposed that these areas are subjected to more stringent
control. This approach should be revisited.
Barmston & Fraisthorpe Parish Council are very concerned
about the designation of a "non sustainable village" to our
area and, in fact as a general classification to any part of the

Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. Woodmansey and
Dunswell have been identified as
“Hinterland Villages”.

Noted. The Preferred Approach Core
Strategy does not label villages as
“unsustainable”.

Mr David Hinde,

Support

CSPA/2024

East Riding. Villages have, for many years been at the heart
of the farming and rural industry of the nation. They have
also been sites for large amounts of tourism, especially in
the seaside areas.
Recently many villages have had their post offices taken
away from them resulting, in many cases, to the loss of the
village shop. Further back, small local schools were closed,
doctors surgeries centralised, cottage hospitals closed,
rural bus services reduced, the list can go on and on. With
these resources, employment opportunities for local
people have also gone, propoerty prices soared way
beyond the reach of young local people partly brought
about by the influx of "holiday home owners" who arrive,
usually, with their cars full of everything they need
purchased from their home areas rather than from the
vicinity of their holiday homes.
Now you are imposing on us the inability to build any
properties to help create jobs and to encourage young
people to stay in the villages because you say, the villages
are "unsustainable". Surely we do not want to become an
area of urban sprawl with no village communities left to
create a balance.
We have recently had planning applications for new houses
turned down, even though they were within the permitted
building line, on the gorunds that this is a non sustainable
village with no transport, commercial or social services. In
fact, we do have bus services to nearby towns, we do have
commercial facilities such as a local public house,
hairdressers and farm shop and we do have social
amenities such as the village hall, women's institute and
cricket club to name but a few. If these services are to be
maintained, it is vital that a small number of new houses
are permitted to be built in the future and we are confident
that this situation is common throughout the East Riding of
Yorkshire.
We, as a Parish Council, fell very strongly that a controlled
amount of buildings in village communities is important to
ensure they continue to be sustainable, not wiped out from
the face of our countryside for good.
Also I support the view that Local Needs Conditions

Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. A different approach in
terms of the scale of housing is proposed
for each category.

Noted. In response to a number of

Planning Committee, East
Riding of Yorkshire Council

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding of Yorkshire
Council Tenants' Forum

Gemma Edwardson,
Edwardson Associates on
behalf of RD Carter & Son ,
Gemma Edwardson,
Edwardson Associates on
behalf of RD Carter & Son ,

Observations

Observations

CSPA/2142

CSPA/2144

CSPA/2305
Object

CSPA/2306

should be imposed on new developments in Bempton and
that it is the single over large developments that have been
causing detriment to living conditions in Central Bempton.
- There is a need for greater flexibility to allow some
development in the countryside that considers local need
and choice.
- Local need, small scale and countryside needs to be cleary
defined.
- Support that some development is encouraged in the
countryside - particularly tourism and business uses (which
should reamin undefined to allow flexibility).
- In rural areas infilling should be allowed but additional
development outside of the settlement should not.

Settlement Hierarchy
- The group recognise the need for sustainable
development
- Generally approve
- Can’t build new towns as need employment
- Shouldn?t stop building in small villages as need young
people to stay
- Protect existing post offices and community facilities.

Policy Comments - Re-use of Redundant Buildings for
broader Economic Regeneration purposes such as Holiday
Cottage Accommodation and/or Local Needs Occupancy In Response to the Local Development Framework Draft
Core Strategy Utilising - as a typical example - already
converted and operational Holiday Accommodation at Pear
Tree Farm, Fangfoss
The East Riding of Yorkshire is in a similar position to all
Local Authorities as it is reaching a point of crisis
particularly over accessible housing availability in rural areas

comments, the local needs criterion in
respect of market housing has been
removed.
Noted. Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies
separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. A different approach in
terms of the scale of housing is proposed
for each category.
In response to a number of comments,
the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.
Proposed Policies SS3 and PE2 provide
the framework for supporting
development in rural areas.
Noted.

Noted. Proposed Policy SS3 supoprts the
conversion of buildings for residential use
where appropriate.
In response to a number of comments,
the local needs criterion in respect of
market housing has been removed.
Revised Policy SS3 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy identifies

in particular.
Recent press coverage and a report produced by the
Countryside Alliance in August 2011 has highlighted that
the East Riding in particular is falling short of affordable
housing needs in the area. It has been recognised that to a
certain extent, the demands will never be met for
affordable housing:
"For rural and semi-rural councils in England, on average,
only 29% of the identified need for new affordable housing
was planned to be built in 2010/11".
The East Riding's demands are particularly high and based
on the Housing Needs survey figures from 2007, 1400
affordable homes are required and only 125 have been
planned for 2010-2011. This means the target is only 9% of
identified demand.
In addition to this evidence, during the last two years a
number of planning consents have been granted for
affordable only housing schemes - however - ten out of
eleven schemes were owned by the council.
Only one scheme was actually applied for by a housing
association. This suggests that `affordable only' housing
schemes are not attractive to private landowners particularly in the East Riding of Yorkshire and therefore
another process or means of providing more affordable
housing for local people needs to be encouraged and
supported.
Traditional farm building groups and barns, whether
presently converted or not, represent an unexploited asset
that could - if made flexibly available - meet the needs of
either holiday visitors / persons from within the area in
need of temporary or other accommodation / business
persons moving in or out of the area who need to
accommodate their family or place / retain children in local
schools whilst their search goes on etcetera etcetera.
At present such buildings represent an existing built form.
If performance is not up to scratch more flexible use could
radically benefit the owners, who are often small rural
businesses in any event, and introduce a much wider
spread of accommodation which could be better utilised as
the market dictates.

separate categories including “Hinterland
Villages”, “Rural Villages” and “the
Countryside”. A different approach in
terms of the scale of housing is proposed
for each category.

Present policy tends to exclude anything other than holiday
or strictly business re�uses.
An either/or Local Needs Occupancy option for traditional
farm buildings (introduced within our housing or tourism
LDF policies for example) could assist in meeting a wider
occupancy demand - and could also encourage bringing
back either :
a) More potentially attractive and buildings of character
into beneficial future re�use within the wider East Riding
landscape and settlements or;
b) Cause existing conversions which are underperforming
or seasonally performing to be more effectively utilised. In
the case of the latter, or former, the same standard of
conversion and Building Regulations requirements apply no
matter how the building might be utilised.
c) For the largest rural authority in the UK not to
recognise and act upon this opportunity sees the area and
our local economy disadvantaged
The introduction of Local Needs Occupancy conditions
have successfully presented a more innovative solution for
ensuring that local people have a more flexible, affordable
and accessible housing opportunity and provision in rural
areas.
The policy has been adopted and implemented by some
nearby rural authorities - including the North York Moors
National Park (despite a high level of policy protection in
the wider context) and Ryedale District Council - to
provide more flexibility for landowners who wish to re-use
redundant agricultural buildings in a broader context in
particular.
Just over one half of the East Riding population lives in
rural communities and the provision of housing is essential
to allow these communities to remain vital, vibrant and
thrive. Without more innovative provision the East Riding
of Yorkshire may inadvertently close down the local rural
economy and people who wish to live and work here will
move elsewhere to enable their needs to be
accommodated.
The East Riding of Yorkshire has no city, airport or major

terminal rail station. The area is not densely populated and
based on 2006 figures there are just 1.4 people per
hectare. Thus the very nature of our local authority is truly
`rural.' This is supported by evidence such as car
ownership levels - Only 20% of households do not own a
car.
Proposed Policy SS3 is of particular concern. The definition
and grouping of all of the smaller settlements as part of the
"Countryside" will effectively sterilise the majority of the
smaller villages from even a modest level of future general
housing growth.
This will undermine the wider objective set out in policy
SS3 which seeks to maintain the vibrancy of the
Countryside and rural settlements. The vitality of these
rural settlements is much dependent on planning provision
being made for modest growth where this would not
detract from the character and appearance of the
settlement or the wider countryside. Permitting the
conversion of redundant buildings for local needs housing
will be another means to reasonably support modest
growth and invariably assist local businesses. All round
benefits could thus accrue.
The approach presently being promoted by the Council
will effectively prevent any proper consideration of the
potential for the smaller settlements to accommodate
modest housing growth. It simply rules them out of
contention from the start, irrespective of their individual
merits.
Specifically allocating some suitable sites for development in
the smaller settlements would reduce the need to allocate
so much land in some of the larger settlements - where it
is not necessarily the best option - as would more flexible
use of existing resources as identified above.
This approach has the potential to reduce the overall
impact of development on the character and appearance of
the whole area - sensitively developing suitable sites in
smaller settlements and edge of settlements - and may well
have less impact than allocating some less appropriate sites
in the larger villages.
Policy should be flexible enough to allow the allocations

process to properly evaluate all potential options, including
sites in or on the edge of the numerous smaller
settlements which are currently excluded and also consider
existing buildings in other rural locations.
This approach would have the potential to facilitate a
reduction in the need to allocate more sensitive sites,
perhaps located on the edge of towns and in the designated
Service Centres and Supporting Villages, whilst at the same
time providing for an appropriately modest degree of
development to maintain the viability and vitality of local
communities without damage to the character or
appearance of the countryside.
The opportunity to use traditional farm buildings for
tourism and leisure/ business user and/or local needs
housing - for example those presently within settlements
such as Fangfoss - will allow smaller settlements to sustain
their vibrancy as a local community and boost rural
business performance.
Housing type and location - There is an urgent need for
mixed housing in rural areas in order to sustain the East
Riding's Spatial Strategy (SS) Objectives for a Healthy and
Balanced Housing Market (HBHM) including;
7. "Provide a mixture of housing types and tenure, taking
into account everyone's housing needs" (Core Strategy,
page 21)
In order to achieve a Strong and Healthy Community
(SHC), supporting of the vitality of settlements is also a
Spatial Strategy:
20. Support the vitality of settlements by seeking to protect
and enhance necessary and viable community facilities and
services, including education, healthcare, recreation,
cultural and sports facilities.
The `make-up' of the ERYC population is expected to be
increasingly slanted towards the older age groups and the
support of community facilities as detailed above will need
to be enhanced by younger populations as well as the older
generations.
The LDF needs to respond to the predicted changes and
ensure that the increase in population is catered for with
more flexible provision (in appropriate locations, including

some settlements now destined to drop off the planet in
planning terms) for residential development for young
families and those with business interests in more rural
areas as well as the larger towns.
Affordable only housing schemes (in isolation) are less
financially viable for landowners. Preventing any market
housing development in rural settlements that fall under
the proposed policy SS3 will sterilise these settlements.
Neighbouring authorities who have been imposing 40% to
50% mandatory affordable / social housing requirements on
all new developments above 5 dwellings have achieved little
- and have certainly not even nibbled at their overall target.
Such criteria have simply proved unrealistic for landowners
and developers and are a policy failure - some might say
fantasy.
As previously stated, the evidence available on the East
Riding of Yorkshire's Public Access website (planning
applications) indicates that over the last two years all
applications for affordable only housing schemes, except
one, have been submitted by East Riding of Yorkshire
Council.
This suggests that private landowners will be reluctant to
bring forward any development in the settlements that fall
under Proposed Policy SS3.
The Countryside Alliance has recently published 'The
Critical Shortfall in Rural Affordable Housing in Britain'
paper which comments:
"If the rural need for affordable housing is not addressed,
and urgently, many of these communities will shrivel and
die."
"Homes and jobs need to go together. Without homes and
jobs there is no community to support local shops, schools
and services".
The East Riding of Yorkshire cannot expect the rural
services in smaller settlements to survive without the
provision for some growth of market, local needs and
affordable housing.
Recent reports including the Matthew Taylor Review and
those published by the Countryside Alliance indicate that
sterilising settlements from growth could damage the local

authority significantly:
'Either the countryside becomes a museum in which only a
select few live' or it is 'regenerated into a living, working
arena that contributes to national wealth and offers
opportunities to a much broader section of society'
(Countryside Alliance, 2011).
"Otherwise we will see more and more villages turn into
commuter dormitories, at the cost of fewer local jobs,
declining local services, and the loss of genuine community
life" (Taylor, 2008: page 3).
The Taylor Review states that 'the future of many smaller
rural settlements may be becoming even less sustainable as
the direct if unintended consequence of planning practice
that rules out development in many rural villages' (page 46).
'The countryside we all enjoy needs people living and
working in it to sustain it. Rural areas need to generate
adequate wealth to support local services and more
sustainable communities'.
The development of limited and appropriate market
housing must not be prohibited in rural settlements or
confined to affordable or local needs housing only. Taylor
has pointed this out in The Living Working Countryside "These villages "protected" from development, face
becoming increasingly exclusive communities of the retired
and of wealthy commuters travelling even longer distances
to work, losing their services like schools and shops, and
with local jobs either lost, or serviced by people
commuting in from larger towns" (Taylor, 2008; page 6).
Redundant Building Conversions - General Residential
and/or Local Needs Occupancy Policy Considerations
Nearby local planning authorities such as the North York
Moors National Park and Ryedale District Council have
accepted that the re-use of redundant buildings can be an
efficient way of serving the housing needs of local people
who meet specified criteria.
These policies have been a successful way of providing
residential accommodation for people employed locally and
therefore reducing their need to use the private car (East
Riding of Yorkshire Core Strategy Spatial Strategy 3). The
local occupancy requirement seems fair yet flexible enough

for potential occupiers to meet. The following criteria
adopted in the North York Moors National Park is an
appropriate starting point:
'The occupancy of local needs housing will be restricted to:
A: People who are currently living in and have permanently
resided in the National Park fir 5 years or more and are
living in accommodation that no longer meets their
requirements or
B: People who do not currently live in the National Park
but have a strong and long standing link to the local
community includin a previous period of residence of 5
years or more or
C People who have an essential need to move to live close
to relatives who are currently living in and have resided in
the National Park for at least the previous 5 years or more
and require support for reasons of age or infirmity or'
'The occupancy of local needs housing will be restricted to:
A: People who are currently living in and have permanently
resided in the National Park fir 5 years or more and are
living in accommodation that no longer meets their
requirements or
B: People who do not currently live in the National Park
but have a strong and long standing link to the local
community includin a previous period of residence of 5
years or more or
C People who have an essential need to move to live close
to relatives who are currently living in and have resided in
the National Park for at least the previous 5 years or more
and require support for reasons of age or infirmity or'
'D: People who require support for reasons of age or
infirmity and need to move to live close to relatives who
are currently living and have resided in the National Park
for at least the previous 5 years or more or
E: People who need to live in the National Park as a result
of current sole employment within that parish or adjacent
parishes within the National Park.
All applicants will need to demonstrate the the satisfaction
of the National Park Authority that the needs of the
identified proposed occupants are genuwine, that the
proposal represents the most practical and sustainable

solution to meet the need identified and why the existing
housing stock cannot meet their needs.' (*quoted from
extract included in the submission)
Farm buildings within or on the edge of villages and smaller
settlements such as Fangfoss must be considered for
conversion for residential purposes if appropriate. The
imposition of local needs occupancy conditions (if
reasonable and viable) will therefore allow those employed
locally to live and work in rural areas.
There is serious concern as to how the current process
can regard smaller settlements (like Fangfoss, for example)
as nothing more than `Countryside'.
This approach would mean that many reasonably sized
settlements, some with easy access to a full range of
services such as Fangfoss, would have no prospect of
achieving even a modest level of general housing
development to help maintain the vibrancy and vitality of
these settlements in the future.
A key aim is to attract a skilled, professional and resident
population - therefore quality housing schemes are
required in places people want to live and so encourage
people to both live and work in the locality.
Local planning policy should encourage a mixture of
development in rural areas in order to allow economic
growth, sustain the vitality of the town and feeder areas
and allow the existing community to thrive by supporting
and better nourishing its existing range of local services
including schools and health services.
In addition, more recently published National Planning
Policy - PPS4 - recognises that the re-use of redundant
buildings even in the countryside `will usually be preferable,
but residential conversions may be more appropriate in
some locations and for some types of building' (EC12.1;
page 18).
Proposed Local Needs Occupancy Condition
The proposed Local Needs Occupancy Condition has not
been included in the Draft Core Strategy Document.
However, as Interim Guidance the Council reported a
Market Village Hierarchy in April 2009 to Cabinet which
proposed a condition:

'Local Housing Need conditions
1. "The house shall be first occupied by the applicant,
Mr/Mrs %X=X, and to any resident dependants".
The reason for this condition is that the Council has
understanding with the personal circumstances put forward
in this case and accepts that a particular local need has
been demonstrated.
2. "The occupation of the dwelling thereafter shall be
limited to a person who has last lived in the parish of X or
the adjacent Parishes of QQQQQ, KKKKK, YYYVY and
ZZZZZ for at least ten years or a widow or widower of
such a person and to any resident dependants". 'This
condition is imposed in order to secure the continued
occupation of the dwelling to meet a local need as
intended.'
The condition (2) that requires the Local Occupant to have
lived in the Parish (or adjacent Parish) for ten years is
excessive and the National Park's 5 years is more suited. It
is suggested that a more pragmatic requirement is adopted
to allow those who are genuinely connected with the East
Riding to live and work in the authority. The ten year
timescale will potentially restrict the market to narrowly
and landowners might interpret this restriction as
financially unviable and limiting.
This should therefore, encourage inward investment into
the area and reduce numbers commuting to neighbouring
authorities for either work or living accommodation.
The added flexibility of Local Needs Occupancy provides
the landowner with options to support the local economy
in different ways. Families living and employed locally will
undoubtedly support local services such as nearby primary
schools, village halls, public houses to name but a few.
The allocation of these buildings for local needs housing
and/or tourism and leisure use is considered an important
element in achieving these objectives whilst making an
important contribution to the supply of housing land
required over the plan period.
Pear Tree Farm, Fangfoss
Pear Tree Farm has successfully transformed and
diversified the agricultural dairy operation into a thriving

tourism business. The sensitive conversion and new life
introduced to otherwise redundant agricultural buildings is
an example of how rural landowners are seriously
reinvesting capital into rural communities if given the
opportunity.
The option of further flexibility with use of the buildings
(and a more consistent income)- such as local needs
occupancy - would provide quality short term letting
accommodation for those working in the local authority who might otherwise commute to York or Hull.
The landowner would be able to let the accommodation
on Assured Shorthold Tenancy agreements to maintain
flexibility. In addition, the option to let the buildings on
ASTs also will allow the landowner to plan a more
consistent income for a number of units, if desired.
It should be acknowledged that the conversion of
redundant buildings for a beneficial re-use requires
significant capital investment and the added flexibility of
allowing local people, genuinely employed in the area to
live there is a valuable option for the landowners.
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Managing the location of new development
Consultee
Dr Bernard Bell,

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2125 I was present at your meeting on the 25th August to
discuss potential development sites in Hutton
Cranswick, and unfortunately other commitments have
prevented me from commenting until now. I write to
state that I was appalled at the amount of agricultural
land that was being considered for development in the
Hutton Cranswick area,
If we accept the government's figures, the current UK
population will increase by about 8.7 million from its
current 61.8million during the next 20 years, creating a
substantial need for new housing.
However, no one seems to realise that this larger
population will also require feeding. No doubt there are
some who will (simplistically) say that we can import the
food, energy, manufactured goods etc that our larger
population will require, My concern is simple, what will
we export to pay for these imports. Most of our
manufacturing industry is long gone, and we seem to be
in debt as a national to the tune of about
£900,000,000,000 with annual interest payments of over
£40,000,000.000. We face a future when exports will
not pay for imports and the value of the £ sterling will
fall adding greatly to the cost of our imports.
At the moment we are able to grow enough cereals to
allow some to be exported, albeit certain speciality
cereals are still imported. However, if we listed to the
'Climate Change Lobby' rising seal levels will reduce the
amount of arable land in the next few decades, and the
Environment Agency has indicated that it is unwilling to
protect agricultural land in the Humberside area. We

Officer Comments
Noted.

must therefore expect to have less land for food
production from 'Natural Causes'
In summary I strongly object to any development on land
that is used for food production.

Paragraph 5.2
Consultee
Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mrs Margaret
Jibson,

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1190 The options presented are too broad brush. An option
should be included which aims to:
- Respond to market forces in allocating land for new
development;
- Concentrates major development in the Haltemprice
Settlements and Principal Towns (and LSCs), except for
those which are in need of regeneration where there is a
need for a lesser amount of housing development until
these settlements are rebalanced;
- Meet local and a proportion of general housing needs
in the East Riding in RSCs and supporting villages
including settlements in close proximity to Principal
Towns (and LSCs);

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1759 Paragraph 5.6 of the Core Strategy Preferred Approach
refers to the adopted RSS gross build rate of 1,190
dwellings per year to 2026. Whilst we are aware of the
current uncertainties surrounding the status of RSS, our
Client considers that, as per our comments at
paragraphs 3.3 and 3.4 above, the RSS continues to be
part of the statutory development plan. As a
consequence, the housing figures set out in the RSS
should also remain until further guidance is produced on
the localism agenda.
Our Client is also pleased to note that paragraph 5.6

Officer Comments

Noted.

What are our development needs?
Consultee
Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Nature Of
Response:
Support

The scale of housing development has
been considered, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011). It
identifies, in Revised Policy SS4, an
annual housing provision of 1,500
dwellings.

recognises that the RSS housing requirement is not an
absolute ceiling.
We understand from the recent East Riding Agents
Workshop (3rd June 2010) that the Council intends to
continue with its Core Strategy based on the RSS
housing requirement. Our Client supports this approach
and the overall requirement for 20,230 (gross) dwellings
to be provided in the seventeen year period between
2009/10 and 2025/26.

Paragraph 5.6
Consultee
Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land, Galliford Try
(Strategic) Land

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1608 Support
Paragraph 5.6 includes reference to the adopted RSS
gross build rate of 1,190 dwellings per year required for
the East Riding to 2026. Over the Core Strategy Plan
period 2009/10 ‘ 2025/26 (17 years) this equates to
20,230. The recent letter to all Chief Planners from the
Rt Hon Mr Eric Pickles MP dated 27th May 2010
confirmed that the new administration intended to
‘rapidly abolish Regional Spatial Strategies’. This as we
note was followed by a letter from Steve Quartermain
(Chief Planner) on the 6th July 2010, officially announcing
the revocation of Regional Strategies with
immediate effect.
The letter goes on to state their commitment to return
decision making powers on housing and planning to local
Councils and that decisions on housing supply will rest
with Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) without the
framework of regional numbers and plans.
Following Mr Pickles’ letter an advice note was produced
by the Planning Inspectorate for use by its Inspectors.
The note also states at paragraph 5 that whilst the
Conservative Party publication ‘Open Source Planning’
highlights the
abolition of national and regional housing targets, it also

Officer Comments
The scale of housing development has
been considered, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011). It
identifies, in Revised Policy SS4, an
annual housing provision of 1,500
dwellings.

highlights the general acceptance that a five year land
supply provides a good base line from which to work.
PPS3 has been amended as at June 2010, but remains in
force.
We also understand from the ERYC at the recent
Agents Workshop held on the 3rd June 2010 that the
Council is continuing to take forward its Core Strategy
based on those housing numbers set out in the RSS.
Therefore overall Galliford supports the requirement for
20,230 dwellings (gross) over the Plan period and
supports that this figure should be retained. We note
that it has been derived through a robust and credible
evidence base, produced in accordance with PPS12.
Whilst we note the change in administration, there has
been no change in housing need and therefore given the
significant information gathering that has been
undertaken by the ERYC, it has identified a housing
need.
Objection
Galliford also believes that it would be of benefit for the
inclusion of the ‘net annual requirement’ for the East
Riding to 2026. This figure is set out in Table 12.1
(Annual average net additions to the dwelling stock 2004
‘ 2026) of the adopted RSS and therefore would be
useful to include for consistency to ascertain the net
housing requirements overall.

Table 2
Consultee
Jennifer Peacock,
Spawforths on behalf of
Messrs Hick, Goulden and
Sweeting ,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/509
Table 2: Scale of residential development to 2026 of the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy identifies a
requirement of 20,230 new homes from 2009/10 to
2025/26 which after deducting plots with planning
permissions results in a residual requirement for over
15,000 dwellings within the East Riding. This could
increase should those plots with planning permission not

Officer Comments
Noted. The equivalent table in the
Further Consultation Core Strategy
makes an allowance for the nonimplementation of planning permissions.

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land, Galliford Try
(Strategic) Land

Object

CSPA/1609

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Observations

CSPA/1760

come forward in the current economic climate.
In terms of Table 2, we note the reference to ‘total plots
with planning permission (April 2009)’, which specially
refers to the most recent SHLAA (December 2009).
Table 3 also includes information of ‘existing
commitments’ in the final column. The Council will be
aware that this figure may change as a result of
unimplemented planning permissions. In undertaking an
assessment of five year land supply Barton Willmore
received information from ERYC (via email) on the 19th
May 2010, which included details of sites which the
Council confirmed had lapsed or could potentially have
lapsed.
An overview of this information is provided in Table 5.1
below [SEE PAPER COPY OF LETTER FOR TABLE]
Proposed Changes
We therefore recommend the following changes to
make this part of the plan sound:
- Table 2 - to include annual net additional dwelling
requirements;
- Amend Table 2 - Part B, taking into account the
information contained in table 5.1 above, which sets out
that 404 permissions had lapsed by the 1st April 2009;
and
- Table 3 - to include annual net additional dwelling
requirements;
- Amend Table 3, existing commitments column taking
into account the information contained in table 5.1
above, which sets out that 404 permissions had lapsed by
the 1st April 2009.
Our Client notes that it would be useful for Table 2 to
include information on the net housing requirement for
the plan period (1,150 dwellings per annum = 19,550
dwellings over 17 years) in order to aid consistency with
the RSS and other parts of the Core Strategy Preferred
Approach document itself.
Our Client is concerned about the final section of Table

Noted. The equivalent table in the
Further Consultation Core Strategy
makes an allowance for the nonimplementation of planning permissions.
It also considers the latest data for
outstanding commitments.

Noted. The amount of land required was
provided for illustration purposes only.

2 which sets out the amount of land required to achieve
the RSS housing requirement at 30 dwellings per hectare
(dph) and 50dph. It is noted that development, including
its density, should reflect the local character of the area
in which it is located. Given the contrast between
expansive areas of open countryside as well as the urban
areas of the Major Haltemprice Settlements and Principal
Towns, in addition to the recent amendment to PPS3 to
remove the lower density target of 30dph, it is
considered unrealistic to plan the amount of land
required based on 50dph.
It is also noted that viability also plays a part in the
eventual density achieved on site. On this basis, our
Client considers that a more realistic estimate could be
based on 40dph (approximately 387ha). Our Client
therefore recommends that the approximate amount of
land required is amended to be based on a density of
4odph, stating that 387ha of land is likely to be required.

Paragraph 5.8
Consultee
Jennifer Peacock,
Spawforths on behalf of
Messrs Hick, Goulden and
Sweeting ,

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/511
The Preferred Approach Core Strategy identifies that in
order to address this shortfall in housing numbers the
Authority will need to look towards windfall sites and
LDF allocations. Within Local Service Centres the
projected levels of new house building is 21% of the total
over the plan period which is 250 gross dwellings per
annum. This is therefore a decrease in the total number
of dwellings being built in these settlements. Planning
Policy Statement 3 identifies that windfalls should not be
included within the first 10 years of land supply* and as
such the figures contained within the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy need to be readdressed and
agreed housing targets should be met through allocations
and not windfalls.
*Paragraph 59 of PPS 3 states 'Allowances for windfalls

Officer Comments
Noted. The document merely notes that
windfalls will contribute towards
meeting the housing requirements.

should not be included in the first 10 years of land supply
unless Local Planning Authorities can provide robust
evidence of genuine local circumstances that prevent
specific sites being identified. In these circumstances, an
allowance should be included but should be realistic
having regard to the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected
future trends'.
The East Ridings Annual monitoring Report indicates
that the total housing requirement for the East Riding
(based on RSS) is 26,450 dwellings. Housing completions
were at 6,199 in 2009 leaving 20,251 dwellings to be
completed over the remainder of the plan period.

Table 3
Consultee
Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1761 Our Client is broadly supportive of the proposed
distribution of housing development in East Riding based
on the gross totals provided and percentage of the total
over the plan period. However, it is noted that Table 11
(Proposed Output Indicators) against Policy SS4 (see
paragraphs 6.9 below) that Core Indicator NI 154 seeks
to monitor housing based on net additional homes
rather than gross targets. This difference alters the
proportion of development directed to the
various areas. For example, the amount of development
directed to the Principal Towns is
increased by 3% if using net figures rather than gross.
Consequently, it would appear that there is some
confusion between the use of net additional and gross
housing requirements. In order to clarify matters, our
Client recommends that it would be useful to include
both sets of figures (net additional and gross) within
Table 3 and also under the relevant section of Table 11.
Here we note that a new Core Indicator may be
required within Table 11 to cover gross homes provided

Officer Comments
Noted.

in previous years and the reporting year.

Question 8
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/57
The management of the distribution of residential
development and indeed the level of residential
development set out is OBJECTED to.
SS4 - Housing Required
Policy SS4 specifically refers to the Council meeting the
annual housing requirements as set out in the RSS. The
housing targets set out in the RSS have now been
revoked. The housing figures set out for the East Riding
must therefore be reviewed and agreed locally in
accordance with the latest approach from central
government.
In the absence of the RSS housing targets (1,150
dwellings per annum) then reliance must be placed on an
alternative evidence base. An established starting point
for this would be the latest CLG trend based household
projections for 2006-2031.
These figures provide for an indicative annual average
increase in the East Riding of 2,500 households thereby
adding 1,350 residential units to the demand in the area
per annum. While the Authority has not delivered this
level of housing in the past, the anticipated increase in
evidence base needs to be considered for the plan to be
robust.
In order to provide for the CLG Projections a total of
42,500 new households will need to be provided for.
That figure does not include any vacancy rate which
would be required as part of the natural churn of
property and in practice would therefore be higher. In
spite of this there is a substantial increase from the
20,230 identified in the PACS. Table 2 of the PACS
suggests that there are outstanding commitments of
4,738 (sites with planning permission) which leave a

Officer Comments
The scale of housing development has
been considered, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011). It
identifies, in Revised Policy SS4, an
annual housing provision of 1,500
dwellings.
The figures for housing in different
locations have also been revised taking
into account the level of dwellings with
existing permission.

residual of 37,762 to be accommodated over the plan
period or 2,221 units per annum when aggregated.
With this substantial change in the housing requirements
anticipated it is abundantly clear that a review of Table 3
will be necessary. Retaining the percentage split in figures
would have the following impact on that delivery:
(PLEASE SEE FULL REPRESENATION FOR COMPLETE
TABLE)
% Total over the Plan Period; Gross Dwellings per
annum; Existing commitments (no. of dwellings)
Major Haltemprice Settlements 15; 333; 507
Principal Towns 45; 1000; 1,517
Local Service Centres 21; 466; 1,349
Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and the
Countryside 19; 422; 1,365
TOTAL 100; 2,221; 4,738
The level of housing needs to be considered in light of
the abandonment of the RSS. The direction of travel to
higher level housing requirements is evident. Subject to
the eventual outcome of more detailed housing
considerations it is clear that a wider form of settlement
framework is required to deliver these levels of
development.
SS4 - Part A
On the basis of the percentage splits indicated it is
difficult to justify the breakdown when considered
against the objectives of the Core Strategy. Examples of
this include those locations where sites already with
planning permission out number the total no. of
dwellings to be provided over the plan period. This is
not only in the Countryside and Rural Settlements but
also the Local Service Centre of Brough. This cannot be
considered a robust plan led system.
The amount of development proposed in Pocklington,
Howden and Market Weighton are very high in
comparison to those other Local Service Centres. This is
particularly so when considered against the sites with

planning permission; a similar observation can be made
of Goole in the Principal Towns. It will be the market
which delivers the housing in these locations and to so
disproportionately skew the level of provision within the
same settlement tier when Brough has historically had a
better delivery rate appears counter intuitive to securing
more housing and investment in the East Riding.
The proportion of development attributed to the
Haltemprice Settlements is difficult to assess at this time
pending the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and
the Infrastructure Survey. Given the effect of flood risk
on delivery, particularly in the early stages of the plan
period, the delivery of high levels of development in
these locations are highly unlikely.
By incorporating the Principal Towns & Satellite
Settlements approach advocated in these
representations, the level of development for that
category can be increased in both real terms and
percentage terms from 45%. Clearly this can be
increased in real terms by allowing for development and
allocations within the 2 mile hinterland and the
settlements therein which have been discounted from
the PACS at present. This has the potential to relieve
pressure for more sensitive sites and less sustainable
locations to be forced into delivering inappropriate levels
of development.
At the Agents Forum Workshop concerns were raised
generally as to the proportional split between the areas
for development. The level of 40% of development taking
place in effectively rural locations does appear excessive,
as does the 19% in the RSC SV’s and open countryside.
The suggested approach would serve to provide address
this.
Option D appears to be a starting point but this must
reflect the amendments suggested elsewhere in these
representations, i.e. the expanded Spatial Planning Areas
of Principal Towns to include a 2 mile hinterland and

supporting Satellite Settlements. With this approach
adopted, strengthening the role of Principal Towns &
Satellite Settlements would be an appropriate response.
The concerns with regard to flood risk and the limiting
effects this could have on housing delivery and other
sensitive uses in Hull and the Major Haltemprice
Settlements would be mitigated by diverting more
development, particularly in the shorter term, to
Principal Towns & Satellite Settlements.
Although the PACS is concerned that this approach
would have a detrimental impact on the character and
function of the Principal Towns the proposed Principal
Towns & Satellite Settlements would offer alternative
locations in which to cite development. This would avoid
the potentially harmful impact of major scale,
indiscriminate extension of the Principal Towns
themselves as it would dilute the level of development
they would have to accommodate but retain a focus on
those more sustainable locations.
Support for Option D has a fundamental caveat that the
wider spatial planning area approach is adopted and
includes Principal Town & Satellite Settlements.
As an aside, there is a practical concern that the
percentage splits, even at an indicative level, may be
misinterpreted and applied rigidly when planning
applications are being determined. There is reliance on
the private sector to deliver housing as part of economic
growth and should there be a lack of flexibility in the
proportions of development deemed suitable this would
be counter-productive.
SS4 Part B)
The approach to phasing lacks definition, however the
annual review and release of housing land is an
appropriate means to ensure delivery and take necessary
steps should this fail. This requires an appropriate annual
housing target be set out from the commencement of
the plan. Release of land for housing can only be altered

Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Object

CSPA/59

so much and the ramping up of development will only be
feasible if appropriate measures are in place to aid this
delivery within the plan.
SS4 Part C)
The support for renewal and improvement of the
existing stock is supported though this will need to be
considered in light of the change in definition of private
residential gardens as greenfield land. This will impact on
the delivery of previously developed land targets and this
should be recognised in the refurbishment and
redevelopment associated with housing market renewal.
The management of the distribution of residential
development and indeed the level of residential
development set out is OBJECTED to.
SS4 ‘Housing Required
Policy SS4 specifically refers to the Council meeting the
annual housing requirements as set out in the RSS. The
housing targets set out in the RSS have now been
revoked. The housing figures set out for the East Riding
must therefore be reviewed and agreed locally in
accordance with the latest approach from central
government.
In the absence of the RSS housing targets (1,150
dwellings per annum) then reliance must be placed on an
alternative evidence base. An established starting point
for this would be the latest CLG trend based household
projections for 2006-2031.
These figures provide for an indicative annual average
increase in the East Riding of 2,500 households thereby
adding 1,350 residential units to the demand in the area
per annum. While the Authority has not delivered this
level of housing in the past, the anticipated increase in
evidence base needs to be considered for the plan to be
robust.
In order to provide for the CLG Projections a total of
42,500 new households will need to be provided for.
That figure does not include any vacancy rate which

The scale of housing development has
been considered, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011). It
identifies, in Revised Policy SS4, an
annual housing provision of 1,500
dwellings.
The figures for housing in different
locations have also been revised taking
into account the level of dwellings with
existing permission.

would be required as part of the natural churn of
property and in practice would therefore be higher. In
spite of this there is a substantial increase from the
20,230 identified in the PACS. Table 2 of the PACS
suggests that there are outstanding commitments of
4,738 (sites with planning permission) which leave a
residual of 37,762 to be accommodated over the plan
period or 2,221 units per annum when aggregated.
With this substantial change in the housing requirements
anticipated it is abundantly clear that a review of Table 3
will be necessary. Retaining the percentage split in figures
would have the following impact on that delivery:
(PLEASE REFER TO FULL REPRESENTATION
DOCUMENT)
% Total over the Plan Period Gross Dwellings per
annum Existing commitments (no. of dwellings)
Major Haltemprice Settlements 15 333 507
Principal Towns 45 1000 1,517
Local Service Centres 21 466 1,349
Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and the
Countryside 19 422 1,365
TOTAL 100 2,221 4,738
The level of housing needs be considered in light of the
abandonment of the RSS. The direction of travel to
higher level housing requirements is evident. Subject to
the eventual outcome of more detailed housing
considerations it is clear that a wider form of settlement
framework is required to deliver these levels of
development.
SS4 ‘ Part A
On the basis of the percentage splits indicated it is
difficult to justify the breakdown when considered
against the objectives of the Core Strategy. Examples of
this include those locations where sites already with
planning permission out number the total no. of
dwellings to be provided over the plan period. This is
not only in the Countryside and Rural Settlements but

also the Local Service Centre of Brough. This cannot be
considered a robust plan led system.
The amount of development proposed in Pocklington,
Howden and Market Weighton are very high in
comparison to those other Local Service Centres. This is
particularly so when considered against the sites with
planning permission; a similar observation can be made
of Goole in the Principal Towns. It will be the market
which delivers the housing in these locations and to so
disproportionately skew the level of provision within the
same settlement tier when Brough has historically had a
better delivery rate appears counter intuitive to securing
more housing and investment in the East Riding.
The proportion of development attributed to the
Haltemprice Settlements is difficult to assess at this time
pending the Lever 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and
the Infrastructure Survey. Given the effect of flood risk
on delivery, particularly in the early stages of the plan
period, the delivery of high levels of development in
these locations are highly unlikely.
By incorporating the Principal Towns & Satellite
Settlements approach advocated in these
representations, the level of development for that
category can be increased in both real terms and
percentage terms from 45%. Clearly this can be
increased in real terms by allowing for development and
allocations within the 2 mile hinterland and the
settlements therein which have been discounted from
the PACS at present. This has the potential to relieve
pressure for more sensitive sites and less sustainable
locations to be forced into delivering inappropriate levels
of development.
At the Agents Forum Workshop concerns were raised
generally as to the proportional split between the areas
for development. The level of 40% of development taking
place in effectively rural locations does appear excessive,
as does the 19% in the RSC SV’s and open countryside.

The suggested approach would serve to provide address
this.
Option D appears to be a starting point but this must
reflect the amendments suggested elsewhere in these
representations, i.e. the expanded Spatial Planning Areas
of Principal Towns to include a 2 mile hinterland and
supporting Satellite Settlements. With this approach
adopted, strengthening the role of Principal Towns &
Satellite Settlements would be an appropriate response.
The concerns with regard to flood risk and the limiting
effects this could have on housing delivery and other
sensitive uses in Hull and the Major Haltemprice
Settlements would be mitigated by diverting more
development, particularly in the shorter term, to
Principal Towns & Satellite Settlements.
Although the PACS is concerned that this approach
would have a detrimental impact on the character and
function of the Principal Towns the proposed Principal
Towns & Satellite Settlements would offer alternative
locations in which to cite development. This would avoid
the potentially harmful impact of major scale,
indiscriminate extension of the Principal Towns
themselves as it would dilute the level of development
they would have to accommodate but retain a focus on
those more sustainable locations.
Support for Option D has a fundamental caveat that the
wider spatial planning area approach is adopted and
includes Principal Town & Satellite Settlements.
As an aside, there is a practical concern that the
percentage splits, even at an indicative level, may be
misinterpreted and applied rigidly when planning
applications are being determined. There is reliance on
the private sector to deliver housing as part of economic
growth and should there be a lack of flexibility in the
proportions of development deemed suitable this would
be counter-productive.
SS4 Part B)

Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council
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conditions

CSPA/89

The approach to phasing lacks definition, however the
annual review and release of housing land is an
appropriate means to ensure delivery and take necessary
steps should this fail. This requires an appropriate annual
housing target be set out from the commencement of
the plan. Release of land for housing can only be altered
so much and the ramping up of development will only be
feasible if appropriate measures are in place to aid this
delivery within the plan.
SS4 Part C)
The support for renewal and improvement of the
existing stock is supported though this will need to be
considered in light of the change in definition of private
residential gardens as greenfield land. This will impact on
the delivery of previously developed land targets and this
should be recognised in the refurbishment and
redevelopment associated with housing market renewal.
The aspiration of allowing only 15% of new housing in
Haltemprice ignores the fact that, regionally, a major
driving force of economic development will be
regeneration of the City of Hull. The emphasis of
development in Principal Towns (45%) and Local Service
Centres (21%), especially those within a commuting
radius (say 25-30 miles) of Hull, will lead inevitably to
higher traffic flows and pressures on roads. In this same
context, there needs to be recognition that employment
prospects in manufacturing and distribution are always
going to be limited by the fact that for much of the East
Riding, lines of communication include journeys of up to
50-60 miles in order to enter the national road and rail
networks. The price of fuel and other costs of road
transport mean that entrepreneurs are unlikely to invest
to the East of the Wolds (except in Hull, given the M62
and rail links). So, some preferential differential
development West of the Wolds (Goole and Howden,
flood-risk permitting) should be stipulated rather than
bracketing all Principal Towns.

Noted. The approach taken to housing
distribution seeks to balance competing
issues.
Development in and around the Major
Haltemprice Settlements must be
considered in light of: supporting the
role of the city of Hull (in terms of
regeneration and investment priorities
within the city); the environmental and
infrastructure capacity of the area; and
the objective of avoiding settlement
coalescence.

Mr Alastair McIntyre,
Government Office for
Yorkshire and the Humber

Observations

CSPA/149

Mr Daniel Hatcher, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Church Commissioners,
Church Commissioners

Support

CSPA/142

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/205

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Object

CSPA/366

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Support

CSPA/313

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Jonathan Fry,

Object

CSPA/337

You may have to be clearer about what housing need is
and how you are going to meet it and manage it,
including affordable housing. There is no housing
trajectory in the Core Strategy at present. We feel this
would help in terms of illustrating the requirement and
monitoring both past and anticipated completions.
Whilst we acknowledge that the Core Strategy was
prepared and published before the revocation of
Regional Spatial Strategies in June 2010, we highlight the
need for the Council to identify housing to meet local
needs and to help maintain and improve local services
and facilities, supported by PPS3. We therefore support
the Council's housing requirement, as set in the Core
Strategy (Table 2).
Our client objects to the way the Core Strategy
proposes to manage the distribution of residential
development in proposed policy SS4. The policy as
drafted presents a too dispersed settlement pattern and
is not based on sustainable need.
Percentage apportioned to the Haltemprice Settlements
is much too large. There are rural villages in East
Yorkshire that would like to benefit from more housing.
Also as Beverley is being promoted as the County town
it should take more development.
Proposed policy SS4 suggest an average distribution of
45% of the new homes over the plan period to Principal
Towns. The Lords consider that new housing
development at Bridlington would strengthen the role of
Bridlington Town Centre and, therefore, support this
approach.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the

Noted. The Further Consultation Core
Strategy includes a broad trajectory,
with more detailed live information
provided in the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment.
Noted and support welcomed.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted and support welcomed.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.

proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of .a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
Paragraph 5 1.3_states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and can be delivered through the Allocations
DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced to ensure
that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular allocation
or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.
Paragraph 5.15 makes reference to the high level of
outstanding permissions in the rural settlements and that
development will, as a result, decrease over time. This
assumes that the outstanding permissions will deliver in
the short term which may not be the case in all
circumstances. As the SHLAA is updated, some
permissions may lapse or sites be found undeliverable,
particularly in the current market. It is therefore
important to have flexibility in the future supply in this

Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Support with
conditions

CSPA/208

eventuality.
Therefore where Policy SS4 refers to how the rate of
development will either increase or decrease over the
plan period for the each of the levels within the
settlement hierarchy, we consider that this should be
referred to an 'indicative' change to allow for flexibility.
The change is based on levels of existing permissions
which may not all come forward and thus could
potentially necessitate a change in the rate of growth for
some settlements.
A `plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment.
'The amount of land available for housing will be phased
monitored and reviewed on an annual basis. A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available to ensure that the overall delivery of new
housing broadly matches the provision set out in part A.'
18) Paragraph 3 of PPS7 states that away from larger
Noted.
urban areas, planning authorities should focus most new
development in or near to local service centres where
employment, housing (including affordable housing),
services and other facilities can be provided close
together. These centres (which might be a country town,
a single large village or a group of villages) should be
identified in the development plan as the preferred
location for such a development.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton

Object

Object

CSPA/210

CSPA/213

Our client therefore has concern over the fourth tier of
the network settlement being apportioned almost the
same as the third tier (Local Service Centres) in light of
national and regional planning guidance on the
distribution of housing (particularly in rural areas).
19) We also object to proposed policy SS4 including
reference to windfall sites. PPS3 makes it clear in
paragraph 59 that allowances for windfall sites should
not be included in the first 10 years of land supply unless
LPAs can provide robust evidence of genuine local
circumstances that prevent specific sites being identifies.
Reference to windfall sites in this policy should therefore
be deleted, as this policy is contrary to PPS3. therefore
we suggest that part A of policy SS4 is re-worded as set
out below which comprises of our preferred
distribution:
Major Haltemprice Settlements15%= 19%
Principal Towns 45%=48%
Local Service Centres 21%=24%
Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages, the
Countryside and other rural settlements 19%=10%
The suggested change to policy SS4 also ties in within
paragraph 5.15 of the Core Strategy, which says that the
amount of development in rural areas will decrease over
time from above 40% of the East Riding total to below
that proportion. However, no further details are given as
to the distribution of housing in East Riding towards the
end of the plan period.
The part of Policy SS4, which refers to the change in the
rate of development from the start of the plan period to
the end of the plan period, needs further qualification. It
must set a clear framework as to how the council
intends to significantly increase the rate of delivery in the
Major Haltemprice settlements and Principal Towns.
This column as drafted does not explain how the council
intends to address the increase delivery rates required.
Overall, our client believes that the amount of

Noted. The policy refers to windfall in
the sense that such applications will be
considered in light of the strategic
direction of the policy. It does not state
that future windfall sites will be
considered as part of the supply picture.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.

Noted. An Affordable Housing Viability

Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr N. Muirhead,

Support

CSPA/266

development in rural areas should be less than that
proposed. The council currently has not yet completed
an Affordable Housing Viability Assessment. Therefore
there is no robust evidence demonstrating the affordable
housing needs for the fourth tier settlements and
therefore we recommend that the overall contribution
be reduced.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of-the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
My client considers that the inclusion of North

Assessment has been prepared to
inform the Further Consultation Core
Strategy. However, it is the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment which
records the levels of housing need.
The scale of housing development has
been considered, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011). It
identifies, in Revised Policy SS4, an
annual housing provision of 1,500
dwellings.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Zircon Flooring Ltd

Observations

CSPA/381

Frodingham within the settlement hierarchy would be
consistent with this policy.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
Paragraph 5.13 states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and can be delivered through the Allocations
DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced to ensure
that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular allocation
or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Paragraph 5.15 makes reference to the high level of
outstanding permissions in the rural settlements and that
development will, as a result, decrease over time. This
assumes that the outstanding permissions will deliver in
the short term which may not be the case in all
circumstances. As the SHLAA is updated, some
permissions may lapse or sites be found undeliverable,
particularly in the current market. It is therefore
important to have flexibility in the future supply in this
eventuality.
Therefore where Policy SS4 refers to how the rate of
development will either increase or decrease over the
plan period for the each of the levels within the
settlement hierarchy, we consider that this should be
referred to an `indicative' change to allow for flexibility.
The change is based on levels of existing permissions
which may not all come forward and thus could
potentially necessitate a change in the rate of growth for
some settlements.
A 'plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment.
'The amount of land available for housing will be
monitored and reviewed on an annual basis. A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that' sufficient land
is available to ensure that the overall delivery of new
housing broadly matches the provision set out in part A.'

Ingrid Barton,
Jennifer Hadland, Smiths
Gore on behalf of Mrs S
James,

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/283
CSPA/340

Joan Burnett, Conservation
Society of Yorkshire
Derwent

Object
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Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr & Mrs JH Foreman,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/487

Y
It is generally agreed with the way the Council proposes
to manage the distribution of residential development in
proposed Policy SS4. It is considered necessary to
increase the proportion of rural development from 1015% (in the issues and options document) to 19% in
rural settlements given the considered level of housing
need in rural areas This is particularly important in rural
areas in close proximity to sustainable services and
facilities. Again, we draw upon the example of the
proposed development of the Park and Ride scheme
north of Hull. The scheme will create a far more
sustainable settlement. Reasonable examination should
therefore be given to the potential for the settlement to
have an elevated settlement hierarchy and accommodate
an increased level of small-scale marker and affordable
housing.
Builders will tend to build where there is a market, social
engineering such as you suggest, is not likely to succeed.
For example, in East Cottingwith, a non-place as far as
you are concerned, a tiny cottage with no garden to
speak of and on-road parking, has just sold within 2
weeks of being advertised, for £220,000. This is a good
indication of where people want to live.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence

Support welcomed.
Noted.

Noted.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.

base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
Paragraph 5.13 states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and can be delivered through the Allocations
DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced to ensure
that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular allocation
or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.
Paragraph 5.15 makes reference to the high level of
outstanding permissions in the rural settlements and that
development will, as a result, decrease over time. This
assumes that the outstanding permissions will deliver in
the short term which may not be the case in all
circumstances. As the SHLAA is updated, some
permissions may lapse or sites be found undeliverable,
particularly in the current market. It is therefore
important to have flexibility in the future supply in this
eventuality.
Therefore where Policy SS4 refers to how the rate of
development will either increase or decrease over the
plan period for the each of the levels within the
settlement hierarchy, we consider that this should be
referred to an 'indicative' change to allow for flexibility.

The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Mike Downes, Antony
Aspbury Associates on
behalf of Mr Adrian Sail,
Strawsons Development /
Omnivale Ltd

Support with
conditions

CSPA/597

Mr Robert Falkingham,

Observations

CSPA/401

The change is based on levels of existing permissions
which may not all come forward and thus could
potentially necessitate a change in the rate of growth for
some settlements.
A 'plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment.
'The amount of land available for housing will be
monitored and reviewed on an annual basis. A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available to ensure that the overall delivery of new
housing broadly matches the provision set out in part A.'
We support the proposed management of housing
distribution as set out in Policy SS4. It is essential
however that the phasing and release process is not
overly restrictive, particularly in respect of the larger
sites which may require advance infrastructure provision
before housing can be delivered. The District Council
must continue to work closely with the landowners and
developers of these key sites to ensure that sustained
housing delivery can be maintained from the earliest
possible opportunity.
The East Riding is essentially a very rural county and it
would seem that the Council is trying to work to
national guidelines regarding housing densities and
transport links which may be far more appropriate for
say Hull City Council or Greater Manchester. Whilst I

Noted. Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy refers to
phasing over 5-year timeframes rather
than an annual basis.

Noted.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Rhodes,

Object

CSPA/543

would generally agree that future development needs to
be focussed around the major settlements within the
East Riding it is fundamental to the future prosperity of
the East Riding that development is permitted in rural
areas. I appreciate that the document does provide for
some development in rural areas but there is a clear
demand for more housing than proposed in these rural
areas.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Paragraph 5.13 states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and can be delivered through the Allocations
DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced to ensure
that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular allocation
or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.
Paragraph 5.15 makes reference to the high level of
outstanding permissions in the rural settlements and that
development will, as a result, decrease over time. This
assumes that the outstanding permissions will deliver in
the short term which may not be the case in all
circumstances. As the SHLAA is updated, some
permissions may lapse or sites be found undeliverable,
particularly in the current market. It is therefore
important to have flexibility in the future supply in this
eventuality.
Therefore where Policy SS4 refers to how the rate of
development will either increase or decrease over the
plan period for the each of the levels within the
settlement hierarchy, we consider that this should be
referred to an 'indicative' change to allow for flexibility.
The change is based on levels of existing permissions
which may not all come forward and thus could
potentially necessitate a change in the rate of growth for
some settlements.
A 'plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment.

Jennifer Peacock,
Spawforths on behalf of
Messrs Hick, Goulden and
Sweeting ,

Object

CSPA/505

N. Hydes,

Object

CSPA/540

'The amount of land available for housing will be
monitored and reviewed on an annual basis. A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available to ensure that the overall delivery of new
housing broadly matches the provision set out in part A.'
The Vision identified within the Core Strategy, which
seeks to focus the majority of development in the
sustainable centres of Major Haltemprice Settlements,
Principle Towns and Local Service Centres, is
compromised by the distribution of housing which is
outlined within Table 3: Proposed approach to
distributing development by settlement type - 2009/10 2025/26. Table 3 identifies that only 15% of the total
over the plan period will go to Major Haltemprice
Settlements, 45% to Principal Towns, 21% to Local
Service Centres whilst 19% will be in Rural Service
Centres, supporting Villages and the Countryside. The
quantity of development which has been allocated to
these settlement networks appears to be out of
proportion when the Core Strategy is seeking to target
development on sustainable settlements (Major
Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and Local
Service Centres). We are therefore of the view that the
percentage of development going to Rural Service
Centres should be reduced with consequential increases
in the proportion going to the more sustainable
locations. Rural Service Centres should only
accommodate development which is needed at the local
level.
I live in Lincolnshire, and I have been closely watching
LOOK NORTH to see how your forward housing
planning is evolving. I would advise strongly against
envisaging the level of growth you see in the areas
particularly in Beverley and Goole. Bold Planning
Authorities will weigh up the need for housing against
the need to feed the nation. Places like Beverley are

Noted.

Noted. The Strategic Housing Market
Assessment identifies a relatively high
housing requirement for the East Riding.
The Core Strategy must address these
needs in an appropriate manner.

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support with
conditions

CSPA/517

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)

Support

CSPA/578

Mr Peter Wood,

Object

CSPA/581

unique and large scale planning not only decreases the
amount of green spaces and arable land but destroys
what makes Market towns unique. In the past towns
have slowly evolved over time and those that have
grown too quickly end up with poor slum housing. If you
want to see the effect of overgowth, bad planning and
destruction of arable land and too many blots on the
landscape I would be delighted to show you around
Bourne, Deepings and Stamford in Lincolnshire and
Oakham in Rutland. I could show you the rape of the
countryside, the planning that will lead to slums, social
unrest, and a century old blight on the countryside. The
only people who want more housing are the builders
who are in the business to make money not
communities.
Please be my guest in South Lincolnshire for the day and
I will show you the effects of crash building programmes
and then tell me if that is what you want for the East
Riding.
Natural England agrees to the approach taken as it
Noted.
appears to be the most appropriate option to ensure
new housing is allocated near existing services and
infrastructure. However, there will be very little control
over which allocations are developed first and therefore
the Council need to ensure housing supply is monitored
and delivered in accordance with the recommendations
of the policy.
Centrica does not object to Policy SS4 which seeks to
Noted and support welcomed.
manage housing provision in order to meet annual
housing requirements for the East Riding as set out in
the RSS/IRS. However, it should be noted that ensuring
adequate housing provision, for example, through the
allocation of sites for housing, needs to be carefully
balanced with the need to provide sufficient and quality
employment sites to help to ensure the future expansion
of the economy. (See comments below).
Who decided on the spatial strategy for new housing and Noted. The first part of the document

using what criteria’
-Population increase
-Population movement
-Single parent families

Barratt and David Wilson
Homes
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Evison Farmers

Support

CSPA/412

yes

Support with
conditions

CSPA/660

Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of

explains the approach. Furthermore the
scale of housing development has been
considered, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011). It
identifies, in Revised Policy SS4, an
annual housing provision of 1,500
dwellings.
Support welcomed.
Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
Paragraph 5.13 states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and. can be delivered through the
Allocations DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced
to ensure that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular
allocation or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.
Paragraph 5.15 makes reference to the high level of
outstanding permissions in the rural settlements and that
development will, as a result, decrease over time. This
assumes that the outstanding permissions will deliver in
the short term which may not be the case in all
circumstances. As the SHLAA is updated, some
permissions may lapse or sites be found undeliverable,
particularly in the current market. It is therefore
important to have flexibility in the future supply in this
eventuality.
Therefore where Policy SS4 refers to how the rate of
development will either increase or decrease over the
plan period for the each of the levels within the
settlement hierarchy, we consider that this should be
referred to an 'indicative' change to allow for flexibility.
The change is based on levels of existing permissions
which may not all come forward and thus could
potentially necessitate a change in the rate of growth for
some settlements.
A 'plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr K Warkup,

Observations

CSPA/732

throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment:
[replace ‘phased,’ with ‘monitored and’, and delete ‘and
released’. End sentence at ‘annual basis’. Add ‘A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available’ before ‘to ensure that’.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
My client considers that the inclusion of Skipsea within

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Jayne Briggs,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/611

the settlement hierarchy would be consistent with this
policy.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
Paragraph 5.13 states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and can be delivered through the Allocations
DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced to ensure
that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular allocation
or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Paragraph 5.15 makes reference to the high level of
outstanding permissions in the rural settlements and that
development will, as a result, decrease over time. This
assumes that the outstanding permissions will deliver in
the short term which may not be the case in all
circumstances. As the SHLAA is updated, some
permissions may lapse or sites be found undeliverable,
particularly in the current market. It is therefore
important to have flexibility in the future supply in this
eventuality.
Therefore where Policy SS4 refers to how the rate of
development will either increase or decrease over the
plan period for the each of the levels within the
settlement hierarchy, we consider that this should be
referred to an 'indicative' change to allow for flexibility.
The change is based on levels of existing permissions
which may not all come forward and thus could
potentially necessitate a change in the rate of growth for
some settlements.
A 'plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment.
'The amount of land available for housing will be
monitored and reviewed on an annual basis. A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available to ensure that the overall delivery of new
housing broadly matches the provision set out in part A.'

Mr Ian Owston,

Object

CSPA/677

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,

Observations

CSPA/638

Disagree. New Option F is preferred.
This New Option F has been rejected by the Council on
a false premise. The high level of demand in rural areas is
fuelled by an ageing population wishing to move to the
countryside for retirement. The need is not to meet
employment requirements - there are none! Most
working people who live in a rural area travel to workthe great majority by car. This does not accord with the
Council's aspiration to reduce travel-to-work journeys.
To add further development in Supporting Villages
where there are no obvious additional employment
opportunities seems perverse.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In terms of the distribution of growth in Policy SS4, the
proposed option is supported by the Sustainability
Appraisal and the evidence base, including the SHLAA. It

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Mrs Sarah Wills, Wilberfoss Object
Parish Council

CSPA/863

Mr G E Wright,

CSPA/925

Object

is noted that, although the average distribution is given,
the policy also indicates where the rates of development
may change over the plan period. For the Principal
Towns the amount of development is likely to increase
over the plan period, reflecting the low level of starts at
present.
The identification of sufficient amounts of suitable land in
the Principal Towns is imperative if the amount of
housing is to be increased. Furthermore, utilising a broad
mixture of small, medium and larger sites will assist in
bringing completions forward over the plan period.
A ‘plan, monitor and manage’ approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment:
[replace ‘phased,’ with ‘monitored and’, and delete ‘and
released’. End sentence at ‘annual basis’. Add ‘A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available’ before ‘to ensure that’.
No. The 19% split should be further broken down to
separate the Rural Service Centres from the Supporting
Villages and the Countryside to give a more realistic
picture of the likely impact on each classification type.
This sub-division has been addressed in Proposed Policy
SS13 but does not appear to relate to the 19% stated
under Section 5.
The housing provision needs to be re-considered and a
legitimate evidence-base established. The RSS sought to

Noted. The Core Strategy Further
Consultation (October 2011) provides a
more detailed breakdown by settlement
and settlement level.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and

Cllr Charles Bayram, ERYC

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr R Swales,

Object

Observations

CSPA/915

CSPA/1022

constrain development needs in the East Riding for both
housing and employment provision, based on a policy
imperative to support Regional Cities and the Leeds City
Region in particular. In the absence of that policy
imperative, a trends base approach to housing
requirements based on long-established forecast databases should be embraced for the evidence base. Targets
should be reassessed on this basis. Accordingly, the
evidence base related to RSS policy predictions is
unsound.
In the 1960s the area that became Humberside
produced 6000 additional houses per year, 4000 of
which were north of the Humber, including Hull but not
Goole, Snaith etc. In spite of that growth falling below
half in the late 1990s early 2000s. A future target of 1200
additional dwellings per year (and windfalls) will suppress
any growth the Authority had previously enjoyed.
It will not provide accommodation for workers to take
up jobs provided in the Humber gateway growth area,
the A63-M62 from Hull to Goole. It will involve inward
migration of the workforce from western Authorities. At
present for example the village where I live, North Cave,
provides 2 jobs for every working person within the 2
kilometre walking distance from the village limits and an
additional 3/400 jobs will be created from planning
consents yet to be implemented. There is brownfield
land and a need, the village could be classed as urban yet
there is no provision .
Reinstate the previous provision, the 2240 target for
Hull and the East Riding with the provision that the Hull
market area is limited as at page 158 and footnote 20 on
page 159 of the 2008 Yorkshire and Humberside RSS.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential

subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Taking the latest figure from Hull’s
emerging Core Strategy provides a
housing figure of around 2,500 dwellings
per annum for Hull and the East Riding.
A reference to the scale of development
supported in the Hull Housing Market
Area (40%) has been provided in Revised
Policy SS4.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised

development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
Paragraph 5.13 states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and can be delivered through the Allocations
DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced to ensure
that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular allocation
or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.
Paragraph 5.15 makes reference to the high level of
outstanding permissions in the rural settlements and that
development will, as a result, decrease over time. This
assumes that the outstanding permissions will deliver in
the short term which may not be the case in all
circumstances. As the SHLAA is updated, some
permissions may lapse or sites be found undeliverable,

Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Observations

CSPA/855

particularly in the current market. It is therefore
important to have flexibility in the future supply in this
eventuality.
Therefore where Policy SS4 refers to how the rate of
development will either increase or decrease over the
plan period for the each of the levels within the
settlement hierarchy, we consider that this should be
referred to an 'indicative' change to allow for flexibility.
The change is based on levels of existing permissions
which may not all come forward and thus could
potentially necessitate a change in the rate of growth for
some settlements.
A 'plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment.
'The amount of land available for housing will be
monitored and reviewed on an annual basis. A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available to ensure that the overall delivery of new
housing broadly matches the provision set out in part A.'
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, weconsider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Support with
conditions

CSPA/858

proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available and a material
consideration. Given the Council's support for the
figures and the substantial evidence base and analysis in
support of the target set for East Riding, it would be
advisable to make the former RSS housing target part of
a Core Strategy policy. This could either be done as a
separate policy, setting out the scale of housing growth
or by amending policy SS4 into a two part policy which
deals with both the scale of growth and its distribution.
In broad terms this is supported, with the main focus of
development (60%) in the Haltemprice settlements and
principal towns. We are also pleased to see that 40% will
be located in more rural parts of the district, as we
believe this approach is consistent with seeking to
maintain local services in the long term. Given the large
rural nature of the District, the sustainable growth of
settlements to support existing services must be a key
objective.
Paragraph 5.13 states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and can be delivered through the Allocations
DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced to ensure
that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular allocation
or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.
Policy SS4 also refers to how the rate of development
will either increase or decrease over the plan period for
the each of the levels within the settlement hierarchy.
We consider that this should be referred to an
`indicative' change to allow for flexibility. The change is
based on levels of existing permissions which may not all
come forward and thus could potentially necessitate a

Noted. Reference to rates of
development over the plan period has
been removed in Revised Policy SS4 of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy
to aid flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support with
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change in the rate of growth for some settlements.
A `plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. _However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
Whilst we support the proposed distribution of
dwellings, we feel more detail should be provided in
terms of phasing to ensure the work currently underway
to support Hull’s housing market housing renewal
programme is not undermined. (SS4)
There could however, I believe, have been more
reference to the potential role of housing led
regeneration, either through housing renewal proposals
or through the use of housing development to revitalise
communities. The Plan could give weight to development
of sites which had greatest regenerative effect ie where
new development would really "lift" an area or where
new development would help to sustain communities
either by supporting local services or by providing a
wider range of stock.
There is an argument that encouraging housing
development, ie through higher rates of housing
development / increased choice of sites will lead to
higher population growth and a consequent knock -on
effect on economic growth. It might also allow for higher
rates of affordable housing. With the demise of the RSS
and with more flexibility being given to local authorities
to determine their own preferred rates of growth is
there a case for reviewing the overall housing targets’ I

Noted. Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy refers to
phasing over 5-year timeframes rather
than an annual basis. A more detailed
monitoring and delivery section will be
set out in the Publication Core Strategy.
Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.

Mrs Moira Gittins,
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can appreciate that you would be reluctant to do so and
may feel that the current rates are appropriate for our
needs, but perhaps this needs to be specifically
addressed and assessed’
I would like to comment on the East Riding Council plan
to build 20,000 houses, some of these to be built on
green field sites. The destruction of such sites in east
riding villages would be an absolute disgrace. It would
put the road networks under immense pressure not to
mention the already overloaded sewer / drainage system.
I can not believe that a council that promotes less use of
the private car would consider building in rural areas
adding to the already congested, narrow , dangerous
and most with no street lighting and in bad weather
never gritted network of " B " roads. Most families have
two cars and living in rural villages and working in cities
would only add to traffic chaos. Also adding pressure on
schools that are nearing full capacity.
I constantly read in the East Riding news that the council
has joined forces with the C P R E (campaign to protect
rural England ) Building houses in rural England surely is
contradicting what they are supposedly promoting. Also
I have read many articles by the council on the
importance of tourism in the east riding. It would be fair
to say that most of the tourists to this area come from
West Yorkshire and South Yorkshire to enjoy holiday
homes on the east coast. I know this to be fact as I used
to be one of them. I as many other people from west
Yorkshire enjoy this area because it has retained the
villages and the spaces between them with the green
fields, farms and good agricultural land for grazing and
growing. The councils in and around Leeds have totally
destroyed the surrounding villages they are mostly
joined together with new housing estates. What used to
be (what we in the East Riding still have) has been totally
destroyed and lost forever. Does the council really want
to follow in the footsteps of other councils and in the

Noted. An Infrastructure Study has been
prepared to consider the impact of
development on the various
infrastructure networks.
The council needs to provide a planning
framework to address the need and
demand for housing, whilst balancing
other issues such as environmental
impacts. The plan will promote the use
of brownfield land but, to cater for the
scale of development anticipated,
greenfield sites will be required. The
council will seek to identify
opportunities where the impact of
development is minimised as much as
possible.

process destroy the tourist industry to this part of the
county ‘‘‘ The council should make a stand to protect
the countryside and the people who live
there. The people who voted the councils into power in
the first place !!
I think that only brown field sites should be used for
housing and the regeneration of run down areas should
be addressed before any building in open country side is
even considered. Also a review of housing waiting lists
and in rural communities this should be carried out by
the local parish councils and the views of the parish
councils be taken seriously. The parish councils and
residents of villages are the best people to decide what
goes on in the places where they live and their views and
concerns should listened to and acted upon.
As a member of P.A.I.D (Preston against inappropriate
development) I had reason to read a housing needs
survey for this area that was carried out by Atkins, it
was obviously compiled by someone that had no idea
about the area or probably had not even visited this
area. The east riding is one of the cheapest areas to buy
a home in the country, with many homes on the market

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Peter Ward, Peter
Ward Homes Ltd
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for well below �100,000. In Preston village where I live
there are a number of low cost new houses that are still
empty despite offering 100% mortgages also alms houses
that when vacant struggle to find tenants despite
extremely low rents.
As a member of the above group we would object to
building on Greenfield sites and open countryside, as this
would also be detrimental to habitats of wildlife and
biodiversity in the area.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision

It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In terms of the distribution of growth in Policy SS4, the
proposed option is supported by the Sustainability
Appraisal and the evidence base, including the SHLAA. It
is noted that, although the average distribution is given,
the policy also indicates where the rates of development
may change over the plan period. For the Principal
Towns the amount of development is likely to increase
over the plan period, reflecting the low level of starts at
present.
The identification of sufficient amounts of suitable land in
the Principal Towns is imperative if the amount of
housing is to be increased. Furthermore, utilising a broad
mixture of small, medium and larger sites will assist in
bringing completions forward over the plan period.
A ‘plan, monitor and manage’ approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year

of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Andrew Rose,
Spawforths on behalf of
Miller Strategic Land

Support
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supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment:
[replace ‘phased,’ with ‘monitored and’, and delete ‘and
released’. End sentence at ‘annual basis’. Add ‘A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available’ before ‘to ensure that’.]
Yes
Miller Strategic Land would like to highlight that the
Vision for the Core Strategy seeks to focus the majority
of development in the sustainable centres of the Major
Haltemprice Settlements, Principle Towns and Local
Service Centres. We believe that this approach towards
sustainable growth is compromised by the distribution of
housing as outlined in Table 3.
Table 3 identifies that only 15 percent of total housing
over the plan period will go to the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, 45 percent to Principal Towns and 21
percent to Local Service Centres. However, 19 percent
or 3,616 new dwellings (gross) will be directed towards
rural areas, including Rural Service Centres, supporting
Villages and the Countryside. The quantity of
development which has been allocated towards lower
order settlements appears to be out of proportion and
not in accordance with the Vision or national policy
(PPS1, PPS3) when the Core Strategy is seeking to target
development on sustainable settlements (Major
Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and Local
Service Centres). Miller Strategic Land therefore believe
that the percentage of development going to Rural
Service Centres should be reduced and redistributed
between the more sustainable locations of the other

Noted.
Noted. Development in and around the
Major Haltemprice Settlements must be
considered in light of: supporting the
role of the city of Hull (in terms of
regeneration and investment priorities
within the city); the environmental and
infrastructure capacity of the area; and
the objective of avoiding settlement
coalescence.
The scale of housing development has
been considered, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011). It
identifies, in Revised Policy SS4, an
annual housing provision of 1,500
dwellings.

higher order settlements. Rural Service Centres,
Supporting Villages and the Countryside should only
accommodate development that satisfies a locally
identified need and approximately a fifth of the housing
requirement is currently being focused towards rural
areas. In accordance with national guidance, the Vision
and the principles of Policy SS2 Rural Service Centres,
Supporting Villages and the Countryside should only
accommodate development which is needed at the local
level and not allow development which would allow
these areas to grow at a similar scale to more
sustainable locations. Development in these locations
should therefore be of a low order. The housing
requirement is a minimum to be achieved and therefore
local needs housing in rural areas should be viewed
additionally to this.
Furthermore Table 2 illustrates the scale of residential
development to 2026 and identifies a requirement of
20,230 new homes, which after deducting plots with
planning permissions results in a residual requirement
for over 15,000 dwellings within the East Ridings. This is
based on the RSS requirement which reduces the
requirement below the actual need and demand for
housing in the East Riding to focus development in Hull.
Nevertheless, the RSS was revoked on 6 July 2010 by
Secretary of State. The Council therefore need to
review the housing requirement for the East Riding and
Miller Strategic Land maintain that the requirement
should increase to reflect the need and demand for
housing and household growth for the area.
Furthermore, Table 2 and paragraph 5.8 identify
potential methods to deliver the housing requirement,
which include windfall sites and LDF allocations. Within
the Major Haltemprice Settlements the projected levels
of new house building is 15% of the total over the plan
period which is 179 gross dwellings per annum and does
not reflect the significant proportion or focus identified

Kate Helliwell, Bidwells
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in the Vision. Planning Policy Statement 3 identifies that
windfalls should not be included within the first 10 years
of land supply and as such the figures contained within
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy need to be
readdressed and agreed housing targets should be met
through allocations and not windfalls.
Paragraph 59 of PPS 3 states – ‘Allowances for windfalls
should not be included in the first 10 years of land supply
unless Local Planning Authorities can provide robust
evidence of genuine local circumstances that prevent
specific sites being identified. In these circumstances, an
allowance should be included but should be realistic
having regard to the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected
future trends’.
The East Riding’s Annual monitoring Report indicates
that the total housing requirement for the East Riding
(based on RSS) is 26,450 dwellings. Housing completions
were at 6,199 in 2009 leaving 20,251 dwellings to be
completed over the remainder of the plan period.
Miller Strategic Land contends that Policy SS4 does not
accord with national guidance or the Core Strategy itself.
The figures within Table 3 are reflected within Policy
SS4. Therefore, we maintain the position and assert that
an increasing focus for housing development should be
directed towards the higher order settlements. The
Council consider in response to Option B that due to a
significant number of permissions in rural areas, it would
be difficult to instigate a change in approach towards
directing growth to more sustainable settlements. This
does not reflect a sound or sustainable approach and
does not accord with national guidance.
We note that Policy SS4 states the average distribution
of homes over the plan period in Rural Service Centres,
Supporting Villages, the Countryside and other rural
settlements will be 19%. Further information from East
Riding Council provided at the recent workshop states

Noted. The Local Service Centres and
considered separate from the group of
Rural Service Centres, Supporting Village
and the Countryside.

Natasha Rowland, Savills

Victoria Molton, Walker
Morris Solicitors on behalf
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that 11% of this will be allocated to Local Service
Centres. We note that the total percentage of housing
had already been increased, if this cannot be increased
further we suggest that that the percentage allocated to
Local Service Centres should be higher as many of these
settlements can support development and provide the
necessary services and infrastructure required and there
are a number of sites which have
been put forward for development
There is a lack of detail and clarity as to how the Council
will phase, monitor and manage the release of housing
land, as the document only sets out the intention to do
so. More detail needs to be provided in the Core
Strategy so that it is clear how the Council intends to
achieve the identified step down or step up in delivery to
ensure the housing requirement is delivered.
The Council identifies some 19% of the housing
requirements will be accommodated within the RSC, SV
and the countryside. Yet this figure does not tie in with
the level of need and demand evident in the rural areas
of East Riding as the Council’s Strategic Housing Market
Assessment identifies 45% of the need in East Riding lies
in the rural areas. Whilst we appreciate a balance has to
be struck between demands and trying to focus new
development into the urban areas of the District
identifying only 19% is significant decrease and is not
likely to reflect the housing needs of many rural
communities. The geographical balance suggests that
more rural settlements should be identified in the
settlement hierarchy. Accordingly, we consider that the
figure of 19% needs to be increased to a more realistic
percentage. A figure in the region of 25 % would
represent a more pragmatic approach and not represent
such a difficult step down for the rural areas over this
plan period.
The general distribution of the amount of new homes to
be developed is supported. As previously stated, the

Noted. Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy refers to
phasing over 5-year timeframes rather
than an annual basis. A more detailed
monitoring and delivery section will be
set out in the Publication Core Strategy.
The Further Consultation Core Strategy
presents a slightly higher figure for Rural
Service Centres, Supporting Village and
the Countryside in recognition of the
existing commitments and level of need
identified there.

Noted. Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy refers to

of Mr Paul Lisseter,
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settlements below (and including) the `Supporting
Villages' should be excluded from receiving any new
growth. As such 19% of new development should only
be allocated in the Rural Service Centres.
Part B of the proposed policy is objected to. This part of
the policy is too prescriptive and could hold up
development in certain areas. To release housing sites
on a annual basis means that the Council would have too
much control over where new homes are to be
delivered. It is adequate enough for the Council to
choose the sites that are to be allocated but then allow
the market to decide when they come forward for
development.
Persimmon Homes are broadly supportive of the
distribution policy and will be actively participating in the
Site Allocations formulation process to ensure the
Council gives full consideration to the Company’s range
of deliverable sustainable housing sites across the
District. However based upon the Inspectors comments
in the current Hambleton Allocations DPD it will be
important to ensure the Council is clear on how they
intend to manage the phasing process in a way which
immediately delivers the annual housing requirement.
With the abolition of the RSS there will need to be a
reassessment of housing need and the strategy for its
distribution which we suggest will result in a larger
number of dwellings required to be accommodated
including within the rural area communities.
There is a lack of detail and clarity as to how the Council
will phase, monitor and manage the release of housing
land, as the document only sets out the intention to do
so. More detail needs to be provided in the Core
Strategy so that it is clear how the Council intends to
achieve the identified step down or step up in delivery to
ensure the housing requirement is delivered.

phasing over 5-year timeframes rather
than an annual basis. A more detailed
monitoring and delivery section will be
set out in the Publication Core Strategy.

Noted. Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy refers to
phasing over 5-year timeframes rather
than an annual basis. A more detailed
monitoring and delivery section will be
set out in the Publication Core Strategy.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Noted. Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy refers to
phasing over 5-year timeframes rather
than an annual basis. A more detailed
monitoring and delivery section will be
set out in the Publication Core Strategy.
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Bidwells on behalf of Mrs J
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The Council identifies some 19% of the housing
requirements will be accommodated within the RSC, SV
and the countryside. Yet this figure does not tie in with
the level of need and demand evident in the rural areas
of East Riding as the Council’s Strategic Housing Market
Assessment identifies 45% of the need in East Riding lies
in the rural areas. Whilst we appreciate a balance has to
be struck between demands and trying to focus new
development into the urban areas of the District
identifying only 19% is significant decrease and is not
likely to reflect the housing needs of many rural
communities.
Accordingly, we consider that the figure of 19% needs to
be increased to a more realistic percentage. A figure in
the region of 25 % would represent a more pragmatic
approach and not represent such a difficult step down
for the rural areas over this plan period.
We note that Policy SS4 states the average distribution
of homes over the plan period in Rural Service Centres,
Supporting Villages, the Countryside and other rural
settlements will be 19%. Further information from East
Riding Council provided at the recent workshop states
that 11% of this will be allocated to Local Service
Centres. We note that the total percentage of housing
had already been increased, if this cannot be increased
further we suggest that that the percentage allocated to
Local Service Centres should be higher as many of these
settlements can support development and provide the
necessary services and infrastructure required and there
are a number of sites which have been put forward for
development
The level of housing development proposed (20,230
dwellings) over the period 2009/10 to 2025/26 should be
better justified, especially in relation to need and
demand. In the light of the Government’s intention to
abolish Regional Strategies, undue reliance should not be
placed on the existing RSS to justify the housing

The Further Consultation Core Strategy
presents a slightly higher figure for Rural
Service Centres, Supporting Village and
the Countryside in recognition of the
existing commitments and level of need
identified there.

Noted. The Local Service Centres and
considered separate from the group of
Rural Service Centres, Supporting Village
and the Countryside.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision

Joanna Lee, Baker
Associates on behalf of
Dennis Wilkinson,
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requirement of the Core Strategy or its distribution.
The increase in provision in the rural areas above that in
the Issues and Options is welcomed. However, we
believe that a further increase should be made to meet
the large unmet housing needs of the rural areas,
including market and affordable housing. Such an
increase would help maintain the vibrancy of rural
settlements and achieve important
planning objectives. The reasons given by the Preferred
Options Document for not making this increase are not
accepted. The reference to RSS no longer holds given
the intended abolition by Government. In relation to the
second reason, people would have easy access to
‘employment opportunities, services, facilities and
infrastructure’ by means other than private car if
development is focussed on the more rural settlements.
We agree with the findings which demonstrate that
there is an undisputed need for new housing across the
district. This is evidenced and clearly set out in the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.
However, we do not agree that the option chosen is the
most effective way of meeting local objectives.
We are very concerned that there is a contradiction
within the plan in terms of the settlement hierarchy and
the amount of identified allocations for new
development. As set out in table 3 paragraph 5.9 the
proposed approach allocates only 15% of the total
housing to the Major Haltemprice Settlements. It then
also proposes 45% to go to the Principle Towns. This
strategy contradicts the proposed settlement network
hierarchy set out in SS2 and the priority locations
established. This concern was also set out in response to
the previous consultation and can be succinctly put as
15% of total dwellings does not equate to a ‘priority
location’ set out in SS2.
Paragraph 3.10 states that ‘The proposed approach
provides a strong focus on the Regional City - 15% of

of 1,500 dwellings.
The Further Consultation Core Strategy
presents a slightly higher figure for Rural
Service Centres, Supporting Village and
the Countryside in recognition of the
existing commitments and level of need
identified there.

Noted. The Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment does not provide
evidence of need. It merely assesses the
potential availability of land for housing.
The Further Consultation Core Strategy
now refers to the Major Haltemprice as
a focus for development rather than the
focus for development.
It does not follow that the Major
Haltemprice Settlements should
accommodate more housing than the
Principal Towns. The former should be
considered in the context that they are
part of the Regional City. For context,
the aggregate population of the Principal
Towns is almost double that of the
Major Haltemprice Settlements.
However, Hull and the Major
Haltemprice Settlements provide a focus

the East Riding’s residential development will be directed
to the Major Haltemprice Settlements in addition to the
requirement for the City of Hull.’ We do not agree with
this statement and consider that it is deliberately
misleading. The strategy effectively directs the greatest
amount of growth to the principle towns, and states that
more growth than previously will be directed towards
these towns. This is contrary to the Regional Spatial
Strategy, but also more importantly does not adequately
address the cross boundary relationships with Hull, or
respond to the needs of the Major Haltemprice
Settlements. The strategy set out in policy SS2 and
delivered in SS4 is contradictory and should be changed
to clearly prioritise the Major Haltemprice Settlements
in terms of amount of development. This would then
ensure a consistent and effective strategy which will
deliver 40% of the East Riding's housing requirement in
the Hull Strategic Housing Market Area directly
supporting the regeneration of Hull.
Consequently we object to the percentages of new
growth set out in policy SS4. There should be a far
higher proportion allocated to the Major Haltemprice
Settlements. This would ensure new development is
allocated in line with the settlement hierarchy proposed,
ensuring a consistent spatial strategy and also support
the strategic issues of focusing development on the
regional city of Hull.
It is disappointing that the distribution of development
does not recognise the specific settlements that make up
the Major Haltemprice Settlements. The individual
places, their needs, opportunities and aspirations should
be recognised and requirements set out for them. The
Council have some initial evidence in the settlement
profiles and should be using and complimenting this
information to set robust spatial strategies for each
location.
We object to the way the options were previously

for development - around 1,300
dwellings per annum will be directed
here compared with around 650
dwellings per annum to the Principal
Towns.

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,
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formulated which set a considerable amount of
development for the rural areas. This led to an
‘unsustainable’ score which does not accurately reflect
the true sustainability of focussing new development in
the priority locations.
The level of housing development proposed (20,230
dwellings) over the period 2009/10 to 2025/26 should be
better justified, especially in relation to need and
demand. In the light of the Government’s intention to
abolish Regional Strategies, undue reliance should not be
placed on the existing RSS to justify the housing
requirement of the Core Strategy or its distribution.
The increase in provision in the rural areas above that in
the Issues and Options is welcomed. However, we
believe that a further increase should be made to meet
the large unmet housing needs of the rural areas,
including the market and affordable housing. Such an
increase would help maintain the vibrancy of rural
settlements and achieve important planning objectives.
The reasons given by the Preferred Options Document
for not making this increase are not accepted. The
reference to RSS no longer holds given the intended
abolition by Government. In relation to the second
reason, people would have easy access to ‘employment
opportunities, services, facilities and infrastructure’ by
means other than private car if development is focussed
on the more rural settlements.
A. We consider than more housing should be located in
areas of high demand rather than trying to buck market
forces. Housing should locate where there are better
prospects for economic development. Areas struggling
with attracting new jobs and also housing should be
subject to a programme of managed decline. For too
long we have pumped scarce public sector resources
into regeneration of places which have enjoyed more
prosperous economic times - such places need to find a
new equilibrium and new places which are better able to

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
A high proportion of the East Riding’s
housing requirement is focused on the

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Hudson,

Observations

CSPA/1513

respond to modern economic forces should be
encouraged to grow and prosper, and not be
constrained. Let the market do the work! In this regard
we would like to see the rate of development increase
and not decrease over the plan period in a number of
Principal Towns/LSCs including Pocklington . Indeed to
decrease the rate of development in some LSCs is not
logical. For example, in Pocklington the rate of housebuilding was only 45 pa from 2001-2008 (314 new
dwellings were built in total)), yet there is a need to
build 71 pa from 2008-2026 - this will take time to
achieve given the need to allocate and bring forward new
land for residential development (a snail’s pace
process!!). Consequently there is no need to seek to
decrease the rate of house-building in the later phases of
the plan period in Pocklington (and probably in some
other LSCs too), rather it should be increasing.
B. The reference to the phasing, review and release of
land on an annual basis should be removed. This is not
necessary given the long lead in times to bring sites
forward for development once allocated. This represents
too much interference in the housing market and is a
recipe for further delays and non delivery of housing.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's

areas with the greatest opportunities for
employment growth (e.g. the M62/A63
corridor).
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Hudson,

Object

CSPA/1515

support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In terms of the distribution of growth in Policy SS4, the
proposed option is supported by the Sustainability
Appraisal and the evidence base, including the SHLAA. It
is noted that, although the average distribution is given,
the policy also indicates where the rates of development
may change over the plan period. For the Major
Haltemprice Settlements the amount of development is
likely to increase over the plan period, reflecting the low
level of starts at present.
The identification of sufficient amounts of suitable land in
the Major Haltemprice Settlements is imperative if the
amount of housing is to be increased. Furthermore,
utilising a broad mixture of small, medium and larger
sites will assist in bringing completions forward over the
plan period.
A ‘plan, monitor and manage’ approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment:
[replace ‘phased,’ with ‘monitored and’, and delete ‘and
released’. End sentence at ‘annual basis’. Add ‘A phased

Noted. Reference to rates of
development over the plan period has
been removed in Revised Policy SS4 of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy
to aid flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Mr Michael Glover, Michael
Glover LLP on behalf of
Mrs Ingrid Khan,

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Observations

Object

CSPA/1502

CSPA/1405

approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available’ before ‘to ensure that’.
Whilst the RSS is no longer a material consideration, the
macro policies nationally that gave rise to the form of
the RSS for Yorkshire and the Humber are still valid and
should shape and form the content of the Core Strategy
and the distribution of the housing numbers (which
should be increased to bring them into line with the
trend for the East Riding). Adherence to nationally set
policies and guidance, which are designed to bring about
adherence to practices which reduce carbon emissions
and lead to sustainable living, would lead to an enhanced
level of housing distribution allocated to the Haltemprice
settlements, compared with the current proposals. Such
a change would strengthen the relationship between
housing and employment, strategic transport
infrastructure and major services, allowing a more
sustainable form of housing provision than a dispersed
approach. A level of some 25%-30% of housing numbers
should be allocated to the Haltemprice settlementsapprox double the current proposals, in order to deliver
the Core Strategy’s intended approach .
As previously noted the proposed spatial distribution is
considered to place too much emphasis on the growth
of the lowest tier settlements to an extent which may
encourage further dispersal of development within rural
areas contrary to the former RSS Core Approach and
national planning policy as expressed in PPS3.
The proposed distribution of housing growth to the
lower tier settlements (rural service centres, supporting
villages) is considered to be set at too high a level and
fails to acknowledge the role of the Local Service
Centres in providing for growth for their hinterlands.
In order to address this we would recommend an
adjusted distribution of:
Major Haltemprice Settlements 15%

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Development in and around the Major
Haltemprice Settlements must be
considered in light of: supporting the
role of the city of Hull (in terms of
regeneration and investment priorities
within the city); the environmental and
infrastructure capacity of the area; and
the objective of avoiding settlement
coalescence.

Noted.

Mark Lane, DPP on behalf
of Mr Jonathan Atkinson, J
G Hatcliffe and Partners

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1200

Principal Towns 45%
Local Service Centres 25%
Rural Service Centres 15%
Table 2 sets out the housing requirement. The Core
Strategy recognises, quite appropriately, that the housing
figure is not a target but we nevertheless feel that this
figure should be as robust as possible. To this end we
would suggest that an allowance should be made in the
total planning permissions for:
� Sites not coming forward (normally assumed to be
10%); and
� Sites being re planned to reflect market requirements
(this mainly relates to the removal of flatted dwellings
from permitted schemes). Again it is reasonable to
assume that 5 - 10% of the units permitted could be lost
through re plans of permitted schemes.
Paragraph 5.8 refers to a need to provide 15,000
dwellings. This is incorrect. The figure used in this
paragraph should be an accurate reflection of the
housing need and should in our view reflect the above
points.
Our client broadly agrees with and supports the
percentage distribution of housing numbers in each of
the settlement hierarchy categories. We comment upon
this further under policy SS13 as our client seeks a very
minor adjustment to the housing distribution by
reference to particular settlements. We do not agree
with any of the alternative options.
We do not feel that it is appropriate to include
reference to windfall development in criterion A as the
Core Strategy should only deal with the allocation of
sites. We note that the LPA are proposing, not
unreasonably to phase the release of housing sites, but
there is no clear policy mechanism to bring forward
phases of development. We note what appears to be a
threshold in chapter 11 but it is unclear how this will
translates to the release of phases of housing land or an

Noted. The equivalent of table 2 in the
Further Consultation Core Strategy now
includes a non-implementation discount
of 15% for plots with planning
permission.
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy refers to
phasing over 5-year timeframes rather
than an annual basis. A more detailed
monitoring and delivery section will be
set out in the Publication Core Strategy.

Mr Alex Gymer,

Observations

CSPA/1303

Miranda Barnes, CB
Richard Ellis on behalf of
Mr Clive Kefford,

Other

CSPA/1123

individual site. Greater clarity and transparency is
needed here.
My option would be option B and C only to promote
sustainable development.
Policy SS4 actually apportions the amount of
development across the East Riding and this states that
15% of new housing should be focused in the major
Haltemprice settlements but that this figure should
increase as time goes on. Policy SS4 states that 45% of
new development should be towards the Principal towns
within the East Riding.
Whilst we agree that the focus on new development
should be within the major Haltemprice settlements an
apportionment figure of only 15% does not really reflect
this aspiration nor does it provide for 40% to be within
the Hull Market Area unless most is accommodated
within Hull. We suspect that Hull City Council will be
reluctant to do this given they don’t have a five year
supply based on their own target. We consider that
more development should be accommodated within the
major Haltemprice settlements around Hull, as this is a
Principal City within the Region.
We would also like to draw attention to the Secretary of
State for Communities and Local Government’s
announcement that Regional Strategies have been
revoked under s79(6) of the Local Democracy Economic
Development and no longer forms part of the
development plan, because the Core Strategy has been
drawn up on the basis of the RSS. Specifically the RSS
establishes a net target of 1,150 dwellings and a gross
target of 1,190 dwellings within the East Riding of which
40% should be within the Hull Market Area.
Although the RSS is now revoked the requirement to
provide a 5 years supply of deliverable housing land still
remains. Furthermore the previous housing targets for
the East Riding established in the original RSS
examination ‘option 1 numbers’ in December 2005

Noted.
Noted. Development in and around the
Major Haltemprice Settlements must be
considered in light of: supporting the
role of the city of Hull (in terms of
regeneration and investment priorities
within the city); the environmental and
infrastructure capacity of the area; and
the objective of avoiding settlement
coalescence.
The delivery of 40% of the East Riding’s
housing requirement in the Hull housing
market is achieved through development
steered to the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Beverley, Brough,
Withernsea, Hornsea, Hedon and other
villages.
The scale of housing development has
been considered, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011). It
identifies, in Revised Policy SS4, an
annual housing provision of 1,500
dwellings.

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Mr J R Everatt,

Object

CSPA/1454

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Land and Property Bank

Observations

CSPA/1468

which was based on assessments taken by local
authorities, indicate the same housing requirement.
Furthermore the overall approach taken to the location
of new housing development within the Core Strategy
although led by the RSS also reflects the guidance set out
in PPS3 which requires that housing is developed in
sustainable locations. We therefore consider that no
substantial changes to your Core Strategy are necessary
in respect of housing targets however we would be
interested to learn your views on this.
As previously noted the proposed spatial distribution is
considered to place too much emphasis on the growth
of the lower tier settlements to an extent which may
encourage further dispersal of development within rural
areas contrary to national policy and the RSS Core
Approach.
The proposed distribution of housing growth to the
lower tier settlements (rural service centres, supporting
villages) is considered to be set at too high a level and
fails to acknowledge the role of the Local Service
Centres in providing for growth for their hinterlands. In
order to address this we would recommend an adjusted
distribution of:
Major Haltemprice Settlements 15%
Principal Towns 45%
Local Service Centres 25%
Rural Service Centres 15%
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population

Noted.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Land and Property Bank

Support

CSPA/1469

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Land and Property Bank

Object

CSPA/1470

growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local
services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
Paragraph 5.13 states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and can be delivered through the Allocations
DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced to ensure
that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular allocation
or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.
Paragraph 5.15 makes reference to the high level of
outstanding permissions in the rural settlements and that
development will, as a result, decrease over time. This
assumes that the outstanding permissions will deliver in
the short term which may not be the case in all
circumstances. As the SHLAA is updated, some
permissions may lapse or sites be found undeliverable,
particularly in the current market. It is therefore
important to have flexibility in the future supply in this
eventuality.
Therefore where Policy SS4 refers to how the rate of
development will either increase or decrease over the

Noted.

Noted. Reference to rates of
development over the plan period has
been removed in Revised Policy SS4 of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy
to aid flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support

CSPA/1475

plan period for the each of the levels within the
settlement hierarchy, we consider that this should be
referred to an 'indicative' change to allow for flexibility.
The change is based on levels of existing permissions
which may not all come forward and thus could
potentially necessitate a change in the rate of growth for
some settlements.
A 'plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment:
[replace ‘phased,’ with ‘monitored and’, and delete ‘and
released’. End sentence at ‘annual basis’. Add ‘A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available’ before ‘to ensure that’.
A high proportion of employment within the East Riding Noted and support welcomed.
is associated with house building and there is a need to
provide certainty for developers, both the large house
builders and the small to medium builders. The approach
to delivery of new housing would ensure that a variety of
sites become available for development. The recession
has had a considerable impact on the housing market;
reducing property prices, significant reduction in terms
of site viability which in turn has reduced the provision
of affordable homes, increased build costs, etc. Adding
these issues to increased concerns in relation to flood
risk, reducing carbon emissions and considerably
restrictive planning policies has considerably hindered

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Support

CSPA/1812

Object

CSPA/1418

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings,
Central Land Holdings

Object

CSPA/1658

the delivery of new housing. The proposed policy SS4
would seem to support delivery in all areas of the
district albeit it at a controlled rate. The application of
this policy approach through a proactive development
management system that aims to see development
delivered across the whole settlement hierarchy would
be welcomed.
The proposed spatial distribution is considered to place
too much emphasis on the growth of the lowest tier
settlements to an extent which may encourage further
dispersal of development within rural areas contrary to
the national planning policy guidance and the former RSS
Core Approach.
The proposed distribution of housing growth to the
lowest tier settlements (rural service centres, supporting
villages) is considered to be set at too high a level and
fails to acknowledge the role of the principal centres in
providing growth to support their rural hinterlands
Housing
5.1 The RSS sets out that the annual gross housing
requirement for the East Riding is 1,190 dwellings. Over
the Core Strategy Plan period 2009/10 - 2025/26 (17
years) this equates to 20,230. As previously stated, the
recent letter to all Chief Planners from the Rt Hon Mr
Eric Pickles MP dated 27th May 2010 confirmed that the
new administration intended to rapidly abolish Regional
Spatial Strategies, stating that decisions on housing
supply will rest with Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
without the framework of regional numbers and plans.
Mr Pickles MP went on to advise that LPAs and the
Planning Inspectorate needed to regard the letter as a
material planning consideration.
5.2 However, the letter does not remove the need for
an evidence base and it must be noted that it is a
'material planning consideration', to be considered

Noted.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Comment regarding consistency of
figures throughout the plan noted and to
be amended in future versions.
A Delivery and Monitoring Chapter will
be provided in future versions of the
Core Strategy to set out how delivery of
the strategy will be monitored. If it
becomes apparent that policies are not

alongside many other material planning considerations. In
addition, despite the Coalition's agenda of abolishing `top
down' imposed housing figures, the respective
manifestos of the two incumbent parties still recognised
that there remains an express need for housing.
5.3 PINS guidance released on the 10th June confirms
that at present RSS's still form part of the Development
Plan. It is also interesting to note that the revised PPS3
released on the 9th June 2010 did not contain any
revised commentary on 5 year housing land supply
therefore the need to maintain an adequate supply of
housing still prevails.
5.4 Further, it was interesting to note in the Agents
Workshop consultation exercise in Bishop Burton
College on the 2nd June that East Riding Officers stated
that, in terms of housing numbers, it was 'business as
usual', until further communiques were released by the
Government further clarifying the matter.
5.5. Consequently, Central Land Holdings supports the
requirement for 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period
and, importantly, supports the fact that this figure should
be retained. It has been derived through a robust and
credible evidence base, in line with National Policy, and
as such is based on need. Therefore it is the most
suitable figure in relation to housing requirements,
notwithstanding Mr Pickles' letter. In other words,
despite the change in administration, there has been no
change in housing need and therefore 20,230 dwellings
over the Plan period is still the most appropriate figure
as 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period are still
required.
5.6 Central Land Holdings supports the general
percentage distribution of housing development directed
towards the Major Haltemprice Settlements and
Principal Towns as advocated in Table 3 and the
following paragraphs, not withstanding the comments
above in relation to actual numbers, which will obviously

effective, these policies will be revised.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

have to be revised accordingly.
5.7 The proposed distribution is consistent with the
requirement in the RSS to provide 40% of East Riding's
housing requirement in the Hull Strategic Housing
Market Area, and the approach is consistent with the
sustainable development principles promoted
throughout National Policy by allocating the majority of
new development to the most sustainable settlements.
5.8 However, it is noted from Table 11 in Chapter 11
that a different percentage target is set out in relation to
the Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and
`Elsewhere'. Whilst the differences are not great the
references are inconsistent and therefore they need to
be revised accordingly.
5.9 In addition, paragraph 11.3 states that many policies
are flexible and include a clause that will allow greater
flexibility in a changing economic climate. It is considered
that Policy SS4 is one of the policies that requires such a
clause.
5.10 It is noted that the Policy states that 'the Council
will seek to broadly distribute the provision of new
homes as follows: ; However, this should be made
clearer so that, should the economic climate or market
conditions dictate, a different percentage distribution
would be acceptable, in principle. This will ensure the
flexibility that is required within Core Strategies, as
advocated in PPS12.
5.11 In addition, there is a concern that Officers and
Members could be placed under pressure from Parish
Councils and objectors for example to rigidly impose the
percentage figures and that once a percentage figure has
been reached in a settlement. This could lead to a ‘no
more development' stance which will put Officers and
Members in a difficult position should a suitable site
come forward but the percentage requirement has been
reached. The policy therefore needs to be revised to
allow for this possibility, and to allow more flexibility for

Officers and Members in decision making.
5.12 Further, paragraph 5.14 and the policy itself both
promote an increase in the delivery of housing in the
Major Haltemprice Settlements over the Plan period,
from below 15% at the start of the Plan period to above
15% during the last part. As previously stated, ERYC
must not align their delivery strategy too closely with
that adopted by Hull and therefore this `phased'
distribution must not be too rigidly imposed, as housing
will need to be delivered at the appropriate time.
5.13. It must also be ensured that the percentage
delivery at the start of the Plan period is not so low that
sufficient housing is not provided to meet the needs of
local residents to the, point that there is not enough
choice in the, market place in the immediate future. If
the percentage delivery at the start of the Plan period is
too low it would also make it difficult to recover the
shortfall later in the Plan period.
5.14. The `Alternative Approaches' refer to various
distribution strategies. In relation to the alternative
approaches to the Major Haltemprice Settlements and
Principal Towns, Central Land Holdings supports the
broad distribution of development as advocated in the
proposed approach over and above these alternatives,
provided the flexibility referred to above is introduced.
5.15. As such, and in relation to Question 8, Policy SS4
as currently drafted is unsound as there is insufficient
flexibility contained within the policy to cater for
changing circumstances over the Plan period, despite the
use of the term 'broadly' in relation to the percentage of
distribution. Further, there needs to be consistency in
relation to the percentage references contained within
Table 11 in Chapter 11.
Proposed Change
5.16 Consequently, for Policy SS4 to be considered
sound it needs to be revised as follows:
'B. The amount of land available for housing will be

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings,
Central Land Holdings

Object

CSPA/1716

'phased, reviewed and released on an annual basis to
ensure that the overall delivery of new housing broadly
matches the provision set out in part A.
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution in part A is not deliverable then
development proposals that will result in, or accentuate,
anomalies in the broad distribution percentages will, in
principle, be considered favourably, in fine with other
policies within this Plan,'
Housing
The RSS sets out that the annual gross housing
requirement for the East Riding is 1,190 dwellings. Over
the Core Strategy Plan period 2009/10 - 2025/26 (17
years) this equates to 20,230. As previously stated, the
recent letter to all Chief Planners from the Rt Hon Mr
Eric Pickles MP dated 27th May 2010 confirmed that the
new administration intended to rapidly abolish Regional
Spatial Strategies, stating that decisions on housing
supply will rest with Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
without the framework of regional numbers and plans.
Mr Pickles MP went on to advise that LPAs and the
Planning Inspectorate needed to regard the letter as a
material planning consideration.
However, the letter does not remove the need for an
evidence base and it must be noted that it is a 'material
planning consideration', to be considered alongside many
other material planning considerations. In addition,
despite the Coalition's agenda of abolishing 'top down'
imposed housing figures, the respective manifestos of the
two incumbent parties still recognised that there remains
an express need for housing.
PINS guidance released on the 10th June confirms that at
present RSS's still form part of the Development Plan as
revocation is yet to occur. It is also interesting to note
that the revised PPS3 released on the 9th June 2010 did
not contain any revised commentary on 5 year housing

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Comment regarding consistency of
figures throughout the plan noted and to
be amended in future versions.
A Delivery and Monitoring Chapter will
be provided in future versions of the
Core Strategy to set out how delivery of
the strategy will be monitored. If it
becomes apparent that policies are not
effective, these policies will be revised.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an

land supply therefore the need to maintain an adequate
supply of housing still prevails.
Further, it was interesting to note in the Agents
Workshop consultation exercise in Bishop Burton
College on the 2"a June that East Riding Officers stated
that, in terms of housing numbers, it was 'business as
usual', until further communiques were released by the
Government further clarifying the matter.
Consequently, Central Land Holdings supports the
requirement for 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period
and, importantly, supports the fact that this figure should
be retained. It has been derived through a robust and
credible evidence base, in line with National Policy, and
as such is based on need. Therefore it is the most
suitable figure in relation to housing requirements,
notwithstanding Mr Pickles' letter. In other words,
despite the change in administration, there has been no
change in housing need and therefore 20,230 dwellings
over the Plan period is still the most appropriate figure
as 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period are still
required.
Central Land Holdings supports the general percentage
distribution of housing development directed towards
the Major Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns
as advocated in Table 3 and the following paragraphs,
notwithstanding the comments above in relation to
actual numbers, which will obviously have to be revised
accordingly.
The proposed distribution is consistent with the
requirement in the RSS to provide 40% of East Riding's
housing requirement in the Hull Strategic Housing
Market Area, and the approach is consistent with the
sustainable development principles promoted
throughout National Policy by allocating the majority of
new development to the most sustainable settlements.
However, it is noted from Table 11 in Chapter 11 that a
different percentage target is set out in relation to the

annual basis.

Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and
`Elsewhere'. Whilst the differences are not great the
references are inconsistent and therefore they need to
be revised accordingly.
In addition, paragraph 11.3 states that many policies are
flexible and include a clause that will allow greater
flexibility in a changing economic climate. It is considered
that Policy SS4 is one of the policies that requires such a
clause.
It is noted that the Policy states that 'the Council will
seek to broadly distribute the provision of new homes as
follows:. However, this should be made clearer so that,
should the economic climate or market conditions
dictate, a different percentage distribution would be
acceptable, in principle. This will ensure the flexibility
that is required within Core Strategies, as advocated in
PPS12.
In addition, there is a concern that Officers and
Members could be placed under pressure from Parish
Councils and objectors for example to rigidly impose the
percentage figures and that once a percentage figure has
been reached in a settlement. This could lead to a 'no
more development' stance which will put Officers and
Members in a difficult position should a suitable site
come forward but the percentage requirement has been
reached. The policy therefore needs to be revised to
allow for this possibility, and to allow more flexibility for
Officers and Members in decision making.
Further, paragraph 5.14 and the policy itself both
promote an increase in the delivery of housing in the
Major Haltemprice Settlements over the Plan period,
from below 15% at the start of the Plan period to above
15% during the last part. As previously stated, ERYC
must not align their delivery strategy too closely with
that adopted by Hull and therefore this 'phased'
distribution must not be too rigidly imposed, as housing
will need to be delivered at the appropriate time.

Mr Jamie Pyper, Signet

Observations

CSPA/1534

It must also be ensured that the percentage delivery at
the start of the Plan period is not so low that sufficient
housing is not provided to meet the needs of local
residents to the point that there is not enough choice in
the market place in the immediate future. If the
percentage delivery at the start of the Plan period is too
low it would also make it difficult to recover the shortfall
later in the Plan period.
The 'Alternative Approaches' refer to various
distribution strategies. In relation to the alternative
approaches to the Major Haltemprice Settlements and
Principal Towns, Central Land Holdings supports the
broad distribution of development as advocated in the
proposed approach over and above these alternatives,
provided the flexibility referred to above is introduced.
As such, and in relation to Question 8, Policy SS4 as
currently drafted is unsound as there is insufficient
flexibility contained within the policy to cater for
changing circumstances over the Plan period, despite the
use of the term 'broadly' in relation to the percentage of
distribution. Further, there needs to be consistency in
relation to the percentage references contained within
Table 11 in Chapter 11.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy SS4 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows:
'B. The amount of land available for housing will be
phased, reviewed and released on an annual basis to
ensure that the overall delivery of new housing broadly
matches the provision set out in part A. Should the
economic climate and/ or market conditions and/ or
other such factors determine that the broad distribution
in part A is not deliverable then development proposals
that will result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages will, in principle, be considered
favourably, in line with other policies within this Plan.'
The way in which the distribution of residential

Noted.
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development is to be managed as set out in Policy SS4
offers a solution which does not place too much burden
upon the larger towns and recognises the need to
distribute housing also to Local Service Centres and
Rural Service Centres which in themselves play a key
role in delivering sustainable development pattern. It will
be necessary to ensure within the Allocations DPD that
there are sufficient allocations made available in order to
deliver the level of development as confirmed by this
policy. In accordance with this policy, it will be necessary
for housing land availability to be reviewed on an annual
basis and likewise predicted demand should be
monitored to ensure that the phased release of land for
housing is responsive to fluctuations in market demand
throughout the plan period.
Housing
The RSS set out that the annual gross housing
requirement for the East Riding is 1,190 dwellings. Over
the Core Strategy Plan period 2009/10 ‘ 2025/26 (17
years) this equates to 20,230. The recent letter to all
Chief Planners from the Rt Hon Mr Eric Pickles MP
dated 27th May 2010 (the Pickles letter) confirmed that
the new administration intended to rapidly abolish
Regional Spatial Strategies, stating that decisions on
housing supply will rest with Local Planning Authorities
(LPAs) without the framework of regional numbers and
plans. Mr Pickles MP went on to advise that LPAs and
the Planning Inspectorate needed to regard the letter as
a material planning consideration.
This letter was effectively superseded by a further letter
from the Department for Communities and Local
Government (the CLG letter) which confirmed the
abolition of the RSSs with immediate effect.
However, the Pickles letter does not remove the need
for an evidence base and it must be noted that it is a
‘material planning consideration’, to be considered
alongside many other material planning considerations. In

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Comment regarding consistency of
figures throughout the plan noted and to
be amended in future versions.
A Delivery and Monitoring Chapter will
be provided in future versions of the
Core Strategy to set out how delivery of
the strategy will be monitored. If it
becomes apparent that policies are not
effective, these policies will be revised.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further

addition, despite the Coalition’s agenda of abolishing ‘top
down’ imposed housing figures, the respective
manifestos of the two incumbent parties still recognised
that there remains an express need for housing.
It is also interesting to note that the revised PPS3
released on the 9th June 2010 did not contain any
revised commentary on 5 year housing land supply
therefore the need to maintain an adequate supply of
housing still prevails.
Bolstering this, the CLG letter also confirms that there is
still a need for Councils to demonstrate a 5 year housing
land supply, that housing numbers will still need to be
justified, in accordance with the soundness criteria set
out in PPS12 for LDFs and that Local Authorities should
continue to ‘collect and use reliable information to justify
their
housing supply policies’.
Consequently, The Trustees support the requirement
for 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period and,
importantly, supports the fact that this figure should be
retained. It has been derived through a robust and
credible evidence base, in line with National Policy, and
as such is based on need. Therefore it is the most
suitable figure in relation to
housing requirements. In other words, despite the
change in administration, there has been no change in
housing need and therefore 20,230 dwellings over the
Plan period is still the most appropriate figure as 20,230
dwellings over the Plan period are still required.
The Trustees support the general percentage
distribution of housing development directed towards
the Major Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns.
The proposed distribution is consistent with the
requirement in the RSS to provide 40% of East Riding’s
housing requirement in the Hull Strategic Housing
Market Area, within which Beverley is located, and the
approach is consistent with the sustainable development

Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

principles promoted throughout National Policy by
allocating the majority
of new development to the most sustainable settlements.
However, it is noted from Table 11 in Chapter 11 that a
different percentage target is set out in relation to the
Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and
‘Elsewhere’. Whilst the differences are not great the
references are inconsistent and therefore they need to
be revised accordingly.
In addition, paragraph 11.3 states that many policies are
flexible and include a clause that will allow greater
flexibility in a changing economic climate. It is considered
that Policy SS4 is one of the policies that requires such a
clause.
It is noted that the Policy states that ‘the Council will
seek to broadly distribute the provision of new homes as
follows:’. However, this should be made clearer so that,
should the economic climate or market conditions
dictate, a different percentage distribution would be
acceptable, in principle. This will ensure the flexibility
that is required within Core Strategies, as advocated in
PPS12.
In addition, there is a concern that Officers and
Members could be placed under pressure from Parish
Councils and objectors for example to rigidly impose the
percentage figures and that once a percentage figure has
been reached in a settlement. This could lead to a ‘no
more development’ stance which will put Officers and
Members in a difficult position should a suitable site
come forward but the percentage requirement has been
reached. The policy therefore needs to be revised to
allow for this possibility to allow more flexibility for
Officers and Members.
The ‘Alternative Approaches’ refer to various
distribution strategies. In relation to the alternative
approaches to the Major Haltemprice Settlements and
Principal Towns, The Trustees support the broad
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distribution of development as advocated in the
proposed approach over and above these alternatives,
provided the flexibility referred to above is
introduced.
As such, and in relation to Question 8, Policy SS4 as
currently drafted is unsound as there is insufficient
flexibility contained within the policy to cater for
changing circumstances over the Plan period, despite the
use of the term ‘broadly’ in relation to the percentage of
distribution. Further, there needs to be consistency in
relation to the
percentage references contained within Table 11 in
Chapter 11.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy SS4 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows: ‘B. The amount of land
available for housing will be phased, reviewed and
released on an annual basis to ensure that the overall
delivery of new housing broadly matches the provision
set out in part A. Should the economic climate and/ or
market conditions and/ or other such factors determine
that the broad distribution in part A is not deliverable
then development proposals that will result in, or
accentuate, anomalies in the broad distribution
percentages will, in principle, be considered favourably,
in line with other policies within this Plan.’
Our client objects to the way the Core Strategy
proposes to manage the distribution of residential
development in proposed policy SS4. The policy as
drafted presents a too dispersed settlement pattern and
is not based on sustainable need.
Paragraph 5.10 of the document states that the
proposed approach provides a strong focus on the
Regional City. Our client objects to this claim given that
the Core Strategy as drafted supports development
towards the Major Haltemprice Settlements only and not
to the parts of East Riding that adjoin the Regional City

Noted. The potential option of
supporting land on the edge of the city
boundary has been considered as part of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy.
Proposed Policy S4 acknowledges that
windfall sites will come forward and that
a policy framework is required to deal
with them. It does not necessarily
include them in any supply calculations.

of Hull. The aim of the Core Strategy is to provide 40%
of East Riding’s housing requirement in the Hull Strategic
Housing Market Area.
Our client therefore requests that more housing is
directed towards the Regional City as a whole.
Paragraph 5.11 states that there is a much greater focus
on the most sustainable parts of the East Riding yet the
Core Strategy does not support development in and
adjoining all urban areas within the Regional City. Policy
SS4 should direct a significant amount of housing to all
urban areas adjoining the Regional City.
We also object to proposed policy SS4 including
reference to windfall sites. PPS3 makes it clear in
paragraph 59 that allowances for windfall sites should
not be included in the first 10 years of land supply unless
LPA’s can provide robust evidence of genuine local
circumstances that prevent specific sites being identified.
Reference to windfall sites in this policy should therefore
be deleted as this policy is contrary to PPS3.
The part of Policy SS4 which refers to the change in the
rate of development from the start of the plan period to
the end of the plan period needs further qualification.
The Council’s recent approach to the release of land has
been based on a dispersed settlement pattern. The Core
Strategy must set a clear framework as to how the
Council intends to significantly increase the rate of
delivery in the Regional City and Principal Towns. This
column as drafted does not explain how the Council
intends to address the increase delivery rates required.
Overall, our client believes that the amount of
development in rural areas should be less than that
proposed. We note that paragraph 5.12 explains that the
proposed 19% of development to settlements in the
fourth tier of the Settlement Network is higher than any
of the options presented in the Issues and Options
Paper. The Core Strategy claims that a more restrictive
approach would be difficult to achieve as half of this

Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
An Affordable Housing Viability
Assessment assesses the viability of
affordable housing. It does not assess
housing need. Need was initially assessed
through the Housing Needs and Market
Assessment 2007 and this has been used
as part of the evidence for developing
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy.
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requirement is already accounted for in existing
permissions and a high level of affordable housing need
exists in these areas. However, the Council currently has
not yet completed an Affordable Housing Viability
Assessment. Therefore there is no robust evidence
demonstrating the affordable housing needs for the
fourth tier settlements and therefore we recommend
that the overall contribution is reduced.
Yes if the amount of resources both financial and
practical are allocated to meet infrastructure and
transport needs.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution.
In broad terms the distribution of growth is supported.
My client is pleased to see that 40% will be located in
more rural parts of the district, as it is believed this
approach is consistent with seeking to maintain local

Noted and support welcomed.
Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

services in the long term. Given the large rural nature of
the district, the sustainable growth of settlements to
support existing services must be a key objective.
Paragraph 5.13 states that the approach is supported by
the SHLAA and can be delivered through the Allocations
DPD. Some flexibility needs to be introduced to ensure
that, as the SHLAA is updated, if a particular allocation
or commitment is demonstrably undeliverable,
alternative suitable sites can come forward.
Paragraph 5.15 makes reference to the high level of
outstanding permissions in the rural settlements and that
development will, as a result, decrease over time. This
assumes that the outstanding permissions will deliver in
the short term which may not be the case in all
circumstances. As the SHLAA is updated, some
permissions may lapse or sites be found undeliverable,
particularly in the current market. It is therefore
important to have flexibility in the future supply in this
eventuality.
Therefore where Policy SS4 refers to how the rate of
development will either increase or decrease over the
plan period for the each of the levels within the
settlement hierarchy, we consider that this should be
referred to an 'indicative' change to allow for flexibility.
The change is based on levels of existing permissions
which may not all come forward and thus could
potentially necessitate a change in the rate of growth for
some settlements.
A 'plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
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flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment.
The amount of land available for housing will be
monitored and reviewed on an annual basis. A phased
approach to the release of sites in the context of this
monitoring will be adopted to ensure that sufficient land
is available to ensure that the overall delivery of new
housing broadly matches the provision set out in part A.
Housing
The RSS sets out that the annual gross housing
requirement for the East Riding is 1,190 dwellings. Over
the Core Strategy Plan period 2009/10 - 2025/26 (17
years) this equates to 20,230. As previously stated, the
recent letter to all Chief Planners from the Rt Hon Mr
Eric Pickles MP dated 27th May 2010 confirmed that the
new administration intended to rapidly abolish Regional
Spatial Strategies, stating that decisions on housing
supply will rest with Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
without the framework of regional numbers and plans.
Mr Pickles MP went on to advise that LPAs and the
Planning Inspectorate needed to regard the letter as a
material planning consideration.
However, the letter does not remove the need for an
evidence base and it must be noted that it is a 'material
planning consideration', to be considered alongside many
other material planning considerations. In addition,
despite the Coalition's agenda of abolishing 'top down'
imposed housing figures, the respective manifestos of the
two incumbent parties still recognised that there remains
an express need for housing.
PINS guidance released on the 10th June confirms that at
present RSS's still form part of the Development Plan. It
is also interesting to note that the revised PPS3 released
on the 9th June 2010 did not contain any revised
commentary on 5 year housing land supply therefore the
need to maintain an adequate supply of housing still

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Noted. The potential option of
supporting land on the edge of the city
boundary has been considered as part of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy.
Comment regarding consistency of
figures throughout the plan noted and to
be amended in future versions.
A Delivery and Monitoring Chapter will
be provided in future versions of the
Core Strategy to set out how delivery of
the strategy will be monitored. If it
becomes apparent that policies are not
effective, these policies will be revised.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid

prevails.
Further, it was interesting to note in the Agents
Workshop consultation exercise in Bishop Burton
College on the 2nd June that East Riding Officers stated
that, in terms of housing numbers, it was 'business as
usual', until further communiques were released by the
Government further clarifying the matter.
Consequently, KPDC supports the requirement for
20,230 dwellings over the Plan period and, importantly,
supports the fact that this figure should be retained. It
has been derived through a robust and credible evidence
base, in line with National Policy, and as such is based on
need. Therefore it is the most suitable figure in relation
to housing requirements, notwithstanding Mr Pickles'
letter. In other words, despite the change in
administration, there has been no change in housing
need and therefore 20,230 dwellings over the Plan
period is still the most appropriate figure as 20,230
dwellings over the Plan period are still required.
KPDC supports the general percentage distribution of
housing development directed towards the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns as
advocated in Table 3 and the following paragraphs (given
the size of North Kingswood its delivery for housing
development would not substantially alter the
percentage requirements above therefore it is not
considered necessary to allocate it a specific percentage
figure).
The proposed distribution is consistent with the
requirement in the RSS to provide 40% of East Riding's
housing requirement in the Hull Strategic Housing
Market Area, which includes North Kingswood, and the
approach is consistent with the sustainable development
principles promoted throughout National Policy by
allocating the majority of new development to the most
sustainable settlements.
However, it is noted from Table 11 in Chapter 11 that a

flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

different percentage target is set out in relation to the
Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and
`Elsewhere'. Whilst the differences are not great the
references are inconsistent and therefore they need to
be revised accordingly.
In addition, paragraph 11.3 states that many policies are
flexible and include a clause that will allow greater
flexibility in a changing economic climate. It is considered
that Policy SS4 is one of the policies that requires such a
clause.
It is noted that the Policy states that 'the Council will
seek to broadly distribute the provision of new homes as
follows:. However, this should be made clearer so that,
should the economic climate or market conditions
dictate, a different percentage distribution would be
acceptable, in principle. This will ensure the flexibility
that is required within Core Strategies, as advocated in
PPS12.
In addition, there is a concern that Officers and
Members could be placed under pressure from Parish
Councils and objectors for example to rigidly impose the
percentage figures and that once a percentage figure has
been reached in a settlement. This could lead to a 'no
more development' stance which will put Officers and
Members in a difficult position should a suitable site
come forward but the percentage requirement has been
reached. The policy therefore needs to be revised to
allow for this possibility, and to allow more flexibility for
Officers and Members in decision making.
Further, paragraph 5.14 and the policy itself both
promote an increase in the delivery of housing in the
Major Haltemprice Settlements over the Plan period,
from below 15% at the start of the Plan period to above
15% during the last part. As previously stated, ERYC
must not align its delivery strategy too closely with that
adopted by Hull and therefore this 'phased' distribution
must not be too rigidly imposed, as housing will need to

be delivered at the appropriate time.
It must also be ensured that the percentage delivery at
the start of the Plan period is not so low that sufficient
housing is not provided to meet the needs of local
residents to the point that there is not enough choice in
the market place in the immediate future. If the
percentage delivery at the start of the Plan period is too
low it would also make it difficult to recover the shortfall
later in the Plan period.
The 'Alternative Approaches' refer to various
distribution strategies. In relation to the alternative
approaches to the Major Haltemprice Settlements and
Principal Towns, KPDC supports the broad distribution
of development as advocated in the proposed approach
over and above these alternatives, together with the
consideration of North Kingswood later in the Plan
period, provided the flexibility referred to above is
introduced.
As such, and in relation to Question 8, Policy SS4 as
currently drafted is unsound as there is insufficient
flexibility contained within the policy to cater for
changing circumstances over the Plan period, despite the
use of the term 'broadly' in relation to the percentage of
distribution. Further, there needs to be consistency in
relation to the percentage references contained within
Table 11 in Chapter 11.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy SS4 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows:
'B. The amount of land available for housing will be
phased, reviewed and released on an annual basis to
ensure that the overall delivery of new housing broadly
matches the provision set out in part A.
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution in part A is not deliverable then
development proposals that will result in, or accentuate,
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anomalies in the broad distribution percentages will, in
principle, be considered favourably, in line with other
policies within this Plan.'
SS4 splits the allocations with RSC and SVs yielding 19%
of the strategic requirement which is a substantial
amount and greater than the sustainable Haltemprice
settlements' 15%, which are better served by services,
employment and shopping, being easily reached by the
sub regional centre of Hull. It is also of particular note
that the RSCs and SVs, identified to serve only 10% of
the population (see pars 4.31) are providing pro rata the
most development in the most unsustainable locations.
This would appear to be contrary to the Core Strategy's
sustainability objectives, PPS3 and PPS7 and promoting
the failed dispersed development strategy of previous
plans (see comments by the Inspector for the JSP EiP1
with regard to DS4 proposals to split into a and b
designations which was previously set aside by ERYC).
Para 5.4 Government Office for Yorkshire and the
Humber (GOYH) expressed concern that proposed
replacement Policy DS4 b could promote a return to the
past pattern of dispersed development which was
promoted by the former Humberside Structure Plan
(HSP), and which is now contrary to national and
regional planning guidance. In particular it argued that
the JA should recognise that the avoidance of long
distance commuting will place a severe limitation on the
level of house building in rural settlements, and make an
explicit reference to this in JSP policy. Para 5.8 These
factors support our conclusion that there is no basis for
distinguishing between the two sorts of rural settlement
in proposed Policy DS4 b. Instead, the first part of DD
JSP Policy DS4, which deals with development in existing
villages, should be carried through to the adopted JSP. It
should be expanded to confirm that housing
development in existing villages should conform to the
requirements of DD JSP Policy H7. That latter policy

Noted. Paragraph 4.31 does not infer
that RSCs and SVs serve only 10% of the
population as they are not necessarily
outwith the 5 mile distance referred to
in that paragraph.
The population of the RSCs, SVs and the
countryside represent 40% of the overall
East Riding total compared with
Haltemprice’s 16%.
Please note that the Core Strategy will
replace the Joint Structure Plan and its
policies.

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
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should be modified to secure that, in every case, housing
development should be limited to that which would not
lead to increased long distance commuting, with a
preference given to previously developed sites, in-fill
plots and conversions. Para 2.12 We conclude that there
is no basis for distinguishing between two sorts of rural
settlement as suggested in Policy DS4b as proposed by
the JA. We recommend that Policy DS4 should deal with
only one level of settlement and be reworded to clarify
the role of these settlements. We also recommend that
Policy H7 should be modified to minimise the risk of
commuting from such settlements to the main
settlements. Report of the Panel, Peter Young April
2004
The RSS sets out that the annual gross housing
requirement for the East Riding is 1,190 dwellings. Over
the Core Strategy Plan period 2009/10 - 2025/26 (17
years) this equates to 20,230. The recent letter to all
Chief Planners from the Rt Hon Mr Eric Pickles MP
dated 27th May 2010 confirmed that the new
administration intended to rapidly abolish Regional
Spatial Strategies, stating that decisions on housing
supply will rest with Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
without the framework of regional numbers and plans.
Mr Pickles MP went on to advise that LPAs and the
Planning Inspectorate needed to regard the letter as a
material planning consideration.
However, the letter does not remove the need for an
evidence base and it must be noted that it is a `material
planning consideration', to be considered alongside many
other material planning considerations. In addition,
despite the Coalition's agenda of abolishing `top down'
imposed housing figures, the respective manifestos of the
two incumbent parties still recognised that there remains
an express need for housing.
PINS guidance released on the 10th June confirms that at
present RSS's still form part of the Development Plan as

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Noted. The potential option of
supporting land on the edge of the city
boundary has been considered as part of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy.
Comment regarding consistency of
figures throughout the plan noted and to
be amended in future versions.
A Delivery and Monitoring Chapter will
be provided in future versions of the
Core Strategy to set out how delivery of
the strategy will be monitored. If it
becomes apparent that policies are not
effective, these policies will be revised.

revocation is yet to occur. It is also interesting to note
that the revised PPS3 released on the 9th June 2010 did
not contain any revised commentary on 5 year housing
land supply therefore the need to maintain an adequate
supply of housing still prevails.
Further, it was interesting to note in the Agents
Workshop mentioned above that East Riding Officers
stated that, in terms of housing numbers, it was
`business as usual', until further communiques were
released by the Government further clarifying the
matter.
Consequently, Central Land Holdings supports the
requirement for 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period
and, importantly, supports the fact that this figure should
be retained. It has been derived through a robust and
credible evidence base, in line with National Policy, and
as such is based on need. Therefore it is the most
suitable figure in relation to housing requirements,
notwithstanding Mr Pickles' letter. In other words,
despite the change in administration, there has been no
change in housing need and therefore 20,230 dwellings
over the Plan period is still the most appropriate figure
as 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period are still
required.
Central Land Holdings supports the general percentage
distribution of housing development directed towards
the Major Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns
as advocated in Table 3 and the following paragraphs,
notwithstanding the comments above in relation to
actual numbers, which will obviously have to be revised
accordingly.
The proposed distribution is consistent with the
requirement in the RSS to provide 40% of East Riding's
housing requirement in the Hull Strategic Housing
Market Area, and the approach is consistent with the
sustainable development principles promoted
throughout National Policy by allocating the majority of

Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

new development to the most sustainable settlements.
However, it is noted from Table 11 in Chapter 11 that a
different percentage target is set out in relation to the
Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and
'Elsewhere'. Whilst the differences are not great the
references are inconsistent and therefore they need to
be revised accordingly.
In addition, paragraph 11.3 states that many policies are
flexible and include a clause that will allow greater
flexibility in a changing economic climate. It is considered
that Policy SS4 is one of the policies that requires such a
clause.
It is noted that the Policy states that 'the Council will
seek to broadly distribute the provision of new homes as
follows:. However, this should be made clearer so that,
should the economic climate or market conditions
dictate, a different percentage distribution would be
acceptable, in principle. This will ensure the flexibility
that is required within Core Strategies, as advocated in
PPS12.
In addition, there is a concern that Officers and
Members could be placed under pressure from Parish
Councils and objectors for example to rigidly impose the
percentage figures and that once a percentage figure has
been reached in a settlement. This could lead to a 'no
more development' stance which will put Officers and
Members in a difficult position should a suitable site
come forward but the percentage requirement has been
reached. The policy therefore needs to be revised to
allow for this possibility to allow more flexibility for
Officers and Members.
Further, paragraph 5.14 and the policy itself both
promote an increase in the delivery of housing in
Beverley over the Plan period, from below the 12% at
the start of the Plan period to above 12% during the last
part. As previously stated, ERYC must not align their
delivery strategy too closely with that adopted by Hull

and therefore this 'phased' distribution must not be too
rigidly imposed, as housing will need to be delivered at
the appropriate time.
It must also be ensured that the percentage delivery at
the start of the Plan period is not so low that sufficient
housing is not provided to meet the needs of local
residents to the point that there is not enough choice in
the market place in the immediate future. If the
percentage delivery at the start of the Plan period is too
low it would also make it difficult to recover the shortfall
later in the Plan period.
The 'Alternative Approaches' refer to various
distribution strategies. In relation to the alternative
approaches to the Major Haltemprice Settlements and
Principal Towns, Central Land Holdings supports the
broad distribution of development as advocated in the
proposed approach over and above these alternatives,
provided the flexibility referred to above is introduced.
As such, and in relation to Question 8, Policy 554 as
currently drafted is unsound as there is insufficient
flexibility contained within the policy to cater for
changing circumstances over the Plan period, despite the
use of the term 'broadly' in relation to the percentage of
distribution. Further, there needs to be consistency in
relation to the percentage references contained within
Table 11 in Chapter 11.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy 554 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows:
'B. The amount of land available for housing will be
phased, reviewed and released on an annual basis to
ensure that the overall delivery of new housing broadly
matches the provision set out in part A.
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution in part A is not deliverable then
development proposals that will result in, or accentuate,
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anomalies in the broad distribution percentages will, in
principle, be considered favourably, in line with other
policies within this Plan.'
SS4 is not supported in its current form. The principle of
managing the distribution of new residential
development is supported, however the proposed split
between LSCs and Rural Service Centres is
inappropriate and a higher proportion of additional
housing should be apportioned to LSCs and reduced for
RSCs accordingly. At present 21% of new housing is
proposed in LSCs and 19% in RSCs and the countryside.
This is contrary to the principles of sustainable
development set out in national planning policy guidance
PPS3. LSCs should be recognised higher up the
settlement hierarchy in view of their more significant
function as existing service centres with commercial and
employment bases, and access to public transport, often
not found in RSCs. It is suggested that the split between
these two identified settlement is more appropriately
based on an evidence based assessment of existing
population levels and service provision as opposed to
the current, notional split.
Proposed Amendment;
SS4 should be amended so that the distribution of land
for housing between LSCs and RSCs and the countryside
is based on evidence reflecting the importance of the
former in accordance with sustainable development
objectives.
Our client objects to the way the Core Strategy
proposes to manage the distribution of residential
development in proposed policy SS4. The policy as
drafted presents a too dispersed settlement pattern and
is not based on sustainable need.
Paragraph 4.31 states that 90% of the East Riding
population live within 5 miles of the Regional City, the
four principal towns or the seven proposed Local
Service Centres. Thus, our client objects to only 81% of

Noted. The Local Service Centres
account for 15% of the population
compared with 40% for the Rural
Service Centres, Supporting Villages and
Countryside.

Noted. The 5-mile radius includes many
Rural Service Centres, Supporting
Villages and parts of the Countryside.
Therefore, more than 81% of housing
development will take place in the 5-mile
catchment area.

housing being distributed to these places.
Paragraph 4.25 of the Core Strategy clearly states that
the Local Service Centres will provide the main focal
point for development in rural areas. The RSS describes
LSC's as towns and villages that provide services and
facilities that serve the needs of, and are accessible to,
people living in the surrounding area.
In relation to the LSC's, RSS says in paragraph 2.48 that
it seeks to prevent the dispersal of development to
smaller settlements and open countryside. LDF's should
establish local development needs that are essential to
support smaller settlements and appropriate limited
types of development in the open countryside in line
with Planning Policy Statement 7 on Sustainable
Development in Rural Area (PPS7).
Paragraph 3 of PPS7 states that away from larger urban
areas, planning authorities should focus most new
development in or near to local service centres where
employment, housing (including affordable housing),
services and other facilities can be provided close
together. These centres (which might be a country town,
a single large village or a group of villages) should be
identified in the development plan as the preferred
location for such development.
PPS7 goes on to say in paragraph 4 that planning
authorities should set out in Local Development
Document's their policies for allowing SOME LIMITED
(our emphasis) development in, or next to, rural
settlements not designated as local service centres.
Our client therefore has concern over the fourth tier of
the network settlement being apportioned almost the
same as the third tier (Local Service Centres) in light of
national and regional planning guidance on the
distribution of housing (particularly in rural areas).
As currently drafted, the Core Strategy seeks to provide
1/5th of its overall housing provision in the countryside.
Therefore we suggest that part A of policy SS4 is re-
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worded as set out below which comprises of our
preferred distribution:
- Major Haltemprice Settlements - 19%
- Principal Towns - 48%
- Local Service Centres - 24%
- Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages, the
Countryside and other rural settlements - 10%.
The above suggested changes reduce the proportion of
future housing to the Rural Villages and Supporting
Villages from 19% to 10%, in terms of, their contribution
to the overall East Riding housing distribution in light of
national and regional planning guidance, as well as
paragraph 4.31 of the Core Strategy. The remaining 9%
should be distributed between the top three tiers of the
Settlement Network. The above suggested change splits
the 9% loss from the fourth tier equally amongst the top
three tiers.
We also object to proposed policy SS4 including
reference to windfall sites. PPS3 makes it clear in
paragraph 59 that allowances for windfall sites should
not be included in the first 10 years of land supply unless
LPA's can provide robust evidence of genuine local
circumstances that prevent specific sites being identified.
Reference to windfall sites in this policy should therefore
be deleted as this policy is contrary to PPS3.
Therefore we suggest that part A of policy SS4 is reworded and reference to windfall applications is deleted.
The suggested change to policy SS4 also ties in within
paragraph 5.15 of the Core Strategy which says that the
amount of development in rural areas (LSCS RSCs,. SVs,
the countryside and other rural settlements) will
decrease over time from above 40% of the East Riding
total to below that proportion. However, no further
details are given as to the distribution of housing in East
Riding towards the end of the plan period.
The part of Policy SS4 which refers to the change in the
rate of development from the start of the plan period to

Noted. Proposed Policy S4
acknowledges that windfall sites will
come forward and that a policy
framework is required to deal with
them. It does not necessarily include
them in any supply calculations.

Noted. Reference to rates of
development over the plan period has
been removed in Revised Policy SS4 of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy
to aid flexibility.

Noted. Reference to rates of
development over the plan period has
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the end of the plan period needs further qualification.
The Council's recent approach to the release of land has
been based on a dispersed settlement pattern. The Core
Strategy must set a clear framework as to how the
Council intends to significantly increase "the rate of
delivery in the Major Haltemprice settlements and
Principal Towns. This column as drafted does not explain
how the Council intends to address the increase delivery
rates required.
Overall, our client believes that the amount of
development in rural areas should be less than that
proposed. We note that paragraph 5.12 explains that the
proposed 19% of development to settlements in the
fourth tier of the Settlement Network is higher than any
of the options presented in the Issues and Options
Paper. The Core Strategy claims that a more restrictive
approach would be difficult to achieve as half of this
requirement is already accounted for in existing
permissions and a high level of affordable housing need
exists in these areas. However, the Council currently has
not, yet completed an Affordable Housing Viability
Assessment. Therefore there is no robust evidence
demonstrating the affordable housing needs for the
fourth tier settlements and therefore we ' recommend
that the overall contribution is reduced.
Support
Galliford supports the reference in part A that the
Council will make provision to meet the annual housing
requirements as set out in the RSS / IRS.
Galliford also supports the identification of Principal
Towns (overall) in being identified to deliver 45% of the
required proportion of development in the East Riding
upto 2026.
Objection
Our client believes that the purpose of proposed policy
SS4 should be to consider the broad distribution of
residential development and for planning applications to

been removed in Revised Policy SS4 of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy
to aid flexibility.

Noted. An Affordable Housing Viability
Assessment assesses the viability of
affordable housing. It does not assess
housing need. Need was initially assessed
through the Housing Needs and Market
Assessment 2007 and this has been used
as part of the evidence for developing
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy.

Comments noted. Proposed Policy SS4
does set out a broad distribution of
residential development.
Proposed Policy S4 acknowledges that
windfall sites will come forward and that
a policy framework is required to deal
with them. It does not necessarily
include them in any supply calculations.
The policies and options presented in
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy

consider any specific detailed issues arising on a site.
Paragraph 4.5 of PPS12 clearly states that it ‘is essential
that the core strategy makes clear spatial choices about
where developments should go in broad terms. This
strong direction will mean that the work involved in the
preparation of any subsequent DPDs in reduced. It also
means that decisions on planning applications can be
given a clear steer immediately.’
However, part A sets out that through the allocation of
sites and the determination of planning applications
(including windfall applications), the Council will seek to
broadly distribute the provision of new homes.
Therefore part A appears somewhat confused in what it
is seeking to achieve where the determination of
applications will determine the distribution of land. This
is contrary to PPS12, as set out above and is therefore
considered unsound.
Galliford believes it is down to policy SS4 to set out the
overall framework and distribution, based on a credible
evidence base, without the need for reference to
determination of applications. This evidence is broadly
set out in Paragraph 5.9 and Table 3 which includes the
proposed approach to directing residential developed,
prepared in response to consultation to help achieve the
aims of the Core Strategy.
We also note the inclusion of ‘windfall applications’ and
object on the basis that its inclusion is contrary to
paragraph 59 of PPS3 which states that allowances for
windfalls should not be included in the first 10 years of
land supply unless Local Planning Authorities can provide
robust evidence of genuine local circumstances that
prevent specific sites being identified. Galliford are not
aware of any evidence by the Council to prevent specific
sites being identified.
We note that paragraph 5.12 of the CSPA sets out that
the approach for rural service centres, supporting
villages, the countryside and other rural settlement’ is

have been sustainability appraised.
Comment regarding consistency of
figures throughout the plan noted and to
be amended in future versions.
The revised policy of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy refers to
phasing over 5-year timeframes rather
than an annual basis.

higher than any of the options presented in the Issues
and Option paper. Therefore Galliford are unclear as to
why the ERYC has taken forward this approach, when it
didn’t consult on an option originally. Therefore
Galliford is not clear whether this option has been the
subject of a sustainability appraisal, which is a
requirement as set out in paragraph 4.50 of PPS12.
We refer to Table 11 (Proposed Output Indicators) of
the CSPA, which sets out the percentage housing targets
for Haltemprice, Principal Towns etc. We note that
these percentage are different to those set out in Policy
SS4 and as such there is a need for consistent figures.
Part B sets out that the amount of land available for
housing will be phased, reviewed and released on an
annual basis. However we do not consider this to be the
appropriate place for the inclusion within this policy.
Galliford believes that Section 11 (Deliver and
Monitoring) of the CSPA, as well as the annual
monitoring report are sufficient to provide a review
mechanism.
In terms of part c, we consider that this part should be
set out in a separate policy, dealing with the strategy for
clearance / replacement and not distribution of
residential development.
Proposed Changes
Taking into account the above comments and to make
policy SS4 sound, we recommend it is amended to read
as follows: ‘Proposed Policy SS4: The Distribution of
residential development The Council will make a general
provision to meet the annual housing requirements for
the East Riding as set out in the RSS/IRS. The Council
will seek to broadly distribute the provision of new
homes as follows:
Average Distribution of homes over the plan period
Major Haltemprice Settlements 15%
Principal Towns 45%
Local Service Centres 21%
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Rural Service Centres, Supporting 19%
Villages, The Countryside and other rural settlements’
We recommend the deletion of parts B and C from
proposed policy SS4.
Housing
The RSS sets out that the annual gross housing
requirement for the East Riding is 1,190 dwellings. Over
the Core Strategy Plan period 2009/10 - 2025/26 (17
years) this equates to 20,230. The recent letter to all
Chief Planners from the Rt Hon Mr Eric Pickles MP
dated 27th May 2010 confirmed that the new
administration intended to rapidly abolish Regional
Spatial Strategies, stating that decisions on housing
supply will rest with Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
without the framework of regional numbers and plans.
Mr Pickles MP went on to advise that LPAs and the
Planning Inspectorate needed to regard the letter as a
material planning consideration.
However, the letter does not remove the need for an
evidence base and it must be noted that it is a 'material
planning consideration', to be considered alongside many
other material planning considerations. In addition,
despite the Coalition's agenda of abolishing 'top down'
imposed housing figures, the respective manifestos of the
two incumbent parties still recognised that there remains
an express need for housing.
PINS guidance on this matter released on the 10th June
2010 confirms that at present RSS's still form part of the
Development Plan as revocation is yet to occur and
therefore it still should be afforded significant weight. It
is also interesting to note that the revised PPS3 released
on the 9th June 2010 did not contain any revised
commentary on 5 year housing land supply therefore the
need to maintain an adequate supply of housing still
prevails.
Further, it was interesting to note in the Agents'
Workshop mentioned above that East Riding Officers

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
An Affordable Housing Viability
Assessment assesses the viability of
affordable housing. It does not assess
housing need. Need was initially assessed
through the Housing Needs and Market
Assessment 2007 and this has been used
as part of the evidence for developing
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy.
Comment regarding consistency of
figures throughout the plan noted and to
be amended in future versions.
A Delivery and Monitoring Chapter will
be provided in future versions of the
Core Strategy to set out how delivery of
the strategy will be monitored. If it
becomes apparent that policies are not
effective, these policies will be revised.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.

stated that, in terms of housing numbers, it was 'business
as usual', until further communiques were released by
the Government further clarifying the matter.
Consequently, the Humber Growers Group supports
the requirement for 20,230 dwellings over the Plan
period and, importantly, support the fact that this figure
should be retained. It has been derived through a robust
and credible evidence base, in line with National Policy,
and as such is based on need. Therefore it is the most
suitable figure in relation to housing requirements,
notwithstanding Mr Pickles' letter. In other words,
despite the change in administration, there has been no
change in housing need and therefore 20,230 dwellings
over the Plan period is still the most appropriate figure
as 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period are still
required.
Although supportive of the general percentage
distribution of housing development directed towards
the Major Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns,
the Humber Growers Group is concerned that the
Proposed Approach under Policy SS4 undervalues the
importance of Local Service Centres as the main focal
point for development to serve rural areas. Although
paragraph 5.12 of the Preferred Approach Core Strategy
states that the 'majority of development outside larger
settlements will be directed' to Local Service Centres,
since the Issues and Options Paper there has been a
significant decrease in the percentage distribution of
housing to LSC's from 30% (at a minimum) to 21%. In
contrast, the percentage of residential development
apportioned to Rural Service Centres, Supporting
Villages and the Countryside has been raised to 19%.
This approach is considerably higher than any of the
options presented in the Issues and Options Paper and
justified by the Council on the basis that 'a high level of
affordable housing need exists in these areas'.
As the Council have not yet undertaken an Affordable

The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Housing Viability Assessment, the Humber Growers
Group is concerned that the distribution split between
Local Service Centres and other rural areas is unjustified
and in conflict with Policy SS2 of the Preferred Approach
Core Strategy which seeks to promote sustainable
patterns of development through a defined settlement
network. In the absence of a suitable evidence base, it
should be clearly stressed as part of Policy SS4 that these
percentages are not absolute and that changing market
conditions will be taken into account when considering
individual applications for development. This will ensure
the flexibility that is required within Core Strategies, as
advocated in PPS12.
It is also noted from Table 11 in Chapter 11 that a
different percentage target is set out in relation to the
Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and
`Elsewhere'. Whilst the differences are not great the
references are inconsistent and therefore they need to
be revised accordingly.
In addition, paragraph 11.3 states that many policies are
flexible and include a clause that will allow greater
flexibility in a changing economic climate. It is considered
that Policy SS4 is one of the policies that requires such a
clause.
Policy SS4 states that the Council will seek to broadly
distribute the provision of new homes as follows:.
However, this should be made clearer so that, should
the economic climate or market conditions dictate, a
different percentage distribution would be acceptable, in
principle. This will ensure the flexibility that is required
within Core Strategies, as advocated in PPS12.
In addition, there is a concern that Officers and
Members could be placed under pressure from Parish
Councils and objectors for example to rigidly impose the
percentage figures and that once a percentage figure has
been reached in a settlement. This could lead to a 'no
more development' stance which will put Officers and

Members in a difficult position should a suitable site
come forward but the percentage requirement has been
reached. The policy therefore needs to be revised to
allow for this possibility to allow more flexibility for
Officers and Members.
Further, paragraph 5.14 and the policy itself both
promote a decrease in the delivery of housing in LSCs
over the Plan period, from above the 21% at the start of
the Plan period to below 21% during the last part. As
previously stated, ERYC must not align their delivery
strategy too closely with that adopted by Hull and
therefore this 'phased' distribution must not be too
rigidly imposed, as housing will need to be delivered at
the appropriate time.
As such, and in relation to Question 8, Policy SS4 as
currently drafted is unsound as there is insufficient
flexibility contained within the policy to cater for
changing circumstances over the Plan period, despite the
use of the term 'broadly' in relation to the percentage of
distribution. Further, there needs to be consistency in
relation to the percentage references contained within
Table 11 in Chapter 11.
The Humber Growers Group broadly supports
Proposed Policy SS6. However, there is a concern that
given Elloughton cum Brough's role as an LSC, and
perhaps the most sustainable of the LSCs as mentioned
above, it is not expressly defined as such under the
District Centres section of Part A of the Policy.
Therefore Elloughton should be added to Brough to
avoid any confusion.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy 554 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows:
'B. The amount of land available for housing will be
phased, reviewed and released on an annual basis to
ensure that the overall delivery of new housing broadly
matches the provision set out in part A. Should the
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economic climate and/ or market conditions and/ or
other such factors determine that the broad distribution
in part A is not deliverable then development proposals
that will result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages will, in principle, be considered
favourably, in line with other policies within this Plan.'
In addition:
'A... District Centres
Cottingham, Elloughton/Brough, Hedon, Hessle,
Hornsea, Howden, Market Weighton, Pocklington and
Withernsea '
Housing
5.1 The RSS sets out that the annual gross housing
requirement for the East Riding is 1,190 dwellings. Over
the Core Strategy Plan period 2009/10 - 2025/26 (17
years) this equates to 20,230. The recent letter to all
Chief Planners from the Rt Hon Mr Eric Pickles MP
dated 27th May 2010 confirmed that the new
administration intended to rapidly abolish Regional
Spatial Strategies, stating that decisions on housing
supply will rest with Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
without the framework of regional numbers and plans.
Mr Pickles MP went on to advise that LPAs and the
Planning Inspectorate needed to regard the letter as a
material planning consideration.
5.2 However, the letter does not remove the need for
an evidence base and it must be noted that it is a
'material planning consideration', to be considered
alongside many other material planning considerations. In
addition, despite the Coalition's agenda of abolishing 'top
down' imposed housing figures, the respective
manifestos of the two incumbent parties still recognised
that there remains an express need for housing.
5.3 PINS guidance on this matter released on the 10th
June 2010 confirms that at present RSS's still form part
of the Development Plan as revocation is yet to occur
and therefore it still should be afforded significant

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
An Affordable Housing Viability
Assessment assesses the viability of
affordable housing. It does not assess
housing need. Need was initially assessed
through the Housing Needs and Market
Assessment 2007 and this has been used
as part of the evidence for developing
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy.
Comment regarding consistency of
figures throughout the plan noted and to
be amended in future versions.
A Delivery and Monitoring Chapter will
be provided in future versions of the
Core Strategy to set out how delivery of
the strategy will be monitored. If it
becomes apparent that policies are not

weight. It is also interesting to note that the revised
PPS3 released on the 9th June 2010 did not contain any
revised commentary on 5 year housing land supply
therefore the need to maintain an adequate supply of
housing still prevails.
5.4 Further, it was interesting to note in the Agents'
Workshop mentioned above that East Riding Officers
stated that, in terms of housing numbers, it was 'business
as usual', until further communiques were released by
the Government further clarifying the matter.
5.5 Consequently, David Watts supports the
requirement for 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period
and, importantly, support the fact that this figure should
be retained. It has been derived through a robust and
credible evidence base, in line with National Policy, and
as such is based on need. Therefore it is the most
suitable figure in relation to housing requirements,
notwithstanding Mr Pickles' letter. In other words,
despite the change in administration, there has been no
change in housing need and therefore 20,230 dwellings
over the Plan period is still the most appropriate figure
as 20,230 dwellings over the Plan period are still
required.
5.6 As the Council has not yet undertaken an Affordable
Housing Viability Assessment, David Watts is concerned
that the distribution split of 19% to Rural Service
Centres, Supporting Villages and the Countryside is
unjustified and in conflict with Policy SS2 of the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy which seeks to
promote sustainable patterns of development through a
defined settlement network. In the absence of a suitable
evidence base, it should be clearly stressed as part of
Policy SS4 that these percentages are not absolute and
that changing market conditions will be taken into
account when considering individual applications for
development. This will ensure the flexibility that is
required within Core Strategies, as advocated in PPS12.

effective, these policies will be revised.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

5.7 It is also noted from Table 11 in Chapter 11 that a
different percentage target is set out in relation to the
Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and
'Elsewhere'. Whilst the differences are not great the
references are inconsistent and therefore they need to
be revised accordingly.
5.8 In addition, paragraph 11.3 states that many policies
are flexible and include a clause that will allow greater
flexibility in a changing economic climate. It is considered
that Policy SS4 is one of the policies that requires such a
clause.
5.9 Policy SS4 states that the Council will seek to
broadly distribute the provision of new homes as
follows:. However, this should be made clearer so that,
should the economic climate or market conditions
dictate, a different percentage distribution would be
acceptable, in principle. This will ensure the flexibility
that is required within Core Strategies, as advocated in
PPS12.
5.10 In addition, there is a concern that Officers and
Members could be placed under pressure from Parish
Councils and objectors for example to rigidly impose the
percentage figures and that once a percentage figure has
been reached in a settlement. This could lead to a 'no
more development' stance which will put Officers and
Members in a difficult position should a suitable site
come forward but the percentage requirement has been
reached. The policy therefore needs to be revised to
allow for this possibility to allow more flexibility for
Officers and Members.
5.11 Further, paragraph 5.14 and the policy itself both
promote a decrease in the delivery of housing in RSCS
over the Plan period, from above the 19% at the start of
the Plan period to below 19% during the last part. As
previously stated, ERYC must not align its delivery
strategy too closely with that adopted by Hull and
therefore this `phased' distribution must not be too
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rigidly imposed, as housing will need to be delivered at
the appropriate time.
5.12 As such, and in relation to Question 8, Policy SS4 as
currently drafted is unsound as there is insufficient
flexibility contained within the policy to cater for
changing circumstances over the Plan period, despite the
use of the term 'broadly' in relation to the percentage of
distribution. Further, there needs to be consistency in
relation to the percentage references contained within
Table 11 in Chapter 11.
5.13 David Watts broadly supports Proposed Policy SS6.
Proposed Change
5.14 Consequently, for Policy SS4 to be considered
sound it needs to be revised as follows:
`6. The amount of land available for housing will be
phased, reviewed and released on an annual basis to
ensure that the overall delivery of new housing broadly
matches the provision set out in part A. Should the
economic climate and/ or market conditions and/ or
other such factors determine that the broad distribution
in part A is not deliverable then development proposals
that will result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages will, in principle, be considered
favourably, in line with other policies within this Plan.'
I said at the meeting [Pocklington Drop In session] I was
in favour of the proposed 1079 homes to be built in the
next 15 years as more homes and more people can help
develop the infrastructure of Pocklington.
The Great Gutter Lane collaboration supports the
approach of Policy SS4 and has suggested in a separate
representation how the guidance on locating
development could be made clearer. This representation
relates to the level of housing that the Core Strategy is
planning for.
The Great Gutter Lane Collaboration does not support
the indicative build rate of 1,190 dwellings per year.
The RSS is set to be abolished ‘ whilst it may retain some

Noted and support welcomed.

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.

status as a material consideration the letter of intent
from the Secretary of State to abolish the RSS is equally
a material consideration. The East Riding’s Core Strategy
must therefore focus on meeting local housing needs.
This approach is embedded in the Plan’s objectives but
its housing requirement fails to realise these objectives.
The LDF objectives (para 3.10) include to:
1. Cater for planned population and housing growth........
6. Significantly increase the provision of affordable
housing throughout the East Riding...
7. Provide a mix of housing by type and tenure, taking
into account everyone’s housing needs...
Section 7 of the Core Strategy, A healthy and balanced
housing market, further re-enforces this approach by
referring to The Sustainable Community Plan, Our East
Riding which highlights that providing good access to
housing that meets local needs is one of the challenges
facing the Council and its partners. The three objectives
of the East Riding’s Housing Strategy 2008 (para7.4)
focus on meeting housing need and delivering more
affordable housing, creating quality homes and places and
meeting the diverse needs of our community. In terms of
evidence of local housing needs:
- The East Riding Housing Needs and Market
Assessment identifies an annual requirement of 1,455
affordable homes between 2006 and 2011 (including 50%
in the ‘central area’)
- The Government’s latest 2006 based household
projections published in March 2009 indicate an increase
of 2,550 households per year for the 20 year period
between 2006 and 2026 and an increase of 2,600
households per annum for the 15 year period 2011-2026
- The latest 2008 based population projections indicate a
population increase of +9.4% for the ten year period
2008-2018, above the rate of increase for England
(+7.4%) and Yorkshire and Humber (+8.5%)
- Whilst 2008 based household projections are yet to be
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published the 2008 based population projections (+9.4%
2008-18) show a comparable increase to the previous
2006 based population projections (+11.9% 2006-16)
over the next ten year period (to which there can be
attached more certainty compared to longer range
projections)
The East Riding Housing Needs and Market Assessment
confirms that East Riding is a largely self contained
housing market. Even with perhaps a small reduction in
household growth shown in the 2008 household growth
projections compared to 2006 based ‘ the indicate build
rate is very low in terms of meeting local housing needs.
The East Riding has a stated need to diversify and grow
its economy. Having an appropriate supply of housing
land to enable future housing growth is an important
aspect of supporting sustainable economic growth.
Recommended Change
The Great Gutter Lane Collaboration proposes that the
gross build rate for the East Riding, as indicated at para
5.2, should be 2,550 dwellings per annum based on the
latest evidence of local household growth.
Summary Justification for Change:
- to meet LDF objective 2 to cater for population and
household grwoth
- to meet local housing need, as required by the East
Riding’s Community Plan and Housing Strategy
- to meet affordable housing needs and reduce
homelessness
- to support the growth of the East Riding’s economy
We do not support the average distribution of homes
over the plan period. More specifically the 15%
distribution to the Major Haltemprice settlements
significantly fails to reflect:
- The East Riding LDF vision (para 3.6) in terms of the
focus for most new development
- The vision for The Major Haltemprice Settlements
(para 3.7) with its emphasis on planned growth to meet

Noted. Development in and around the
Major Haltemprice Settlements must be
considered in light of: supporting the
role of the city of Hull (in terms of
regeneration and investment priorities
within the city); the environmental and
infrastructure capacity of the area; and
the objective of avoiding settlement

the needs of the existing communities and capitalising on
this area’s strong links to employment, services and
facilities
- The focusing of new development (para 4.2) into the
East Riding’s larger settlements where there are facilities,
public transport services and economic opportunities.
- That the Major Haltemprice Settlements (para 4.17)
provide a highly sustainable option for new
development....with excellent public transport
links....close to regionally important services and
facilities.... and the City of Hull provides significant
employment opportunities for this part of the East
Riding.
The 15% distribution contrasts sharply with the
concentration of population and employment located in
the major Haltemprice settlements. A further relevant
factor supporting Haltemprice as the focus for
residential development is the proximity of over 100,000
based jobs in Hull.
There is a compelling sustainability basis for a more
urban concentrated pattern of development. It will serve
to support urban renaissance; deliver a more compact
and transport-orientated pattern of development ; make
the best use of existing infrastructure; promote the use
of public transport; get a better relationship between
homes and current and future jobs; maximise
accessibility to services and facilities; reduce greenhouse
gas emission; and address climate change.
Recommended Change
The Great Gutter Lane Collaboration proposes that the
% distribution to the Major Haltemprice Settlements
under part A of policy SS4 should be 20% as a very
minimum. A level of around 25-30% would effectively
deliver the Core Strategy’s intended approach.
There is scope for the % figure to increase over time to
support the Core Strategy’s support for Hull City
Council’s Emerging Preferred Approach Core Strategy

coalescence.

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2045

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1762

Mr Mike Cole, Gregory
Gray Associates on behalf
of Wyevale Garden

Support

CSPA/1806

and also for the % in Beverley as a Principal Town to be
proportionately reduced IF a policy approach of
providing 40% of housing in the Hull Strategic Housing
Market Area is retained.
Summary Justification for Change:
- to ensure that the distribution in SS4 reflects the
concentrated pattern of development required by the
Core Strategy
- to reflect the highly sustainable nature of the Major
Haltemprice Settlements
- to support the role of Hull and the Major Haltemprice
Settlements as a Regional City
Whilst we support the proposed distribution of
dwellings, we feel more detail should be provided in
terms of phasing to ensure the work currently underway
to support Hull’s housing market housing renewal
programme is not undermined. (SS4)

6.9 Overall, our Client supports proposed Policy SS4.
However, in accordance with paragraphs 6.7 and 6.8
(above), our Client recommends that Policy SS4 is
amended to include reference to the distribution of
housing based on the net additional requirement of
1,150 dwellings per year as well as to the gross
requirement of 1,190 dwellings per year.
Question 8
6 10 Our comments at paragraphs 6.1 to 6.9 (above) set
out our Client thoughts in relation to the distribution of
residential development in East Riding. Overall, the
approach proposed is supported but a number of
amendments have been suggested.
The proposed distribution of residential development, as
set out in Policy SS4 is generally supported. We support
the proposed increased proportion of new residential

Noted. However, reference to rates of
development over the plan period has
been removed in Revised Policy SS4 of
the Further Consultation Core Strategy
to aid flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.
Noted.

Noted and support welcomed.

Centres

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Sunderlandwick Farms

Object

CSPA/2011

development in the rural areas (RSCs, SVs and
countryside) to 19% from the Issues and Options
proposal of 10-15%. This should provide more flexibility
for the housing market to respond to demand.
Policy SS4 states that the council will make provision to
meet the annual housing requirements as set out in the
RSS/IRS. Given that the RSS has now been revoked, we
consider it would be necessary to amend or supplement
policy SS4 to clarify (in a policy) the scale of residential
development set out in Table 2 of the Core Strategy.
It is understood that the Council supported the
proposed housing targets for East Riding at the
Examination in Public of the RSS. The figures had been
reached through detailed consideration of population
growth and the need to support failing housing markets,
in the area.
Although the RSS has now been revoked, the evidence
base supporting it is still available. Given the Council's
support for the figures and the substantial evidence base
and analysis in support of the target set for East Riding, it
would be advisable to make the former RSS housing
target part of a Core Strategy policy. This could either
be done as a separate policy, setting out the scale of
housing growth or by amending policy SS4 into a two
part policy which deals with both the scale of growth
and its distribution:'
In terms of the distribution of growth in Policy SS4, the
proposed option is supported by the Sustainability
Appraisal and the evidence base, including the SHLAA. It
is noted that, although the average distribution is given,
the policy also indicates where the rates of development
may change over the plan period. For the Principal
Towns the amount of development is likely to increase
over the plan period, reflecting the low level of starts at
present.
The identification of sufficient amounts of suitable land in
the Principal Towns is imperative if the amount of

Noted. The scale of housing
development has been considered, and
subject to public consultation, through
the Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011). It identifies, in Revised
Policy SS4, an annual housing provision
of 1,500 dwellings.
Reference to rates of development over
the plan period has been removed in
Revised Policy SS4 of the Further
Consultation Core Strategy to aid
flexibility.
The revised policy also refers to phasing
over 5-year timeframes rather than an
annual basis.

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

Other

CSPA/2195

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group

Other

CSPA/2200

housing is to be increased. Furthermore, utilising a broad
mixture of small, medium and larger sites will assist in
bringing completions forward over the plan period.
A 'plan, monitor and manage' approach is appropriate to
ensure that the required levels of development are
achieved. However, the wording of Policy SS4(B)
suggests that there will be an annual phasing and release
of land. Whilst annual monitoring is supported, an annual
approach to phasing and review is not flexible and could
be problematic in the context of needing a five year
supply and permissions having a three year lifetime. The
Core Strategy needs to ensure that it can deliver a
flexible and responsive rolling five year supply of land
throughout the plan period.
We would therefore suggest the following amendment.
'The amount of land available for housing will be [replace
'phased and released' with 'monitored and reviewed'] on
an annual basis. [Insert 'A phased approach to the
release of sites in the context of this monitoring will be
adopted to ensure that sufficient land is available'] to
ensure that the overall delivery of new housing broadly
matches the provision. set out in part A.'
‘ No need for more housing
‘ Insufficient housing to retain young people in villages
e.g. Wetwang & Rudston
‘ With housing, transport to jobs is a big issue
‘ Lots of houses for sale already
‘ No growth without improved services
‘ Major connecting routes are poor for commerce and
industry
‘ Lots of commuters here
‘ Need new big employers in Bridlington
‘ New sites for businesses to provide employment in
Bridlington
‘ Empty houses ‘ many are for sale ‘ why is this’
‘ Young people moving out due to lack of work ‘ we
don’t just need housing

Various comments noted.

Various comments noted.

East Riding

Mr D G Ireland,

Object

CSPA/2129

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Partenership In Enablement
Group

Object

CSPA/2164

‘ Will money be available for infrastructure’
‘ Better shopping
‘ Big problem with health facilities ‘ Scarborough V
Bridlington Hospital
‘ Need better facilities at Bridlington hospital
‘ Transport to hospital
‘ Transport to and from new housing
‘ Better parking at stations to encourage train use and
commuting rather than moving away
‘ Shopping types in town centre ‘ part of area action plan
‘ Public transport not linked to supermarkets ‘ should
not just be town centre based
‘ Agree to concentrate development in existing centres /
housing areas
‘ Jobs with houses
‘ INFRASTRUCTURE FIRST
‘ Principle of housing priority OK but is it realistic’
All we talk about is houses, not jobs,1 million young
Noted.
people no jobs in sight.
Every factory is pulled down and houses are built, our
motor bike industry went, pulled down for houses,
Rover pulled down for houses, Birds Eye in Hull about to
build houses, Clock factory in Hull gone houses built,
Boothferry Park houses.
Can you tell me where the gas is going to come from for
all these. We don't have it, last winter a cold spell left us
with 1 day of gas before another country helped us out.
The greenfields will all go, due to too many people and
that is the big big problem, its time to talk about BIRTH
CONTROL.
NO BIRTH CONTROL, NO WORLD ITS AS SIMPLE
AS THAT.
- Where will all these new dwellings (20, 000 +) be built’ Various comments noted.
- Housing in Anlaby Common has destroyed wildlife.
- Do Not Build on Westwood, Swine Moor, Figham
(Beverley).
- The number of new dwellings being proposed for

driffield and Beverley are ‘ridiculous’.
Appears too much housing proposed
Windfall (this term wasn’t specifically used) sites should
be used. ‘Smaller plots can all add up’
Infrastructure needed for so many housing sites
Existing traffic problem needs to be addressed first
[Extract from report to NHS ERY Executive Team - 25
July 2010]
Recommendations: In response, the PCT should
acknowledge the publication of these documents and
indicate that it is supportive of the general approach to
development and the proposed planning strategy.
Concentrating 80% of future housing developments in
the Haltemprice area, the principal towns and local
service centres will assist the provision of effective,
modern and high quality primary care services. At the
same time the PCT would urge the Local Authority to
ensure it liaises closely with the PCT on individual
developments and exercises its rights to impose planning
obligations on developers to provide contributions to
infrastructure improvements where these are required
to support the delivery of primary care services in these
areas.

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding College
Students

Object

CSPA/2181

Various comments noted.

Mr John Brennan, NHS East
Riding of Yorkshire

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2202

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/788
What types of office and light industrial needs are
envisaged in these rapidly changing times’ One could
suggest boat building for transport in the region using
the rivers and canals.

Officer Comments

Nature Of

Comment Response

Officer Comments

Noted and support welcomed. The local
authority will continue to work with the
PCT for planning and development
purposes.

Paragraph 5.20
Consultee
Ms Diana Sandy,

Policy S5 is supportive of a variety of
types of economic development. It will
be for developers to bring forward
specific developments which they
consider best meet the needs of the
market.

Question 9
Consultee

Response:
Observations

ID
CSPA/151

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/371

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object

CSPA/322

Mr Alastair McIntyre,
Government Office for
Yorkshire and the Humber

The employment land provision may need more clarity,
particularly with regard to the total amount of
employment that you are planning for up to 2025 (Policy
SS5, pages 54-55). The text suggests 190 ha new
provision is needed, and that that demand is equalled by
the amount of existing allocations, which is also in right
place. A further 80 ha is being proposed at Hedon
Haven. With the policy providing for 190ha plus 80ha,
how much of existing allocations will remain in saved
polices ‘ 190ha or another, lower amount’
The policy needs to bear in mind that many people work
from home and do not need to go to an employment
site. There is nothing wrong in permitting small
employment development serving the rural community
in rural areas.
As currently worded, the Lords object to proposed
policy SS5. Proposed policy SS5 suggests directing 40
hectares of office development to the Major Haltemprice
Settlements and the Principal Towns, “ensuring that such
uses are complementary to City Centre Developments”.
The Lords are generally supportive of Bridlington being a
focus for new development, provided that it is
comparable with the existing uses and proposed
developments in the Town Centre.
As such, the Lords consider that in addition to proposed
City Centre Developments, compatibility with existing
uses and infrastructure must be considered when
proposing new economic development. In Bridlington,
for example, there is comprehensive redevelopment
being sought through the AAP, however, we consider
that development proposals must be brought forward is
effective partnership with exiting land owners, and
ensuring compatibility with their land uses.
Having regard to the above, we suggest that point A (1)
of the Draft Proposed Policy SS5 is amended to state:
“40 hectares for B1 uses- predominantly in the Major

The sites which will make up the
employment land portfolio (and the
proportion of the sites which are ‘new’
or ‘existing’) will be determined through
the Allocations DPD.

Comments noted. Policy EC2 looks to
encourage the growth and diversification
of the rural economy.
National Planning Policy requires that a
sequential approach is taken to office
development. Policy S5 includes a
specific reference to Hull City Centre to
highlight that the impact of office
development in the Principal Towns and
the Major Haltemprice Settlements
should be considered in relation to the
city of Hull, as well as on their own
respective centres.

Mr Peter Godfrey,
Highways Agency

Observations

CSPA/370

Haltemprice Settlements and the Principal Towns,
ensuring that such uses are complementary to City
Centre Developments and existing Town Centre uses.”
The Highways Agency has analysed the cumulative
impact of East Ridings development aspirations using the
Network Analysis Tool (NAT) up to 2026. The data
which has been used for the analysis was supplied to the
Highways Agency as part of the Memorandum of
Agreement process.
The NAT outputs are included below and show a major
impact (defined as more than 50 two way trips on any
one link in the peak hour) on links on the M62/A63, A64
and M18. The volume of trips on the M62/A63 is
exceptionally high.
[NETWORK DIAGRAMS INCLUDED IN RESPONSE]
The Highways Agency needs to be confident that
development aspirations within the Core Strategy can be
delivered and accommodated on the SRN that is
forecast demand does not exceed the operating capacity.
Where demand will exceed operating capacity
deliverable improvements must be identified, including
plans for the implementation of measures that will
minimise traffic generated by development. These
provisions need to be reflected within East Riding of
Yorkshire’s development plan documents in order for
the plan to be considered deliverable by the Highways
Agency. The NAT output for 2026 capacity are shown
below
[NETWORK DIAGRAMS INCLUDED IN RESPONSE].
The key areas of concern in terms of impact of East
Riding of Yorkshire’s developments and capacity on the
SRN are: [TABLE INCLUDED IN RESPONSE].
The Highways Agency acknowledges the partnership
work East Riding of Yorkshire Council is involved with
alongside City of Hull Council and Doncaster
Metropolitan Borough Council on the Memorandum of
Agreement. It is understood that this work is currently

Comments noted. An Infrastructure
Study has been completed which
considers the impact of the planned
growth on key junctions across the East
Riding.

Ingrid Barton,
Jennifer Hadland, Smiths
Gore on behalf of Mrs S
James,
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support
Support

CSPA/286
CSPA/342

Object

CSPA/421

Joan Burnett, Conservation
Society of Yorkshire
Derwent

Observations

CSPA/564

Mr John Pilgrim, Yorkshire
Forward

Support

CSPA/433

aiming to establish the combined potential impacts of the
authorities development aspirations and work towards
developing the scale and nature of mitigation required.
This work is also examining the potential impact on SRN
junctions, which is not reflected in NAT.
Y
Proposed Policy SS5 provides an appropriate framework
to support distribution of economic development in the
East Riding.
We have significant concerns about the extent of the
extent of the Hedon Haven development which is shown
on the Map in the Allocations DPD. The development of
this area could cause significant harm to a number of
designated heritage assets including the Paull and Hedon
Conservation Areas and, potentially, the setting of a
number of Scheduled Monuments in the vicinity. Whilst
it is recognised that this area may well be important to
the economic future of this part of the Region, the plan
would need to clearly demonstrate that development of
the whole of the site shown in the allocations DPD for
the types of uses anticipated can be achieved in a manner
which safeguards those elements which contribute to the
significance of the designated historic assets in its vicinity.
English Heritage would welcome discussions with the
Council regarding the future development of this area.
Suggested amendments: (a) The Evidence Base will need
to assess the likely impact which the development the
Hedon Haven development might have upon those
elements which contribute to the significance of
designated heritage assets in its vicinity.
I got the impression that you had overlooked the
potential of airfields as industrial sites. They are ready
made, having areas already under concrete and drained,
for a variety of uses.
Policy SS5, which looks to manage the distribution of
economic development, is also supported. We welcome
the reference to ensuring that B1 developments,

Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. The scale of
employment development has been
considered further, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011).

The Allocations DPD will consider
which sites within the East Riding are
most appropriate to be allocated for
future development.
Comments noted. National thresholds
are considered appropriate.

Mr Garth Hanlon, Savills on
behalf of St John's College,
Cambridge

Object

CSPA/579

predominantly concentrated in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements and Principal Towns, are complementary to
developments and the regeneration underway in the city
of Hull. As the regeneration and success of the Hull city
centre is so central to the overall renaissance of the city,
it is important that progress is not undermined by any
inappropriate edge or out of centre development - yet it
is simultaneously also very important that the
settlements within the East Riding are able to develop
and prosper. The impact test introduced by PPS4 will be
useful in allowing the council to consider, through the
development control process, whether development
proposals may be considered complementary. In line
with policy EC3.1 of the PPS, the Council (in conjunction
with Hull Council) may wish to consider whether local
thresholds for an impact test should be defined, or
whether there are any particular locally important
impacts that need to be considered as part of the impact
test.
The Employment Land Review commissioned by the
Council (2007 and 2009 update) is clear in the
requirements for future employment land requirements
over the plan period. The study included an assessment
of the totality of employment land required for forecast
job growth provided within the RSS. in this context, the
levels of land calculated for prospective B1, B2 and B8
uses within the Core Strategy seem to accord to the
findings within the study.
In respect of the amount of B8 land currently allocated,
we would like to draw the Council's attention to the July
ELR 2009 update which states:
"Demand for land for B8/ warehousing is forecast to
continue to be significant. Scenarios suggest as much as
180 hectares may be required, however a more realistic
figure is in the region of 100 hectares." (pg 136: 2009)
While we do not dispute the figure of 100 hectares put
forward within the current Core Strategy document, we

The scale of employment development
has been considered further, and subject
to public consultation, through the Core
Strategy Further Consultation (October
2011).

Comments noted. A Demand Update to
the Employment Land Review was
completed in 2011. Policy S5 was
amended to reflect this and now
proposes that approximately 115ha will
be allocated for B8 uses.
The scale of employment development
has been subject to public consultation,
through the Core Strategy Further
Consultation (October 2011).
Specific sites for employment uses will
be allocated through the Allocations
DPD.

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object

CSPA/492

would ask that the Council reconsider its total floor
space requirements to better reflect the range of
scenarios put forward within the evidence base
document. A supply in excess of 120ha would ensure
that sufficient reserve capacity was available over the
next 15 years, especially in light of the `significant'
demand which is expected.
We support in full the allocation of the further B8 land
to the east-west multi-modal transport corridor,
including junction 36 of the M62. Goole is already host
to the prestigious Capitol Park development, which
although has some existing capacity available in the form
of land with extant employment permission it remains
the case that additional Greenfield land will be required
over the plan period (as demonstrated by the ELR
forecast). Other major employers are also located at
Goole and take advantage of the strategic road and port
facilities which are located in close proximity to this
area.
The strategic allocation of additional employment land at
Goole is consistent with the RSS approach to the
Principal Towns, which states that they should be the
main local focus for inter-alia employment growth and
the main focus for employment development in rural
areas.
We fully support the Council's approach to employment
distribution but would ask whether the Council would
reconsider the proportion of land currently allocated for
B8 uses and whether this should be increased in light of
significant levels of demand.
Policy SS5- the Lords have objected to the current
wording, suggesting an amendment that ensures any
future office development is delivered in a way that is
complementary to both proposed and existing Town
Centre uses;

Policy PE4 and Planning Policy Statement
4 require that a sequential approach is
taken to office development. Policy S5
includes a specific reference to Hull City
Centre to highlight that the impact of
office development in the Principal
Towns and the Major Haltemprice

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Nobern Limited

Support

CSPA/678

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)

Support

CSPA/616

Mr G E Wright,

Observations

CSPA/929

My client supports the identification and allocation of
employment land to meet the future economic needs of
the district and acknowledges the need to identify a
broad range of sites to address both strategic and
localised demand.
There is a need to ensure flexibility in the supply of
employment land to prevent a situation arising where
insufficient quantity, type or geographically skewed
supply is delivered. It is therefore encouraged that the
Core Strategy does not seek too rigid a framework for
the managing the distribution of land required for
economic development. Nonetheless my client considers
that the wording of policy SS5 is appropriate and
supports that at least 190ha of employment land should
be allocated.
My client notes that employment allocations shall be
identified in a broad range of sites at Local Service
Centre level and above through the Allocations DPD.
Please refer to the representation submitted on behalf of
Nobern Limited in respect of the consultation draft Site
Allocations DPD.
Centrica welcomes the provision of at least 190 hectares
of employment land on a broad range of sites across the
East Riding of Yorkshire. Centrica also supports the
flexibility within Policy SS5 for economic development in
rural areas where it is in accordance with Policy PE2.
The Council should take active steps to ensure that
there are sufficient suitable and attractive employment
sites available for development otherwise future
employment will be hindered. It is important that supply
and demand figures are up to date and reflect the
aspirations of the region for future economic growth.
Employment provision should be expanded in the

Settlements should be considered in
relation to the city of Hull where
relevant, as well as on their own
respective centres
Comments noted. The scale of
employment development has been
considered further, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011).
This proposed that that at least 235 ha
of employment land will be allocated.

Comments noted. A Demand Update to
the Employment Land Review was
completed in 2011. The scale of
employment development set out in
policy S5 has been considered further,
and subject to public consultation,
through the Core Strategy Further
Consultation (October 2011). This
proposed that at least 235 ha of
employment land will be allocated.
Comments noted. The scale of

western corridor as there is insufficient capacity west of
the River Hull within the City. Employment provision of
a significant amount needs to be provided over and
above that underway at Melton.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Support

CSPA/864

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support

CSPA/894

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Object

CSPA/891

We broadly support the identification and allocation of
employment land to meet the future economic needs of
the District and acknowledge the need to identify a
broad range of sites to address both strategic and
localised demand.
There is a need to ensure flexibility in the supply of
employment land to prevent a situation arising where
insufficient quantity, type or geographically skewed
supply is delivered. It is therefore encouraged that the
Core Strategy does not seek too rigid a framework for
the managing the distribution of land required for
economic development.
Hull City Council supports the proposal to designate
80ha of land at Hedon Haven for port related uses.

We feel that in order to avoid undermining Hull City
Centre’s business offer, the figure of 40ha for B1 uses
predominantly in the Major Haltemprice Settlements
should be reconsidered. There is already extant
permission for 13 office blocks at Willerby Hill and also
a major B1 development at the Humber Bridgehead
(SS5).

employment development has been
considered further, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011).
This proposed that at least 235 ha of
employment land will be allocated.
Specific sites for employment
development will be allocated through
the Allocations DPD.
Comments noted. The scale of
employment development has been
considered further, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011).

Comments noted. The scale of
employment development has been
considered further, and subject to public
consultation, through the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (October 2011).
This proposed that that approximately
200ha will be allocated at Hedon Haven.
Comments noted. The amount of land
allocated for B1 uses will include these
extant permissions.
The scale of employment development
has been considered further, and subject
to public consultation, through the Core

Strategy Further Consultation (October
2011).
Mr John Holmes, Hull
Forward

Support

CSPA/958

Ray Williamson,
Regeneration Team, ERYC

Observations

CSPA/878

Pat Lambert, North Ferriby
Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1045

We support the limits proposed on B1 land allocations
and, for clarity, suggest that part A1 of Policy S5
(Managing the distribution of economic development)
says "...Principal Towns, [UNDERLINED FOR
EMPHASIS] commensurate with the role and function of
the settlement and [END UNDERLINING] ensuring
that..."
Reference paras. 5.19 to 5.23. I appreciate that there has
been a full review of employment land and the Core
Strategy reflects the findings of that work, however in
some rural and coastal locations it is often impossible to
identify demand in advance of supply. This does not
necessarily mean that there is no latent demand or that
there is not a need to encourage supply - just that the
market doesn't see an opportunity. It should be an aim
of the Strategy to tackle market failure not just respond
to market demands. The deletion of formerly allocated
sites because of lack of demand will positively put an
impediment to sites being brought forward in these
locations. A criteria based policy assumes that there is
someone out there sufficiently determined to see a
planning application through the process, (often in the
teeth of opposition from locals) and, unlike housing,
there is often not the commercial incentive to do this. I
think it would therefore be worth reconsidering the deallocation of all sites while keeping the criteria-based
policy - particularly in larger settlements like Withernsea
and Hornsea.
We are also concerned about the impact of the
proposed and already permitted business developments
on the village. The development of Melton and Humber
Bridge sites will mean that North Ferriby is bounded on
both sides by industrial and business parks, with the
resultant traffic and environmental implications. We are

Policy S2 indicates the differing scales of
development that may be appropriate at
different levels of the settlement
hierarchy. The Core Strategy will be
read and a whole and so repetition
between policies is not necessary.
National Planning Policy requires that
existing site allocations should not be
carried forward from one version of the
development plan to the next without
evidence of need and reasonable
prospect of their take up during the plan
period. However, as noted in the
supporting text to policy A5 it is
proposed that allocations be retained in
Withernsea and Hornsea to support the
renaissance programmes underway in
the towns.

The land requirements set out in policy
S5 are based on the evidence provided
by the Council’s Employment Land
Review.

not convinced that all the industrial land allocations are
really needed, or that the strategy and delivery
mechanism for the Humber Bridge sites are sound.
Yes

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Support

CSPA/1218

Object

CSPA/1101

Proposed Policy SS5 is overly prescriptive and should be
focussed on the needs of businesses rather than
locations, encouraging and protecting growth in line with
PPS4.

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,
Mark Jones, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Wykeland Group Limited

Object

CSPA/1161

See response to CSPA/1101.

Observations

CSPA/1585

Paragraphs 5.19 - 5.29 set out the Council's approach to
economic development. We refer to our comments in
respect of question 6 above in relation to the broad
approach to growth set within the settlement hierarchy.
Proposed Policy SS5 as drafted identifies a range of
employment opportunities within the district, however
much of this Policy is repeated in the Sub Area Policies.
It may be appropriate to split the Policy under a general
sub-area Policy instead.
Amount of Employment Land
Policy S55 identifies the broad amount of B1, B2 and B8
land at part A, comprising of 40 hectares of B1, 50
hectares of B2 and 100 hectares of B8 uses. Broadly
speaking, we are supportive of the identification of this
amount of employment land. It is however noted that
the Council should also acknowledge that additional land
may be required for employment generating uses which
do not necessarily fall within Use Classes B1, B2 or B8.
The definition of an employment generating use is broad.
For example, additional land may be required for hotels,
car showrooms or extra care facilities, all of which

Support noted and welcomed.
The needs of businesses have been taken
into account through the Council’s
Employment Land Review. The
Prosperous Economy development
management policies (EC1 to 6) provide
a framework for responding to
opportunities as and when they arise.
See Officer Response to CSPA/1101.
Comments noted. Policy S5 focuses on
the distribution of B class employment
uses, as these are likely to be one of the
most common forms of development
over the plan period. Separate evidence
base studies have been undertaken for
other uses, including a retail study,
infrastructure study and tourism
accommodation study.
The amount of land to be allocated in
individual locations (including at the key
sites) will be determined through the
Allocations DPD.

Mr Alex Gymer,

Observations

CSPA/1306

generate jobs but which do not fall within B1, B2 or B8
categorisation. We would request that the Council
considers these uses as part of its evidence base. It is too
simplistic to identify land just for B1, B2 or BB. The
Council needs to maximise economic prosperity and the
creation of new jobs.
The Council has also identified a number of key strategic
employment sites previously in its studies, which are
fundamental to the economic development and the
strategy for the district. The Council's Employment Land
Report identifies Melton, Goole, Humber Bridgehead,
Newport and Howden as key employment locations
where there is a quantum of land available which is
coming forward for employment uses. These are sites
which the Council has accepted (or is committed
development) and we consider that this should be
reflected in Policy S55 and listed as Strategic
Employment Sites, including the amount of employment
land available during the plan period in each location.
In respect of Policy SS5, Part D, this refers to locations
along the "east to west multimodal corridor". This
location is not defined and is potentially contradictory to
the settlement growth strategy as set out in Policy SS2.
We refer to our comments as above with reference to
the fact that the M62 and A63 corridor and the strategic
employment locations along it need to be reflected in
the overall approach to this growth under both Policies
SS2 and SS5.
I support option D.
The proposed approach is a mixture of
different elements of the different
options considered. As there are
advantages and disadvantages with all
methods used to forecast future
requirements for employment land,
using a mixture of methods is
considered to be most robust.

Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mr Jon Los,

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Object

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1387

CSPA/1476

We are extremely concerned that the Strategy is too
statistically based and focuses on an overall provision of
at least 190 ha of land spread across the East Riding but
mainly concentrated along the A63/M62 corridor, at
Hedon, within the Principal Towns with only limited
employment land being allocated elsewhere. The policy
fails to recognise why firms make locational decisions to
invest and the role of existing employment sites with
spare capacity. Petunia Lakeside Employment Park is a
very good example. It extends to around 18.5 ha,
employs about 450 staff and has considerable scope for
expansion subject to resolution of highway and access
issues (solutions have been identified). Existing
companies wish to expand and new companies have
expressed an interest in moving to the site which is in a
single ownership, can offer financial solutions, is well
located and offers an attractive working environment.
However, as yet the site is not allocated for employment
purposes, most existing planning permissions are beset
by difficult and at times unworkable conditions. The LDF
provides an opportunity to address these issues and also
local amenity concerns and to enable a long term and
deliverable vision for the site to be realised. Sadly the
policies of the Core Strategy do not offer any such hope,
and may over time jeopardise existing investment and
jobs. In our opinion Policy SS5 does not provide an
appropriate framework for the distribution of economic
development in the East Riding (and nor do any of the
options which are also statistically based and do not take
account of the real world).
Policy SS5 is considered to provide an appropriate
framework to support the distribution of economic

The scale of employment development
has been considered further, and subject
to public consultation, through the Core
Strategy Further Consultation (October
2011).
Policy EC2 is supportive of appropriately
scaled proposals to expand existing
employment sites.
Site specific allocations will be
considered through the Allocations
DPD, with sites being assessed against
the Site Assessment Methodology.

Policy S5 sets out how much land will be
allocated for employment uses. Policy E2

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings,
Central Land Holdings

Object

CSPA/1718

development in the district. This policy primarily aims to
identify the amount of land required for each form of
employment use and to indicate the broad locations for
which the allocation would be considered suitable. PPS4
recognises the considerable contribution the rural
economy makes to the national GDP and that rural
diversification and expansion of businesses along with redevelopment of sites should be supported. This
proposed policy makes no provision for economic
development within rural areas and is it therefore to be
assumed that as the 190 ha identified is a minimum
delivery figure that new development in rural areas
would not be dismissed as being contrary to this
strategic approach’
The Employment Land Review recognises Goole as a
'regionally significant employment location moving
forwards in the Plan period. Goole is also identified as a
prime location for inward investment and it is
acknowledged that there is currently a significant
undersupply of warehousing/ distribution land across
East Riding generally, more but specifically in Goole,
given its excellent location for such uses.
It is evident by the lack of take up that some of the
employment land allocations within the Beverley and
Boothferry Local Plans were inappropriate given the lack
of take up of these sites since the respective Local Plans
were adopted. As such, Central Land Holdings supports
the de-allocation of these sites.
However, there is concern in relation to the proposed
allocation of employment land to Goole in that an
absolute figure could have the same consequences in
relation to Members, Officers, Parish Councils and
objectors as stated elsewhere in these representations.
Whilst criterion A of Policy S55 does state at least 190
hectares of employment land' shall be allocated on a
broad range of sites, this is not entirely reflected in
relation to the quantum of land proposed to be

focuses on the growth and development
of the rural economy. In rural areas sites
will not be allocated and a criteria based
approach is proposed to allow the
market to respond to opportunities
where they arise.

Comments noted. The Delivery and
Monitoring Chapter of the Core
Strategy sets out how delivery of the
strategy will be monitored. If it becomes
apparent that policies are not effective,
these policies will be revised.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1545

allocated. As such more flexibility needs to be
introduced so that should the particular amounts
required in A1, 2 and 3 are delivered early in the Plan
period, the regeneration of Goole will not be held back
by a lack of allocated land in this 'regionally significant
employment location. this is also applicable to the other
settlements where employment land is allocated as well
as being equally applicable should it be evident through
monitoring that the quantum or type of development
outlined in A1, 2 and 3 is not being delivered
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Proposed Policy SS5 to be considered
sound it should be revised as follows:
'A. The future needs of the East Riding economy will be
met through the provision of at least 190 hectares of
employment land on a broad range of sites. Sites will be
allocated through the Allocations DPD and will
comprise:
1. 40 hectares for B1 uses - predominantly in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns, ensuring
that such uses are complementary to City Centre
developments;
2. 50 hectares for B2 uses - spread across a range of
sites around the East Riding; and
3. 100 hectares for B8 uses - at locations along the eastwest multi modal corridor which will be the prime
location for storage, distribution and manufacturing uses
which generate large freight movements.
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution, type or amount of employment land in part
A is not deliverable then development proposals that will
result in, or accentuate, any anomalies will, in principle,
be considered favourably, in line with other policies
within this Plan.'
This seems to take a sensible approach to the needs of
the rural economy but it needs to recognize the quality

Comments noted.

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2078

Mr Neil Manock, Neil
Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller,
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Object

CSPA/1734

Observations

CSPA/2247

Mr Mike Cole, Gregory
Gray Associates on behalf
of Wyevale Garden
Centres

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1807

and condition of the local road infrastructure outside the
multimodal corridors. These would need to be address
in allocation of storage and distribution to rural areas.
No employment land is allocated for South Cave and we
are content, however as the policy is designed to be
flexible to account for Market forces the case for
defining local need as in PE2 has to be robust and
evidentially based. Policy D appears to leave the door
open along the East/West multi modal corridor for
transporting and transferring freight and this should be
located in the identified employment zones only.
Proposed Policy SS5 provides an appropriate framework
to support the distribution of economic development in
the East Riding.
English Heritage has raised significant concerns about the
extent of the extent of the Hedon Haven development,
which is shown on the Map in the Allocations DPD. The
development of this area could cause significant harm to
a number of designated heritage assets, including the
Paull and Hedon Conservation Areas, and, potentially,
the setting of a number of Scheduled Monuments in the
vicinity.
Whilst it is recognised that this area may well be
important to the economic future of this part of the
Region, the plan would need to clearly demonstrate that
development of the whole of the site shown in the
allocations DPD for the types of uses anticipated can be
achieved in a manner which safeguards those elements
which contribute to the significance of the designated
historic assets in its vicinity.
The suggested framework is supported. This policy
should be reviewed on a regular basis to ensure that
sites are not retained for potential employment use
where there is no market demand. Furthermore, if
provision needs decreasing to reflect changes in the
market there should be a mechanism in place to secure
this.

Sites for employment uses will be
assessed against the site assessment
methodology and allocated through the
Allocations DPD.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. The supporting text
to policy S5 has been amended to reflect
this comment and highlight that the
likely impact on heritage assets will be
assessed when further information is
available on the development that this
likely to take place on the site.

Comments noted. The Delivery and
Monitoring chapter of the Core Strategy
sets out how this policy will be
monitored. If it becomes apparent that
policies are not effective, these policies
will be revised.

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support

CSPA/2047

Hull City Council supports the proposal to designate
80ha of land at Hedon Haven for port related uses.

Support welcomed

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/761
I am not sure this paragraph (and table 4) are correct in
the case of Pocklington. There may be no obvious
opportunities for expansion of the town centre, but if
the Council intends to increase the population of the
town by nearly 30% then it will need to work with local
stakeholders and commercial organisations to ensure
that the town centre capacity is expanded. If this does
not happen then Pocklington will increasingly become a
commuter town which contradicts statements elsewhere
in the Core Strategy. I think the Council needs to revisit
the issue of how the centre of Pocklington can be
expanded to cope with the further development of the
town.

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/328
As currently worded, the Lords object to proposed
policy SS6. The Lords do not consider that Table 4 has
been fully justified nor that the proposals for expansion
in Bridlington been properly assessed in terms of impact
on other settlements.
Whilst the Lords are supportive of the general
expansion of the town, in terms of the retail offer, we
have concerns about the soundness of the evidence base
informing the scale of expansion proposed and the
ambitious form of the proposed expansion (which has
been set out in greater detail through the AAP).
Proposed policy SS6 identifies Bridlington as being the
main location for retail expansion in the Borough. Table

Officer Comments

Paragraph 5.32
Consultee
Mr Richard Borrie,

An update (2012) to the Retail Study has
identified the new retail floorspace that
will be required in Pocklington to 2029.
This is based on the forecast growth in
expenditure resulting from the planned
housing and population growth.
The Town Centre boundary and sites to
meet the need for new floorspace are
defined through the Allocations DPD.

Table 4
Consultee
Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Nature Of
Response:
Object

An update (2012) to the Retail Study has
identified the new retail floorspace that
will be required in Bridlington to 2029.
This is based on the forecast growth in
expenditure resulting from the planned
housing and population growth. It has
included recommendations for Centres
where there are opportunities to create
a more sustainable pattern of retail
expenditure.

4 identifies Bridlington for expansion of between 1.7 and
3.4 hectares, which equates to between 17,000m2 and
33,900m2 to 2026. This is substantially above the level of
expansion proposed for any other centre and is based
on an assessment of the retail health of Bridlington to
inform the AAP and the impact on other centres has not
been thoroughly considered. Moreover, although retail
spending predictions for Bridlington were updated in the
2009 Town centres and Retail Study and were found to
be broadly similar, it is noted that the 2009 report still
relied on spending data from the base year of 2006
(provided by Experian). In view of the economic
recession that has occurred since then and the down
turn that is still occurring, we consider that this data is
likely to prove to be inaccurate.

Paragraph 5.35
Consultee
Ms Diana Sandy,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/789
The concept of more local shops especially to deliver
locally grown food- is great but how will they be
supported’ Business rates need to be addressed at
national level and pressure to build more and more out
of town super stores resisted at all levels.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/60
This policy is also OBJECTED to for the same reason as
those set out in relation to the Settlement Hierarchy.
The failure to give any weight to services provided by
settlements within 2 miles of a larger town gives no
recognition to the role that those communities have in
underpinning the viability of the Principal Towns. The
vitality and viability of the town centre is also dependent
on the sustainable transport links available to them

Officer Comments

Comment noted

Question 10
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Policy S4 has been amended to reflect
the role of settlements within 2 miles of
a larger town. The retail hierarchy is
based on the recommendations of the
Town Centres and Retail Study, which
has identified a number of Town and
District Centres in the East Riding.

which are on offer from small settlements which are
invariably more frequent and involve shorter travel times
from nearby communities.
The suggested approach set out under Questions 1, 4
and 6 needs to be articulated in this policy.
Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council
Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Support

CSPA/90

Object

CSPA/344

Support noted and welcomed
The Lords do not have objections per se to the principle
of expanding the retail offer in Bridlington. Indeed, the
Lords would like to see some further inward investment,
growth and improvements in the town. They themselves
have invested in the town over many years, through, in
particular, the maintenance of their properties and
bringing back into use residential units over ground floor
commercial premises. In order to achieve the latter, the
Lords have provided car parking in close proximity to
properties in order to make them attractive to tenants.
However, the Lords are not convinced of the specific
AAP proposals supported throughout the Core Strategy.
In principle, the Lords are not persuaded that the
development proposals being sought through the AAP
are the best option for the town. Moreover the Lords
have wider concerns about the justification for and the
viability, deliverability and achievability of the scheme,
which could render the whole process unsound.
In view of the above comments, the Lords object to
policy SS6 and table 4 to which it relates.
Having regard to the above, we suggest that proposed
policy SS6 and the proposals for Bridlington as set out in
Table 4, needs to be reassessed in terms of whether
there remains a quantitative need for such large scale
expansion and what the retail impact on other towns is
likely to be. Based on updated information, we consider
it likely that the level of development proposed in table 4
for Bridlington may need to be scaled back. This in turn
is likely to impact on the spatial proposals as set out in
the draft AAP, which has been ill-advisedly advanced

An update (2012) to the Retail Study has
identified the new retail floorspace that
will be required in Bridlington to 2029.
This is based on the forecast growth in
expenditure resulting from the planned
housing and population growth.
Detailed policies covering retail
development in the Town Centre are
set out in Policy EC4 and A2, as well as
the Bridlington Town Centre Area
Action Plan. The preparation of the
Strategy Document and Area Action
Plan has sought to ensure that the two
documents are strongly aligned.

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object

CSPA/341

ahead of the Core Strategy.
The AAP retail proposals for Bridlington were based on
the 2006 retail study of the town, and have largely been
accepted in the 2009 borough-wide study. Our concerns
about the soundness of proposing such a large expansion
based on these studies, are as follows:
- Firstly, we consider that the data on which the
expansion proposals are based in now outdated and
unrealistic. The 2006 retail assessment contains forecasts
on spending growth and quantitative need, made during
one of the most sustained periods of economic boom
that our economy has ever experienced. The spending
predictions for the 2006 report were based on was
collected by NEMS in December 2005. Likewise, the
2009 Town Centres and Retail Study is based on Expedia
expenditure data from 2006. Since 2006 the UK
economy has undergone a deep and sustained recession
and the economy remains weak. Consequently we have
concerns that the spending predictions set out in both
the 2006 Bridlington Retail Report and the 2009 Town
Centres and Retail Study will prove to be overly
optimistic. Therefore, we consider that another of these
retail need assessments is potentially flawed. The 2006
report, itself, caveats its own spending forecasts by
stating:
Long-term forecasts, whilst valuable for strategic
planning purposes, should be regarded as subject to
increasing uncertainty in the later parts of the study
period and should be kept under regular review, (para
7.12).
Given the scale of the retail expansion proposed in
Bridlington (and the probable impact on other retail
centres in the hierarchy) and the severity of the recent
recession, further ‘retail need assessments’ are required
that take into account more recent spending patterns
during the recession.
- Secondly, the ‘performance indicators’ set out in the

An update (2012) to the Retail Study has
identified the new retail floorspace that
will be required in Bridlington to 2029.
This is based on the forecast growth in
expenditure resulting from the planned
housing and population growth. It has
included recommendations for Centres
where there are opportunities to create
a more sustainable pattern of retail
expenditure.
Chapter 11 (Delivery and Monitoring)
outlines how the effects of the Strategy
Document policies will be monitored. If
policies are either not being
implemented correctly or are not
effective, steps will be put in place to
ensure that this is corrected.
Detailed policies covering retail
development in the Town Centre are
set out in Policy EC4 and A2, as well as
the Bridlington Town Centre Area
Action Plan. The preparation of the
Strategy Document and Area Action
Plan has sought to ensure that the two
documents are strongly aligned.

2006 report do not take into account the fact that
Bridlington is not an ‘average’ town centre. Indeed the
2009 Town Centres and Retail Study makes this point.
Bridlington is a tourist destination and therefore it
operates differently to the average town centre in the
country. For example, the performance indicators
assessed, among other things, the perceived quality of
the retail on offer. It finds that the convenience offer is
healthy, but that the comparison offer (particularly
national female clothing retail outlets) are poorly
represented. At the same time it is noted that there is an
over representation in stores offering gifts etc.:
- As well as having a dearth of fashion outlet
representation, Bridlington town centre is also over
represented in sub-sectors including gifts and fancy
goods and charity shop, which do not have mass shopper
appeal. (para, 4.40).
In commenting on the retail offer and using it as an
indicator of the town centre’s heath, the 2006 report
makes no allowance for the town’s role as a seaside
resort, which serves a tourist market for much of the
year. We feel that this is critical in understanding why
the comparison offer of the town does not score well in
the performance indicator for ‘retail offer’ used in most
town centres. However, this does not mean that the
town centre is under performing, per se. It is merely
serving a different type of market and this needs to be
accounted for. The later 2009 report did note this
weakness in the earlier 2006 report.
- Finally, we consider that the whole process of
advancing the Bridlington AAP and retail study in
advance of the assessments and proposals for the Core
Strategy has undermined the soundness of the Core
Strategy, The process of advancing the AAP in advance
of the Core Strategy, has effectively placed the ‘cart
before the horse’ and is inconsistent with clear guidance
in PPS12. Moreover ‘retail impact’ is a key assessment

Ingrid Barton,
Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees
Jennifer Peacock,
Spawforths on behalf of
Messrs Hick, Goulden and
Sweeting ,
Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,
Peter Gleave, DPP on
behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd

Support
Object

CSPA/287
CSPA/493

Support

CSPA/507

Observations

CSPA/639

Object

CSPA/944

when proposing major retail expansion. Since the
Bridlington proposals have been drawn up in isolation
from assessments of the other town centres, we do not
feel that the retail impact on other centres of the
proposals in Bridlington have been properly assessed.
This leaves the whole Core Strategy and AAP open to
challenges of ‘unsoundness’.
Y

Support noted and welcomed
Objection noted

Our Clients support Proposed Policy SS6: Supporting
the viability and vitality of centres which identifies
centres which will address the future need for retail
especially within Howden.
My clients note that Bridlington has capacity for up to
33,900m2 gross retail floorspace capacity and that the
town centre is recommended for expansion.

Support noted and welcomed

In line with our comments on SS2 above, we support the
prioritisation of retail floorspace into defined Town
Centres in accordance with PPS4.
However, we object to the inclusion of floorspace
figures within Table 4 of the document.
We are not of the view that the Core Strategy should
make specific reference to floorspace figures and
therefore would suggest that Table 4 is removed from
the document and from Policy SS6. The figures currently
set out in the document are estimates based on the
current economic climate and we do not consider that
the Core Strategy should be tied to these being that it is
document likely to have a relatively long lifetime, and in
any event based on economic circumstances which will
change. We believe that the reference to Table 4 should
be omitted from the Policy and that the supporting text
should refer to the Retail Study produced by the Council
in more general terms. This would of course allow for

The National Planning Policy Framework
requires local planning authorities to
undertake an assessment of the need to
expand town centres and ensure a
sufficient supply of suitable sites. An
update (2012) to the Retail Study, which
has been carried out in accordance with
national planning policy and practice,
identifies that new retail floorspace will
be required in the East Riding’s Town
and District Centres to 2029. This is
based on the forecast growth in
expenditure resulting from the planned
housing and population growth.

Comment noted

The floorspace requirements in Policy S7
are necessary to provide the basis for
the identification of specific sites through

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Peter Ward, Peter
Ward Homes Ltd

Observations

CSPA/1440

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mrs Margaret
Jibson,

Support

CSPA/1219

Observations

CSPA/1193

the Policy to still be of relevance at a time when that
Retail Study is updated or amended.
The figures are taken directly from the Council's Retail
Study produced by England & Lyle, which assesses the
future capacity for floorspace based on the current
market share of existing centres. Therefore as Beverley
has the largest market share, they consider that most of
the future growth in East Riding should be directed here
and centres such as Market Weighton and Withernsea
should have little or no growth. We disagree with this
approach, and are of the view that a proportion of retail
floorspace in lower order centres relative to their scale
and position in the settlement hierarchy is acceptable in
principle.
My clients note that Goole has capacity for up to
3,400m2 gross retail floorspace capacity and that the
town centre is recommended for expansion. The level of
housing needs to keep pace with this planned growth to
sustain the role of the town centre.
Yes

the preparation of the Local Plan
Allocations Document. Chapter 11
(Delivery and Monitoring) outlines how
the effects of the Strategy Document
policies will be monitored. If policies are
either not being implemented correctly
or are not effective, steps will be put in
place to ensure that this is corrected.

We note the hierarchy of retail centres. We consider
that Pocklington should be regarded as a town centre
and be in the same category as Driffield, and that in
Table 4, the recommendation for Pocklington should be
‘Expand’ and not ‘Consolidate’.

The Town Centres and Retail Study has
been prepared in accordance with
national planning policy and practice
guidance. This highlights that Pocklington
is a District Centre, as it has a more
localised retail catchment area when
compared to the Town Centres.

Comment noted

Support noted and welcomed

Reference to development opportunities
have been deleted from the table.
Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1406

We would support the identification of Elloughton/
Brough as a District Centre for retail planning purposes.
This reflects the role of the settlement as a Local Service
Centre.

Support noted and welcomed
An update to the Retail Study has
identified the new retail floorspace that

Ms Cara Ware, Peacock
and Smith on behalf of Wm
Morrison Supermarkets plc

Support

CSPA/1396

Reference is made to the East Riding Town Centres and
Retail Study Update (2010) which sets out estimates of
retail floorspace requirements for the main town
centres. This has primarily been used as the basis for the
proposed retail hierarchy and Table 4 sets out a series of
recommendations on development opportunities within
the settlements. As set out in Policy SS6 provision for
future retail needs will be based on Table 4 and met
through the allocation of sites in the Allocations DPD.
For Elloughton/Brough Table 4 recommends
‘consolidation’ where the intention is for retail
boundaries to remain unaltered and where there are no
obvious opportunities for expansion or intensification.
We would recommend that some flexibility be adopted
within the policy to allow for changes in market
conditions during the course of the Plan period
particularly given the context under which the most
recent Study was undertaken. Some retail capacity for
convenience food floorspace is identified in the Study
and it is notable that there is limit comparison goods
floorspace in the settlement, resulting in a high level of
leakage.
Proposed Policy SS8 sets out the aim to strengthen the
role of Elloughton/Brough as a Local Service Centre by
promoting enhancement to services and facilities. In
addition, the managed housing release site at Ings Lane
provides an opportunity for additional and enhanced
retail and other commercial floorspace at an edge of
centre location. Whilst clearly this will be subject to
sequential and needs testing we would recommend that
some flexibility be adopted within the Policy in order to
allow for consideration of the Ings Lane site within the
Allocations DPD.
As you will be aware, Morrisons operate a number of
stores within the Council’s administrative boundary. As
such we support the retail hierarchy that is identified in
Policy SS6. However, we do consider that Brough should

will be required in the East Riding’s
Town and District Centres to 2029. This
is based on the forecast growth in
expenditure resulting from the planned
housing and population growth. It has
included recommendations for centres,
e.g. Elloughton cum Brough, where there
are opportunities to create a more
sustainable pattern of retail expenditure.
Reference to development opportunities
have been deleted from the table.
Chapter 11 (Delivery and Monitoring)
outlines how the effects of the Strategy
Document policies will be monitored. If
policies are either not being
implemented correctly or are not
effective, steps will be put in place to
ensure that this is corrected.

Support noted and welcomed
The Town Centres and Retail Study has
been prepared in accordance with

Mark Jones, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Wykeland Group Limited

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1586

Mr Alex Gymer,
Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Mr J R Everatt,

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/1307
CSPA/1455

be identified as a principal town given the level of
shopping provision available in the town. We do
however support the recommendation for Goole town
centre which recommends the expansion of the Goole
town centre boundary to incorporate the Morrisons
supermarket on Boothferry Road which is currently
under construction. We agree with this approach as the
store will strengthen the town’s role as a principal
centre and provide a focus for retailing in this part of
East Riding.
In respect of Policy SS6, this identifies a retail hierarchy
across the East Riding area. Broadly speaking, we are
supportive of this approach with the definition of the
various centres across the district. However it is noted
that in respect of the Haltemprice areas, these are areas
which are being identified for significant employment and
housing growth as part of the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy. It therefore may be appropriate to consider
elevating the status of the Haltemprice District Centres
to Town Centres in their own right. This may be
appropriate in respect of Hessle. In respect of Anlaby
and Willerby, it may be appropriate to create new
District Centres under the hierarchy.
I support as is.
We would support the identification of Howden as a
District Centre for retail planning purposes. This reflects
the role of the settlement as a Local Service Centre.
Reference is made to the East Riding Town Centres and
Retail Study Update (2010) which sets out estimates of
retail floorspace requirements for the main town
centres. This has primarily been used as the basis for the
proposed retail hierarchy and Table 4 sets out a series of
recommendations on development opportunities within
the settlements. As set out in Policy SS6 provision for
future retail needs will be based on Table 4 and met
through the allocation of sites in the Allocations DPD.
For Howden Table 4 recommends ‘consolidation’ where

national planning policy and practice
guidance. This highlights that Brough is a
District Centre, as it has a more
localised retail catchment area when
compared to the Town Centres.

Support noted and welcomed
The Town Centres and Retail Study has
been prepared in accordance with
national planning policy and practice
guidance. This highlights the different
retail roles of the Major Haltemprice
Settlements. Its recommendations have
taken into account the proposed
distribution of housing growth in the
catchment areas of these centres.
Support noted and welcomed
Support noted and welcomed
Reference to development opportunities
have been deleted from the table.
Chapter 11 (Delivery and Monitoring)
outlines how the effects of the Strategy
Document policies will be monitored. If
policies are either not being
implemented correctly or are not
effective, steps will be put in place to
ensure that this is corrected.

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support

CSPA/1477

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Support

CSPA/1813

Observations

CSPA/1419

the intention is for retail boundaries to remain unaltered
and where there are no obvious opportunities for
expansion or intensification. We would recommend that
some flexibility be adopted within the policy to allow for
changes in market conditions during the course of the
Plan period particularly given the context under which
the must recent Study was undertaken.
Policy SS6 would provide an adequate strategic approach
to the location of new retail development. It is unclear,
however, how the allocation of new sites would support
the viability and vitality of existing centres. For example,
the historical retail centre of Goole has seen
considerable decline over the last 10 -15 years and so far
the new retail developments that have been
implemented have only added to this decline.

Support noted and welcomed.
Policy EC4 seeks to support the vitality
and viability of Goole Town Centre by
directing new development to sites
within the existing town centre
boundary.
Support noted and welcomed.

We would support the identification of Cottingham as a
District Centre for retail planning purposes. This reflects
the role of the settlement as a Local Service Centre.
Reference is made to the East Riding Town Centres and
Retail Study Update (2010) which sets out estimates of
retail floorspace requirements for the main town
centres. This has primarily been used as the basis for the
proposed retail hierarchy and Table 4 sets out a series of
recommendations on development opportunities within
the settlements. As set out in Policy SS6 provision for
future retail needs will be based on Table 4 and met
through the allocation of sites in the Allocations DPD.
For Cottingham Table 4 recommends ‘consolidation’
where the intention is for retail boundaries to remain
unaltered and where there are no obvious opportunities
for expansion or intensification. We would recommend
that some flexibility be adopted within the policy to
allow for changes in market conditions during the course
of the Plan period particularly given the context under
which the most recent Study was undertaken.

An update (2012) to the Town Centres
and Retail Study has identified the new
retail floorspace that will be required in
the East Riding’s Town and District
Centres to 2028. This is based on the
forecast growth in expenditure resulting
from the planned housing and population
growth.
Reference to development opportunities
have been deleted from the table.
Chapter 11 (Delivery and Monitoring)
outlines how the effects of the Strategy
Document policies will be monitored. If
policies are either not being
implemented correctly or are not
effective, steps will be put in place to
ensure that this is corrected.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Mr Mike Ashworth,
Spawforths on behalf of
Taylor Wimpey (UK)

Support

CSPA/1546

Support

CSPA/1439

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/2079

Mr Neil Manock, Neil

Support

CSPA/1736

Proposed Policy SS8 indicates that the Major
Haltemprice Settlements should be the focus for
development in order to meet strategic housing needs
and support the role and transformation of the Regional
City. Policy SS6 should provide flexibility to respond to
changing retail demands which will emerge in response
to future growth within these settlements.
The criteria seem to meet the needs of the hierarchy.
Our Clients support Proposed Policy SS6: Supporting
the viability and vitality of centres which identifies
centres which will address the future need for retail
especially within Beverley.
With the availability of district retail centres in Market
Weighton, which is to be expanded in table 4 and
Brough which is to be consolidated, the addition of
Supporting Villages in policy A as Local centres is
detrimental to the policy. In South Cave's case this
weakens the retail within the local service centres and is
a contraindication of South Cave's inclusion as a
supporting Village and local centre as it is not in a
remote rural setting. The village better fits under Policy
B with retail having neighbourhood significance. Para.
4.31 clearly states that "When taken together, 90% of
the East Riding's population live within 5 miles of the
Regional City, the four Principal Towns or the seven
proposed Local Service Centres. "It therefore seems
particularly incongruous that so many RSC and SVs are
identified to meet the needs of 10% of the population
more than 5 miles away from a higher level settlement.
Para 4. 48 which states "Putting SVs aside, 99% of the
East Riding's population live within four miles of the
Regional City, one of the Principal Towns, LSCs or
RSCs. "This is further confirmation that SV's should not
be Local centres but better fit policy B in addressing
"neighbourhood need".
Proposed Policy SS6 provides an appropriate framework

Support noted and welcomed
Support noted and welcomed

The Town Centres and Retail Study has
been prepared in accordance with
national planning policy and practice
guidance. This identified South Cave as
having a more localised retail catchment
area when compared to the Town or
District Centres.
The list of Local Centres have been
deleted from the policy. New retail
development outside the Town and
District Centres is considered through
Policy EC4.

Support noted and welcomed

Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller,

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Sunderlandwick Farms

for supporting the viability and vitality of centres across
the East Riding. Specifically the identification of Howden
as a District Centre is supported, in view of the strong
commercial and employment base in the town and the
extent of the town centre and range of shopping and
service facilities.
My client notes that Driffield has capacity for up to
2,300m2 gross retail floorspace capacity and that the
town centre is recommended for expansion.

Observations

CSPA/2012

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/700
Economic development of the East Riding concentrated
around Hull and the Humber Ports. Although there are
industrial estates in Bridlington these are moribund at
the moment due to the economy and transport
problems ie no dual carriageway or rail sidings from
estates to other centres of population. Any retail
increase in Bridlington are not matched by the
infrastructure and parking and thus negated .

Comment noted

Paragraph 5.37
Consultee
Mrs Pamela Austin, Cottage
Farm Neighbourhood
Watch

Officer Comments
The strategy of the plan recognises Hull
and adjacent areas of the East Riding as a
main economic driver for the area and
seeks to maintain and enhance transport
infrastructure to facilitate this, such as
A164 improvements. There are very
limited opportunities for establishing
new rail freight sidings within the subarea as such facilities are unlikely to be
deliverable due to the capacity of the
Bridlington to Hull line and other
associated costs. With regards to
duelling the roads, this is a proposal that
is not be supported by the Infrastructure
Study 2011 to 2026 which did not
highlight the Strategic Highway Network
around Bridlington as having any issues
with accommodating future traffic
growth. The Bridlington Area Action
Plan also included an integrated
transport plan for the town which has
now been implemented including the
provision of a Park and Ride facility,
alongside some road widening and

signage improvements within the town.

Paragraph 5.42
Consultee
Mr Ryan Penn, Local
Transport Projects

Ms Diana Sandy,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/41
It is important to recognise that for Travel Plans to have
the greatest benefits they should be regularly monitored,
reviewed and updated after completion. This role can be
occupied by a Travel Plan Co-ordinator at the site. At a
number of sites across the country there are examples
of substantial transport and mode-shift benefits accrued
as a result of well monitored Travel Plans. Travel Plans
should be prepared (and monitored accordingly) for all
new developments over a defined size within the East
Riding.
CSPA/790
There is a need to totally upgrade the 1079 and
extending the planned extent of upgrading for the A164.
The Beverley to York Railway line is a far sighted project
for which our children and grand children will give very
grateful thanks. Transport planning needs to consider
links between the canal and river network and the roads
and railways.

Officer Comments
The Strategy Document's development
management policy on sustainable
transport provides the framework for
requiring travel plans and detailed
guidance on how this will be applied
(including monitoring) is to be set out in
a supplementary planning document.

The Council has assessed the capacity of
the A1079 to accommodate future
development. Whilst there is only a
need to upgrade certain junctions in
capacity terms, the Council also
understands the need to improve safety
and the economic outlook of the area.
The Strategy document policy therefore
refers to improving the A1079 as a
whole. Improvements to the A164 is
also referenced within the Strategy
document to support further
improvements to the road where
required.
Whilst the reinstatement of the Beverley
to York rail line is supported in
principle, the scheme cannot be included
within the plan unless evidence comes to
light demonstrating the schemes
deliverability, including an identified
funding source(es).
Linkages between the rail, road and

water networks have been considered
through the plan, including policies to
encourage use of non-road transport
methods for freight and people, and
safeguarding of important wharfs and rail
sidings.

Paragraph 5.50
Consultee
Mr Richard Borrie,

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/762
Neither East Riding Council, The Energy Saving Trust,
the DfT, or 1010 (an organisation seeking to cut carbon
emissions by 10% in 2010) has any data on the carbon
emissions of public transport in rural settings. However
the limited evidence available suggests that public
transport, particularly buses, could be more polluting
than the private car in many rural situations ‘ especially if
the private car is carrying more than one passenger.The
Council should be wary of relying on transport solutions
from urban environments, given the very different nature
of travel in the East Riding. We need to get better
informed about the true carbon consequences of local
transport choices in the East Riding, and then design
solutions that reflect our local needs. One model might
be a park and ride approach where we can encourage
transport users to choose the most carbon-efficient
mode for each step of their journey, for example by
(shared) car from outlying areas to market towns like
Pocklington, and then bus from Pocklington to York or
Leeds. The necessary modal shift can be promoted
through measures such as attractive free parking in the
market town hubs.To put it another way, it would be
very unfortunate if the transport solutions proposed in
the Core Strategy were found to be increasing carbon
emissions rather than reducing them.

Officer Comments
The issue of sustainable transport is
wider than just seeking to reduce carbon
emissions, it is also an issue about
reducing congestion and the cost of
upgrading the road network to
accommodate unconstrained traffic
growth. Park and ride options around
Hull and York, the two major cities
which are close to the East Riding
boundary are steadily being enhanced
which is increasingly providing different
options for transport at different stages
of a journey, depending on the
destination.

Paragraph 5.52
Consultee
Mr Richard Borrie,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/763
The Council’s original study of the proposed railway
from Hull to York suggested that it was at best a fairly
marginal project. Whilst it may make sense to protect
the route for the future, the railway is clearly not
relevant to delivery of the current Core Strategy over
the next 15-30 years.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/113
Fully support the inclusion of British Waterways owned
and managed canals and waterways as part of the
Strategic Transport Network. Goole is a key inland port
which enables transportation of canal and river freight
around the region, promoting sustainable transportation
of freight.
Not only safeguarding existing wharf facilities, where
practicable, but promoting new wharf facilities and
developing canal infrastructure, in particular to enable
the development of biomass fuelled stations which are
particularly suitable to waterside locations due to the
need to transport large quantities of bulk materials.
Need to recognise that the protection and enhancement
of the east-west freight corridor also includes the Aire
and Calder Navigation.
Cycling and footpath networks also include the towing
path alongside canals and waterways. The canal towpath
provides an ideal opportunity as a pedestrian and cycle
route and as a sustainable transport link within the Plan
area.. The value of the canal and towpath should be
recognised and funding directed towards improving it
wherever possible. For example, encouraging financial

Officer Comments

The railway is not required to deliver
the Strategy Document, and has not
been carried forward as a proposal in
the plan as there is significant doubt over
whether it could be delivered over the
plan period.

Proposed Policy SS7
Consultee
Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Support noted. The multi-modal
corridor has been modified on a revised
diagram to include the Aire and Calder
Navigation. The towpaths and cycle
routes alongside waterways may be
enhanced as part of new development, if
they are directly related to the
development. The Strategy document's
policy on sustainable transport provides
the framework for doing this.

Mr Alex Littlefair,

contributions from developers in order to improve
towpath surfacing and access improvements and to
contribute towards the maintenance and cleanliness of
the towpath and waterway. Such developer
contributions are essential in order to fully unlock the
potential of our waterways as attractive, sustainable and
accessible transport routes for walking, jogging and
cycling.
I am emailing in support of the protection of the HullBeverley-York railway. I am emailing to submit that the
potential route of the re-opened railway should be
protected because of the enormous benefits the
reopening would have for the east riding.

Support

CSPA/706

Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Mr Doug Jennings,

Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/91
There should be some explicit statement about shortterm removal of toll charges on the Humber Bridge as a
way of opening another vital route into and out of the
East Riding and of increasing the hinterland of the bridgehead regeneration zone.
The Hull/Beverley-York rail link should be promoted as
more than aspirational.
Given its geographical isolation and notwithstanding the
Hull-Doncaster/Selby rail links, East Riding should press
for a Parkway station on the main East Coast line south
of York to facilitate travel into and out of the Riding and
offer future connectivity with the prospective High
Speed North-South rail line.
CSPA/106
For years the LTP has included a commitment to
reducing congestion in Cottingham and Haltemprice but
as time moves on and more and more development is
allowed that attracts traffic through Cottingham village
(eg Willerby Shopping Park and Leisure and office Parks;
and at Castlehill Hospital) nothing has been done.

The railway is not required to deliver
the Strategy Document, and has not
been carried forward as a proposal in
the plan as there is significant doubt over
whether it could be delivered over the
plan period.

Question 11
Consultee

Officer Comments
The railway is not required to deliver
the Strategy Document, and has not
been carried forward as a proposal in
the plan as there is significant doubt over
whether it could be delivered over the
plan period.
The removal of the Humber Bridge tolls
is outside of the control of the plan, as
does any 'parkway' proposal on the East
Coast Main Line which is outside of the
East Riding area.
The first step in addressing the transport
impact of new development is to locate
development (in particular new housing)
to areas which already benefits from a
range of services and facilities. Clearly
Cottingham could be considered to be

Congestion and through traffic is a serious problem that
is affecting the quality of life of local people and detracts
from the character and appearance of the conservation
area. Before any new development is considered this
aspect of infrastructure needs improving.

Mr David Pennie,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/127

one of these locations. Secondly, the
Strategy Document provides a policy
framework for requiring robust travel
planinng on larger developments and for
all developments to support sustainable
modes of travel such as public transport
and cycling to reduce car borne trips to
and from development. Clearly, there
will be some residual car borne trips
generated by new development,
however these are minimal compared to
the amount of existing through traffic
travelling through the village. Taking this
into account Cottingham still remains
one of the most suitable locations for
new development. The Councils LTP
also continues to make investment in
infrastructure to support sustainable
modes of travel in the village- in addition
the improvement of the A164 and
provision of an almost continuous cycle
lane from the village to Beverley should
also help.
1. I support this policy, particularly the safeguarding of
The railway is not required to deliver
the land needed for the Hull/Beverley - York rail line.
the Strategy Document, and has not
The reopening of this line should be regarded as much
been carried forward as a proposal in
more than "aspirational". Even though there may be
the plan as there is significant doubt over
improvements to the A1079 which will benefit car
whether it could be delivered over the
journeys, an improved public transport service is needed. plan period due to the absence of any
The reopened rail link will provide a much faster service funding arrangements. The Council has
than the present bus and train services, providing
carried out assessments of various
effectively for future commuting and shopping/leisure
junctions along the A1079 to establish
needs (both end-to-end and from the intermediate
whether traffic from the developments
towns) and reducing carbon and traffic impact. Also,
proposed can be accommodated on the
road journeys to York needed for onward rail travel will road, which have shown that the
be much reduced.
development can be accommodated
2. Given that sea level rise could lead to increased
subject to improvements to the

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/372

frequency of flooding from the Humber across the main
rail line from the west to Hull, especially in areas such as
Brough, Hessle and Ferriby (see Yorkshire & Humber
Climate Change Adaptation website,
http://www.adaptyh.co.uk/Impacts/impactsOverview.htm)
an additional rail link between East Yorkshire and the
rest of the rail network will make long-term strategic
sense. I hope this point can be incorporated into the
Council's considerations.
Congestion in Cottingham is caused by the railway lines,
significant through traffic and hospital traffic and has not
been addressed. It needs to be before any new
development that puts more traffic on the road system is
allowed. There is an inadequate infrastructure of public
transport within the Haltemprice Settlements, especially
connecting Castle Hill Hospital with places other than
the city of Hull.

junctions.

The first step in addressing the transport
impact of new development is to locate
development (in particular new housing)
to areas which already benefits from a
range of services and facilities to reduce
the need to travel. Clearly Cottingham
could be considered to be one of these
locations. Secondly, the Strategy
Document provides a policy framework
for requiring robust travel planning on
larger developments and for all
developments to support sustainable
modes of travel such as public transport
and cycling to reduce car borne trips to
and from development. Clearly, there
will be some residual car borne trips
generated by new development,
however these are minimal compared to
the amount of existing through traffic
travelling through the village. Taking this
into account Cottingham still remains
one of the most suitable locations for
new development. The Councils LTP
also continues to make investment in
infrastructure to support sustainable
modes of travel in the village- in addition
the improvement of the A164 and
provision of an almost continuous cycle

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object

CSPA/349

Mr Peter Godfrey,
Highways Agency

Observations

CSPA/373

Ingrid Barton,
Jennifer Hadland, Smiths

Support
Support with

CSPA/288
CSPA/343

The Lords note that much of proposed policy SS7 does
not specifically relate to Bridlington, however, they have
concerns about clause G and object to this element of
the policy.
Pedestrianisation proposals in Bridlington town centre,
put forward through the AAP, have formed a part of the
Lords objection to the AAP. The Lords are concerned
that the traffic management measures proposed in
Bridlington, which seek to impose traffic restrictions on
street parking, access and deliveries, will affect the
viability of businesses in the town centre. In particular,
the Bridlington proposals seek to make the area of
Bridge Street, Manor Street and Queen Street
pedestrianised, with no rear access to the properties on
Manor Street. The council are also proposing to require
all short stay car parks, such as Beck Hill, to be priced
and managed within Council policy.
With regard to section SS7E the implication of this is
that the east-west multi modal freight corridor is there
to serve the strategic employment sites within the East
Riding. This corridor has a much wider function including
its role in the Trans European Transport Network. It is
also important to keep in mind that the Agency cannot
be expected to cater for unconstrained traffic generated
by new development proposals. Such growth would be
unsustainable and would restrict opportunities for future
development where available capacity is limited. There is
a general presumption that the Agency will not provide
capacity enhancements to accommodate new
developments. Capacity enhancements should be
identified in the LDF and would not normally be
considered as a fresh proposal at the planning application
stage.
Y
It is considered that Policy SS7 adequately addresses East

lane from the village to Beverley should
also help.
Policy within the draft Strategy
Document now requires development
to support and encourage sustainable
travel options rather than prioritise
different modes of travel over each
other.

The role of the corridor as part of the
Trans-European network is recognised
in the draft plan with several references.
The role of the corridor in facilitating
freight movements via the non-road
networks is emphasised within strategy
document policy. Notwithstanding this,
we continue to liaise closely with the
Highways Agency on the potential
impact planned future developments
might have on the Strategic Road
Network, including potential mitigation
measures.

Noted.
Support noted. Work to establish the

Gore on behalf of Mrs S
James,

conditions

Christopher Hurd,

Observations

CSPA/360

Mr John Pilgrim, Yorkshire
Forward

Support

CSPA/440

Riding's strategic transport needs, now and intro the
future. However, further detailed discussions need to
take place with regard to exact locations of the
proposed schemes, such as the Park and Ride scheme
north of Hull. Park and Ride schemes support Hull City
Council's Local Transport Plan 2 and the Emerging
Preferred Options Core Strategy document. This type of
facility will help to reduce congestion and provide a
more sustainable transport option for East Riding's
residents. As stated in the LTP2 "The park and ride
schemes will contribute positively towards improving
economic growth and the viability and vitality of the City
Centre by improving access into the City Centre and
reducing financial outlay on high City Centre car parking
charges"
Our client is a land owner in the vicinity of the proposed
Park and Ride scheme to the north of Hull. We would
be willing to work alongside the Council to provide a
successful and sustainable Park and Ride scheme
including all necessary ancillary uses such as ancillary
shop, ticket officer, waiting hall/covering, taxi office and
public conveniences.
My views are can there be more information on
transport like a park and ride to Castle Hill hospital,
Melton inter-modal freight terminal, can Hull docks and
Goole docks be connected. The Beverley to York rail
link can there be a freight terminal on the line perhaps at
Pocklington.
We also support the provisions outlined within policy
SS7 which looks to connect people and places.
Safeguarding land required for the Hull/Beverley to York
rail line and existing wharf facilities, as well as promoting
safe and attractive public transport, cycling and footpath
networks are an important means of promoting lower
carbon forms of transport. This approach will help to

preferred locations of proposed park
and ride sites has taken place through
the Allocations Document.

The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer form part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.
Support noted. The Beverley to York
rail line proposal no longer form part of
the plan as it is not required to deliver
the development set out in the Strategy
Document. There is significant doubt
over whether the proposal could be
delivered over the plan period due to

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object

CSPA/499

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object

CSPA/436

contribute towards meeting the regional target, which is
set out in the RES and supported by policy YH2 of the
RSS, of reducing greenhouse gases by 20-25% on 1990
levels by 2016.
Policy SS7- the Lords have objected to the wording of
this policy, suggesting that it should be reworded to
ensure that any consideration of sustainable transport
options and car parking alterations are not pushed
through to the detriment of local businesses.
It is, and always has been, the Lords Feoffees aim to
provide both their commercial and residential tenants
(along with their visitors and customers) with low-priced
town centre parking facilities, which, the Lords feel is a
necessity for local businesses and the key to the
prosperity of the two. Again, the Lords are concerned
that the proposals within the AAP to manage pricing in
the car parks will undermine their ability to attract
tenants to their properties. In this regard, the Plan would
seem to discourage, rather than promote, investment in
the town centre. A blanket support of pedestrianisation
proposals through the Core Strategy is likely to lead to
similar problems. We consider that proposals for
pedestrianisation ought to be encouraged only where
appropriate, where they have been subject to wide
public consultation and only where it is proven that such
measures would not be to the detriment of local
businesses.
Having regard to the above, we suggest that policy SS7
‘G’ is amended as follows:
‘ Buses, cyclists and pedestrians will be given priority
over the private car, in locations where it has been
proven that such measures will not be to the detriment
of local businesses. Priority schemes will be considered
in particularly in the the Major Haltemprice Settlements,
Principal Towns, and Local Service Centres as part of
Transport Improvement Plans. Improvements to car
parking provision within these areas will also be

the absence of any funding
arrangements.
Previous comment noted and officer
comments are provided above.

Policy within the draft Strategy
Document now requires development
to support and encourage sustainable
travel options rather than prioritise
different modes of travel over each
other.

David Bowcock,

Support

CSPA/410

Andy Faulkner,

Support

CSPA/411

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support

CSPA/519

Edward Hart,

Support

CSPA/541

Mr Grahame Hicks, Action

Observations

CSPA/548

supported.’
I am a pensioner living in Leeds who loves to visit East
and North Yorkshire. With no car, I make considerable
use of public transport. If the Hull ‘ Beverley ‘ York rail
line were to be re-opened, I would find this very
advantageous and would urge you to consider the reopening as part of your plans.
I would like to add my support for the proposals to reopen the railway from Hull to York via Market
Weighton and Pocklington. I know that research already
done indicates a large number of potential customers,
and I feel that tourism would also gain, as people get to
know the region better. Although I do use the bus
service, it is often very slow getting into York, and it is
obvious that something must be done to ease travel, and
the railway line seems to be the ideal answer. There may
well be the possibility of freight traffic as well.
Natural England is encouraged by Policy SS7 as it
provides a clear message that priority will be given to
sustainable modes of transport over the car. Initiatives
such as car-sharing schemes, cycle options and travel
card discounts may also assist in reducing car usage,
particularly when linked to new business and
employment sites.
I am contacting you as part of the public consultation on
your planning framework . I would like to advocate for
the e-establishing the rail link between Beverley and
York. This would improve the areas transport
infrastructure and help to reduce the isolation that can
be felt in the East Riding. As someone who has to
regularly use the A1079, I would much prefer to take the
journey by train. I find it bizarre that it takes so long to
get from Beverley to York, yet the two destinations are
not that far away.
Action Access A1079 is a campaigning group (set up as a

The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer form part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.
The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer form part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.
Support noted.

The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer forms part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.
The Council carried out some initial

Access A1079

working sub-group of the renaissance partnership,
Pocklington and Wolds Gateway) consisting of
representatives from all the communities served by the
road and has been active for some time to have the road
developed and improved. Simple lobbying has not been
the whole of our activity; we have developed what we
believe to be an overall, realistic vision for the long term
improvement of the road into which smaller scale,
localised improvements fit as and when these become
possible.
Our aims are:
� To improve the safety record by making access onto,
from and across the road safer and by reducing the
delays on the route by various means.
� To improve the flow on the road in order to improve
the economic outlook from, to and within the region.
� To improve the sustainability of the area.
Our local MPs, Rt Hon Greg Knight MP and Rt Hon
Graham Stuart MP, have taken this campaign to the
highest levels of UK Government and questions have
been asked in the House of Commons. At least two
parliamentary debates have been held on the subject.
There is strong agreement within ERYC that the road
should be improved and meetings have also been held
between the action group and the Regional Transport
Board.
The group has also held meetings with representatives
from the City of York Council and Hull City Council.
The group is encouraged by the creation of the York
Outer constituency which includes the A1079 West of
the River Derwent. It is noted that the newly appointed
MP, Julian Sturdy, who has also attended meetings of the
A1079 group, is a member of the Transport Select
Committee which we find encouraging.
Despite EuroRAP’s latest risk rating (figures to 2008)
rising to above 80, there is no doubt that the user
impression of safety on the road has been improved. It

assessment on the A1079 based on
congestion reference flow calculations
(see Infrastructure Study on the
Council's website) which established that
capacity on the road may be limited in
future. In order to establish what the
impact of development might be into the
future, analysis of seven key junctions
along the route was carried out, which
showed that four of these would require
improvement during the plan period to
accommodate additional traffic. These
improvements are set out in the
Strategy Document's Infrastructure
Delivery Plan. In addition, the Council is
working with the Highways Agency to
ensure that there is sufficient capacity at
the A64/A1079 Grimston Bar
Interchange into the future.

could be that improved safety measures carried out by
ERYC since 2008 have actually improved the safety
record of the road. In doing this the function of the road
has been compromised by reducing the speed below the
national speed limit for this type of road and controlling
speed with speed cameras. However, this is indicative
that the road cannot now meet its original design
parameter, largely because of the increase in number and
diversity of traffic on the road. Further housing
development will only increase the weight of traffic on
the road further compromising the accessibility of the
residents to services and their work.
The flow on the road has not been improved. Journey
times have not been decreased and nor has their
predictability been improved. One result has been little
business development in the communities; threatening
the economic outlook for the region and thus
encouraging commuting to work in other areas, often
outside the East Riding.
It cannot be economically sustainable to continue to
build homes in communities where there are already too
few jobs for existing residents. The result is increased
commuter traffic, increased delay in journey times and
unwillingness for business to invest in those
communities. It is not environmentally sustainable to
continue to increase the carbon footprint of residents by
a failure to invest in this vital infrastructure. Public
transport is not assisted by being caught in the same
traffic queue as car owners.
The A1079 provides a gateway from the North and
North East into the East Riding and is the link between
the historically important cities of York and Hull.
Business between these cities, and the communities
between them, is compromised by having inadequate
transport infrastructure.
Action Access A1079 therefore believes that in order to
achieve the housing and other development targets of

Mr John Woolmer,

Support

CSPA/631

Mr T Ross, Hull and East
Riding Rail Users
Association

Support

CSPA/969

Mrs Pamela Austin, Cottage
Farm Neighbourhood
Watch

Object

CSPA/701

the LDF the A1079 must first be improved to cope with
any increase in population. This is the key to the success
and potential deliverability of the LDF.
York-Beverley Railway Line: I am writing to express my
support for the proposal that the York-Beverley Railway
line should be kept free and protected from further
development. To my knowledge, a great many people
think that this railway line should never have been closed
in the first place. Now - for environmental reasons and
because of new housing developments, I believe the case
for the line to be reopened is stronger than ever.
Obviously we will have to wait for the economy to
improve before funds can be made available but in the
meantime I trust that nothing will be done which will
make the reopening of the line more difficult or
expensive.
Q11. Answer: We support the proposed policy,
particularly
B4: Melton inter-modal freight links
B6: Hull Docks Branch Line extension to Hedon Haven
C: Land required for the Hull/Beverley - York rail line
will be safeguarded where it is the only workable route
or where it is subject to development pressures
E: The role and function of the regional east-west multimodal freight corridor to serve the transport needs os
strategic employment sites by enabling the efficient and
integrated movement of freight by and between different
transport modes will be protected and enhanced
In the Ne area of the East Riding there are no plans for
transport improvement therefore the economic viability
is nil. No accessibility or efficient movement.

The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer forms part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.

Support noted. The Beverley to York
rail line proposal no longer forms part of
the plan as it is not required to deliver
the development set out in the Strategy
Document. There is significant doubt
over whether the proposal could be
delivered over the plan period due to
the absence of any funding
arrangements.

There are various transport
improvements proposed as part of the
Bridlington Town Centre Area Action
Plan strategy, which include highway
widening and improvements to car
parking, and cycling facilities. There are
no further major transport
improvements proposed as part of the
strategy as the infrastructure planning

Ms Diana Sandy,

Observations

CSPA/791

Current traffic issues need to be addressed now. If they
are not they will aggravate future needs so that the ideas
in this document will not be adequate.

Mr Ian Owston,

Object

CSPA/679

This proposed Policy totally fails to address the serious
congestion along the eastern part of the A1079 between
Market Weighton and York. This trunk road is severely
congested with a dangerous mix of heavy goods vehicles,
commuting cars and local shopping traffic. Fatalities take
place at all too regular intervals. Heavy commuting takes
place at morning and evening rush-hours to/from York
(especially the University and Science Park) and also
to/from Leeds. Yet the Local Service Centres and
Supporting Villages along this route are identified for
increased housing, with no obvious increase in
employment prospects. Consequently, newly-houses
residents will have to use the A1079 to commute to
work.
The council must formulate a more specific policy in
respect of A1079 improvements, in order to safeguard
land for future improvements (something rather more
substantial than a possible roundabout in the vicinity of
the Pocklington Industrial Estate.)

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of

Support

CSPA/617

Centrica fully supports improvements to the existing
Strategic Transport Network to improve connections

work informing the Local Plan has not
identified a need for further schemes in
the area.
The Council's infrastructure study work
has assessed the capacity of the road
network to accommodate traffic
generated by planned future
development. The road improvements
needed have been set out in the Strategy
Document Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
The Council carried out some initial
assessment on the A1079 based on
congestion reference flow calculations
(see Infrastructure Study on the
Council's website) which established that
capacity on the road may be limited in
future. In order to establish what the
impact of development might be into the
future, analysis of seven key junctions
along the route was carried out, which
showed that four of these would require
improvement during the plan period to
accommodate additional traffic. These
improvements are set out in the
Strategy Document's Infrastructure
Delivery Plan. In addition, the Council is
working with the Highways Agency to
ensure that there is sufficient capacity at
the A64/A1079 Grimston Bar
Interchange into the future. Other
schemes may be justified into the future
to address safety concerns, however
further schemes are unlikely to be
needed based purely on a requirement
for additional capacity.
Support noted.

Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)

Mr Phil Mathison,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/717

Mrs Sarah Wills, Wilberfoss Observations
Parish Council

CSPA/865

between key
employment centres and sites that are integral to the
economic prospect of the region. In particular, Centrica
welcomes the protection and enhancement of the
regional east-west multimodal freight corridor to serve
the transport needs of strategic employment sites by
enabling the efficient and integrated movement of freight
by and between different transport modes.
I am pleased to note that the reinstatement of the
Beverley to York rail link is now listed in the Local
Development Framework document for the East Riding
of Yorkshire. I believe that the council has a chance to
seize the initiative here, in showing the way forward with
rail regeneration in the region. The argument against the
slow and potentially dangerous A1079 road has already
been comprehensively made, but the increasingly
pressing need for action on the global warming, lower
carbon emissions front is here.
The reopening of this vital link in a district poorly served
by public transport would demonstrate that the East
Riding of Yorkshire Council was leading the way in this
field. The SELRAP campaign for the reopening of the
Skipton to Colne link is well established, but it would be
a great accolade for this council if it could be first off the
mark with this more substantive rail offering.
The feasibility study has been done, and the numbers add
up- now is the time for decisive action on a line with
much potential through the heart of the Yorkshire
Wolds. I look forward to your reply, and hopefully the
council will place this strategic development at the
centre of their Local Development Framework thinking
in the new decade, leading the way to a lower carbon
future.
Although the proposed policy recognises the
improvements required for the A1079, it needs
substantial investment to be able to cope with the
existing traffic volumes. A roundabout is planned for

The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer forms part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.

The Council carried out some initial
assessment on the A1079 based on
congestion reference flow calculations
(see Infrastructure Study on the

Pocklington in autumn 2010 and a similar level of
investment is needed for Wilberfoss to be able to access
the A1079 safely.

Pat Lambert, North Ferriby
Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/1047

We would like to see a stronger commitment to take
advantage of the opportunities for better sustainable
transport links, including Park and Ride and/or improved
rail services. Links between Brough, Melton, North
Ferriby, Hessle, Priory Park and Hull particularly offer
the change to improve public transport services between
residential and employment areas.

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic

Support

CSPA/1220

Yes

Council's website) which established that
capacity on the road may be limited in
future. In order to establish what the
impact of development might be into the
future, analysis of seven key junctions
along the route was carried out, which
showed that four of these would require
improvement during the plan period to
accommodate additional traffic. These
improvements are set out in the
Strategy Document's Infrastructure
Delivery Plan, but did not include the
north junction of Main Street with the
A1079 at Wilberfoss. Analysis showed
that an improvement purely to provide
for additional highway capacity was not
required here.
In addition, the Council is working with
the Highways Agency to ensure that
there is sufficient capacity at the
A64/A1079 Grimston Bar Interchange
into the future. Other schemes may be
justified into the future to address safety
concerns, however further schemes are
unlikely to be needed based purely on a
requirement for additional capacity.
The Strategy Document contains a
policy framework to support
improvements to public transport where
proposals are brought forward, including
investment through the Local Transport
Plan. It also requires new development
to support and encourage sustainable
travel options including public transport.
Noted.

Society
Alex Willis, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Associated British Ports,
Associated British Ports

Alex Willis, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Associated British Ports,
Associated British Ports

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1080

Object

CSPA/1076

Core Strategy Preferred Approach Proposed Policy SS7
lists an extension to the Hull Dock Branch Line as a
future investment priority, and states that the LDF will
look to safeguard land for this purpose.
ABP supports the principle of an extension to the Hull
Dock Branch line to the Paull site, due to the
sustainability and accessibility benefits it would offer.
However, the extension of the Hull Dock Branch Line
may have implications for ABP’s adjacent operational
land and also have an impact on ABP’s existing rail freight
operations to and from the port. As such, it is vital that
any extension should only proceed where it would:
‘Have no detrimental impact on ABP’s operational land
at the Port of Hull; and
‘Safeguards existing rail freight operations to and from
the Port of Hull.
ABP therefore requests to be fully consulted beforehand
on any future proposals in the LDF to extend the Hull
Dock Branch Line, particularly with respect to
safeguarding land and rail freight access.
Core Strategy Preferred Approach Proposed Policy SS7
sets out a list of transport schemes which will be
facilitated through the LDF. These include the proposed
river berth at the Old Goole Shipyard and an extension
to the Hull Dock Branch Line. These are supported by
ABP and are discussed in more detail below.
However, Proposed Policy SS7 does not refer to the
new link road at Goole proposed in the Goole
Renaissance Plan. This Plan states that continued
investment in the port is vital to the economy of Goole
and identifies the new link road as a key project in order
to facilitate further investment by improving access to
the port.
ABP supports the development of the new link road
proposed in the Goole Renaissance Plan. This is in light
of the benefits it will offer in terms of assisting in

Support noted. The Forward Planning
Team is working closely with
representatives from ABP on the Hedon
Haven proposals and are fully consulting
ABP on ongoing Hull Docks branch line
extension proposals.

Completion of the Capitol Park link
road has now been included and
supported in the Local Plan.

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,
Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,
Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mrs Margaret
Jibson,

Support

CSPA/1102

Support

CSPA/1162

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1194

Mark Jones, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Wykeland Group Limited

Support

CSPA/1587

unlocking the full potential of Capitol Park, and also
significantly improving access to the Port of Goole. This
will improve the potential for attracting business to
Goole that require the use of the port for importing
goods.
In light of the importance of the Port of Goole to the
local and Regional economy, and the potential a new link
road would play in unlocking access to the port, ABP
object to Policy SS7. It is therefore requested that the
new link
road is also listed in Policy SS7.
We welcome the opportunities identified to increase
accessibility to rural areas by modes other than the
private car.
We welcome the opportunities identified to increase
accessibility to rural areas by modes other than the
private car.
� Improvements to A1079 Hull ‘York . We support
improvements to this route to enhance the economic
attractiveness of Pocklington;
� Reinstatement of the Hull/Beverley to York railway
route. The reopening of this line has been an aspiration
ever since it was closed in the 1960s. Whilst we support
the reinstatement of this route in principal, there are
major issues of viability - a clear and rational (rather than
an emotive) decision needs to be reached as soon as
possible to implement the scheme as it could have a
major impact on future development decisions if land is
safeguarded in any statutory plans such as the Core
Strategy, and then never happens. The current economic
climate and limited population growth along the route
do not easily justify it.
In response to Policy 557 we are supportive of the
identification under criteria B4 in respect of the
intermodal rail facility at Melton. Wykeland is working in
partnership with Omya UK Ltd and is assessing the
potential of a new multimodal rail hub at Melton. We

Support noted.
Support noted.
Support for A1079 improvements noted.
The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer forms part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.

Improvements to intermodal freight links
at Melton are supported in the plan,
including the existing rail sidings.

enclose with these representations a copy of the
`Melton Rail Feasibility Study' completed in 2010. The
study examines a rail capacity within the wider East
Riding/Hull area and the opportunity to provide a new
rail-head facility at Melton. It examines the likely use,
costs and deliverability and provides various options in
respect of the layout envisaged. It concludes that the
best potential would lie in the aggregates, waste and
scrap metal markets and considers that there is also
potential for a general cargo terminal. We therefore
support the inclusion of the intermodal freight link at
Melton and reiterates its commitment to further support
this proposition as part of the LDF process.
We fully support the safeguarding of the land required
for the Hull/Beverley to York railway line. If the land is
lost to development this could preclude the creation of a
highly sustainable and therefore desirable alternative
mode of transportation.

Mark Lane, DPP on behalf
of Mr Jonathan Atkinson, J
G Hatcliffe and Partners

Support

CSPA/1201

Mr Alex Gymer,

Observations

CSPA/1310

Greater use of speed limits/cycle lanes.

Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mr Jon Los,

Observations

CSPA/1388

This policy makes no mention of a north south multi
modal corridor linking Hull and Beverley and also other
places including Driffield, Bridlington and York via the
A1174, A1079 and A165. Greater emphasis needs to be
placed on this corridor as a corridor of movement and
investment.

Melissa Madge, The Land

Support

CSPA/1478

Policy SS7 would provide an adequate approach to

The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer forms part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.
Noted. These are two measures which
can be implemented alongside new
development to support and encourage
sustainable modes of travel.
Both the rail and the road links
mentioned form part of the Strategic
Transport Network which Local Plan
policy seeks to protect and enhance.
However, any opportunities to transfer
substantial freight via rail or water in this
corridor do not exist and the potential
for future opportunities are so severely
limited that there is very limited
justification for including such a northsouth corridor within the Plan.
The Beverley to York rail line proposal

and Development Practice

Mr R. Vickers, Tickton &
Routh Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1830

safeguarding the strategic transport needs of the district.
The strategic aims should concentrate on improving
non-road transport links, making best use of existing rail
and water links and supporting new rail links where
there is proven need to cater for a high percentage of
commuter traffic. For example the Hull/York rail line
would relieve congestion on the A1079. This major road
is acknowledged as being a high accident rate area and
there are considerable difficulties associated with traffic
generated by LSCs such as Pocklington accessing the
main road due to traffic volumes on the main road. Much
of the traffic on the A1079 is commuters going to and
from Hull and York; the provision of the new rail
connection would greatly reduce car journeys.The
provision of more cycleways within principle towns is
also to be welcomed, however these should be provided
as dedicated routes rather than by painting a lane on the
existing highway in areas of on-street parking.
Following on top of the community hospital
development the proposed development of Beverley 26
and in Leven and Hornsea will put additional pressure on
A1035 and on the roundabout at Swinemoor but there
is no development planned.
Additional traffic on A1035 will cause problems for
residents of Tickton and Routh trying to access/exit the
road. Although these areas themselves are not due to be
developed there are 3 potential development sites to the
north of Beverley which may have impact on the primary
school in Tickton and additional traffic flows at peak
times. We propose a roundabout and reduction of sped
limits.
Any developments to north and south of Beverley will
also have an impact on Grovehill Roundabout. Unless
there is complete redevelopment of this section of road
any additional housing will cause gridlock.
There is no commitment to improve paths and cycle
paths. Improvement of cycle path between Hull Bridge

no longer forms part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.
Support for the rest of the policy noted.
Transport policy and highway control
sections are responsible for determining
how best to provide cycle lanes
recognising the additional cost of
providing off-road routes.

There is some investment proposed for
the Hull Bridge Road and Grovehill
roundabouts as part of the Beverley
Integrated Transport Plan. As noted
there is an off road cycle facility down
Hull Bridge Road to Hull Bridge.
Although, there may be additional traffic
using the A1035 in future, the junctions
serving Tickton are already high quality
priority junctions (right turn refuges and
acceleration and deceleration lanes).
Given that further development
allocations are not proposed for the
village through the local plan, we could
not justify further improvements to
these road junctions at this time unless
they were promoted by transport policy
and funding was likely to become
available.

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Trustees of the Needler
Settlement,

Support

CSPA/1814

Object

CSPA/1629

and Leven may take some pressure off the road.
Policy SS7 sets the strategic policy framework for
transport matters in the East Riding. Criterion A states
that the LDF, together with the Local Transport Plan,
will seek to connect people and places and protect and
enhance the overall role and function of the Strategic
Transport Network; Beverley is identified as a key
location within that network, and it evidently has an
important role to play given its central location within
the Authority and its proximity to Hull.
Criterion B seeks to ensure that the LDF facilitates
transport schemes by safeguarding land in the
Allocations DPD, with criterion B1 specifically referring
to the park and ride facility in Beverley.
As previously stated, it is considered that the park and
ride facility is inappropriately located, even though
permission has been granted. Despite the grant of
permission, it is evident that its delivery, along with the
relief road, is not a foregone conclusion, as highlighted in
the first bullet point of paragraph 5.42 that states that
‘The Department
for Transport will decide whether the scheme will be
given regional funding subject to a further detailed
assessment’.
Given the swingeing cuts announced by the Chancellor
of the Exchequer in his recent budget in June, the new
‘Age of Austerity’ that we are entering under the new
Coalition Government and the spending review in
September, it is evident that any Government funding is
questionable. This is particularly pertinent in this
instance given that it is regional funding that the scheme
is seeking, and it is the regional tier that the new
administration is seeking to abolish. Finally, it has already
been highlighted that there are technical concerns about
the park and ride facility and should the further detailed

Noted
The need for a park and ride site to the
south of Beverley has been
demonstrated with a Park and Ride
demand assessment . Although the
scheme no longer forms part of the
Beverley Integrated Transport Plan, the
scheme forms part of the wider
aspirations of the Council and the Local
Transport Plan. The Council will seek to
fund the scheme via devolved major
transport scheme funding and/or
developer contributions via CIL. Hence
there is a reasonable prospect of the
scheme coming forward over the plan
period, which means it needs to be
protected in the Local Plan.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1547

assessment that is required to secure funding agree with
these sentiments, then the
delivery of the project may be cast into further doubt.
Consequently, given the very serious doubt in relation to
funding, and therefore delivery, it is wholly inappropriate
to safeguard land in the Site Allocations DPD, which will
sterilise the land until the end of the Plan period, for a
scheme that may not necessarily be delivered because of
a lack of funding. The existing commitment of a planning
permission is a sufficient safeguard whilst the permission
remains extant, but it is not appropriate to safeguard the
site for such a prolonged period when funding for the
relief road has not been secured.
As such The Trustees consider that, in relation to Policy
SS7 and Question 6 of the Allocations DPD, safeguarding
the land for the park and ride is inappropriate.
Proposed Change
In order for Policy SS7 to be considered sound it should
be revised as follows:
‘B The LDF will facilitate the following transport
schemes to 2026 and beyond, [DELETE FOLLOWING]
including through safeguarding land required in the
Allocations DPD’’’’[END DELETING]’
In addition, it is considered that the land safeguarded for
the proposed park and ride facility on the Beverley map
in the Allocations DPD should be deleted.
Yes until items F,G and H. These are aspirational not
cost effective and solve none of the problems arising in
supporting villages with totally inadequate public
transport facilities. High dependency is placed on the
east/west multi modal corridor. This corridor is itself
already at capacity at key nodal locations (ie M62, M18,
A1m, M1) and requires enormous investment by central
agencies if additional capacity is to be released to match
the aspirations.

These elements of the policy are not
considered to be aspirational as there
are numerous examples of infrastructure
supporting sustainable modes of travel
being improved either by new
development or investment from Local
Transport Plan across the East Riding. It
is however more difficult to improve
transport services to rural areas, but this
has been reflected by the Strategy which
seeks to limit the amount of

Mrs V. L. E. Cox, Barmby
Moor Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1997

Although the proposed policy recognises the
improvements required for the A1079, it needs
substantial investment to be able to cope with the
existing traffic volumes. A roundabout is planned for
Pocklington in Autuumn 2010 and further improvements
are necessary for Wilberfoss to be able to access the
A1079 safely.

development in rural areas and improve
transport services.
With regard to the East-West MultiModal freight corridor, the roads here,
with the exception of the A63/A1033
around Hull, are relatively uncongested.
The Council carried out some initial
assessment on the A1079 based on
congestion reference flow calculations
(see Infrastructure Study on the
Council's website) which established that
capacity on the road may be limited in
future. In order to establish what the
impact of development might be into the
future, analysis of seven key junctions
along the route was carried out, which
showed that four of these would require
improvement during the plan period to
accommodate additional traffic. These
improvements are set out in the
Strategy Document's Infrastructure
Delivery Plan, but did not include the
north junction of Main Street with the
A1079 at Wilberfoss. Analysis showed
that an improvement purely to provide
for additional highway capacity was not
required here.
In addition, the Council is working with
the Highways Agency to ensure that
there is sufficient capacity at the
A64/A1079 Grimston Bar Interchange
into the future. Other schemes may be
justified into the future to address safety
concerns, however further schemes are
unlikely to be needed based purely on a
requirement for additional capacity.

Mr T Ross, Hull and East
Riding Rail Users
Association

Support

CSPA/2055

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Object

CSPA/2080

Mr Neil Manock, Neil
Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller,

Support

CSPA/1737

We support the proposed policy, particularly
- B4: Melton inter-modal freight links
- B6: Hull Docks Branch Line extension to Hedon Haven
- C: Land required for the Hull/Beverley - York rail line
will be safeguarded where it is the only workable route
or where it is subject to development pressures
- E: The role and function of the regional east-west
multi-modal freight corridor to serve the transport
needs os strategic employment sites by enabling the
efficient and integrated movement
If supporting villages are identified in non remote rural
areas, most will be reliant on private cars as identified in
the 2001 Census where South Cave residents travelled
an average 23.54 km to work and where 73.8% used
aprivate car (which in our Parish survey had increased to
77.2% of respondents and 88% of those using the train
used a private car to travel to the station).This will
increase the load on the strategic network and
development should be placed where they have a TRIOS
rating of good or above to take advantage of the
possibilities of public transport. South Cave will never
achieve the densities required to provide public
transport and the last recent application for a
community bus failed. Of the 1675 dwellings only 156
were without a car. The strategic transport policy aims
are therefore not reflected adequately in the proposed
site assessments and should be more heavily weighted.
Note Figure 8 is incorrect with the bus route west
travelling along the railway line from Brough.
Proposed Policy SS7 adequately addresses the East
Riding's strategic transport needs. More especially, the
protection and enhancement of the role and function of
the regional east-west multi-modal freight corridor to
serve the transport needs of strategic employment sites
by enabling the efficient and integrated movement of
freight by and between different transport modes is
supported.

Support noted. Although the Beverley to
York rail line proposal no longer forms
part of the plan as it is not required to
deliver the development set out in the
Strategy Document. There is significant
doubt over whether the proposal could
be delivered over the plan period due to
the absence of any funding
arrangements.
South Cave does have a reasonable bus
service to Hull and a service to Goole
too. Although car use may be high at the
moment, it does not mean that car use
cannot be reduced in future. An
increased population within a settlement
is likely to mean that public transport
and other services are likely to become
more viable. In addition, the Strategy
Document has sought to locate
development in areas where there are
shops, services and jobs for people to go
to, and thus reduce the distances
travelled and well as making walking and
cycling more realistic modes of travel.
The figure has been modified to show
the correct core bus route.
Support noted.

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land, Galliford Try
(Strategic) Land

Support

CSPA/1612

Mr Richard Bryan,

Support

CSPA/1994

Mr Thomas Barnes,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2030

Mr Thomas Barnes,

Support

CSPA/2031

Mr Bruce Miles,

Support

CSPA/1981

Galliford supports part F, which seeks to develop and
protect safe and attractive public transport, cycling and
footpath networks. Our client believes that the focus for
development to deliver sustainable development, in
accordance with the objectives set out in PPS1, PPS3 and
PPG13 is to ensure that sites are or can be adequately
served by transport modes other than the private car.
Our client believes that by focusing development
towards Principal Towns, such as Beverley (in
accordance with proposed policy SS4), would help
deliver this objective.
Protect the route of the York-Beverley railway line.

I support the whole of this policy (except sections B2 &
B3), as it generally demonstrates a sustainable approach
to transport. I particularly support the transfer of freight
to non-road modes and especially the use of rail freight.
Part C - I particularly support the protection of a route
for this railway line. It is accepted that it is an aspiration
and unlikely to be built in the immediate or medium
term future. One day, however, it will be required and
this is the last opportunity to protect a feasible route.
Development on any section of the route would stop it
happening, as railways cannot easily avoid obstructions.
I wish to record my strongest possible support for the
reinstatement of the rail link between York and Beverley
via Market Weighton. The case for closure in 1965 was
very weak and the subsequent and the now planned
expansion of the town increases the need for it. The
route must be rigorously protected from development.

Support noted.

The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer forms part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.
Support noted.

The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer forms part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the
plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.
The Beverley to York rail line proposal
no longer forms part of the plan as it is
not required to deliver the development
set out in the Strategy Document. There
is significant doubt over whether the
proposal could be delivered over the

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

Other

CSPA/2197

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding College
Students

Observations

CSPA/2180

Mr John Broadwell,
Yorkshire Wolds Railway
Restoration Project

Other

CSPA/2310

Every effort must be made to site the Market Weighton
station as close as possible, ie within easy walking
distance, of the town centre.
‘ More buses
‘ Integrated services with trains
‘ Buses running later ‘ currently last bus 3.30pm in many
areas
‘ Poor train connections with major destinations such as
Hull
‘ Improve footpaths and cycleways
‘ Extra lane needed for mobility scooters and cycles
‘ Priority over private car ‘ around a quarter of the
group agree
‘ All feel that money always gets spent in Beverley.
‘ Better transport links to Hull
‘ Better affordability and accessibility needed
‘ Better link to London
‘ Off road car parking for every house
‘ Young people can’t afford transport
one respondent commented on the need to turn the
A165 and A614 into a dual carriageway for the whole
length

1.1 The Local Development Framework (LDF) of the
East Riding of Yorkshire County Council (ERYCC)
submission process is an excellent opportunity for the
Yorkshire Wolds Railway Restoration Project (YWRRP)
to make known its views to the relevant local authorities
on planning applications directly affecting the disused
railway trackbed and infrastructure formally known as
The Malton and Driffield Junction Railway.
The YWRRP is primarily concerned with the particular
stretch of rural railway line between Malton and

plan period due to the absence of any
funding arrangements.
The Strategy Document contains a
policy framework to support the
improvement of cycling, walking, and
public transport networks. This supports
the Local Transport Plan's investment in
such infrastructure and services.
However many aspects here are outside
of the Local Plan's control. For example
the Local Plan cannot control the
affordability or timing of services.

The Council has carried out an
assessment of the ability of the road
network to accommodate future
development. This assessment did not
reveal any major issues with the A165
and A614 except a stretch of the A614
within Goole. Investment in a variable
messaging sign to warn drivers
Whilst there are no firm proposals to
reinstate a railway route backed up with
potential sources of funding, the Council
is unable to protect the route within the
Local Plan. Notwithstanding this, the
Local Plan's policy framework does allow
for recreation, community, and tourism
developments to come forward in the
countryside, where other policies within
the plan are satisfied. This could

Driffield, though the submission is equally applicable to
all other disused railway lines within the county and
should be adopted as a point of reference or set of
guidelines in the planning application process as it affects
all old or disused railway lines within the county.
The YWRRP greatly appreciates the value and
importance of the community consultation inherent
within the LDF submission process, it is an opportunity
for a relatively new, small voice to be heard at a
countywide policy making level.
1.2 The group grew as a direct result of the
contributions of one individual from March 2006
onwards, on the Driffield Forums. Over the ensuing
three years other contributors on the forum came
forward pledging support for the idea of a formally
constituted group. The first meeting between individuals
took place in Driffield on 14th August 2008. Other
interested individuals then came forward adding their
support and willingness to stand for office, the inaugural
meeting of the group being held at The Old Lodge in
Malton on Friday 10th October 2008. Officers were duly
elected and the YWRRP was formally constituted.
1.3 The YWRRP is an action group that primarily exists
to promulgate and work towards achieving its own
objects. The Group’s purpose is set out in the
constitution of the YWRRP, the two primary objects
quoted below being taken from the constitution:
3.1 “to revive the Malton and Driffield Junction Railway
(“the railway”) and to pursue such lines of enquiry
(including the availability of funding) as may be
appropriate, but always on the basis of and with the
intention that such railway, if revived, will be revived by
and vested in a body or organisation (“the Successor
Organisation”) formally constituted in a manner required
by or otherwise approved by the Yorkshire Wolds
Railway Restoration Project.
3.2 to support and assist in and assume responsibility for

potentially allow for stretches of rail line
for recreation/tourism use to be
reinstated as and when funding becomes
available.

aspects of the revival and (when revived) the
continuance of the railway in such ways and/or by the
provision of such works and services as the Executive
Committee may from time to determine.”
1.4 The majority of the old trackbed and infrastructure
of the railway has
remained intact since full closure in June 1958. There are
some areas of difficulty in the planned restitution of the
railway, especially where the old trackbed has been built
upon, particularly in Driffield and in the vicinity of the
bacon factory in Malton.
[The attached file is the full submission regarding the
Yorkshire Wolds Railway Restoration Project]
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Figure 9
Consultee
Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land, Galliford Try
(Strategic) Land

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
Officer Comments
ID
CSPA/1613 Galliford generally supports the division of the East Riding Comments noted. The figure has been
into the 6 sub areas proposed, given that it takes into
amended to reflect these comments.
account the general direction the adopted RSS sets out.
Figure 9: Objection
We do however note that it may be of benefit to
understand the concept of the Hull Housing Market Area
and what location this covers as around 40% of housing
should be located within the general locality which may
overlap a number of sub areas.
Proposed Changes
We would therefore recommend that Figure 9
(Proposed sub areas) included the HHMA.

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/422
There are a number of aspects of the management of the
historic environment which ought to be mentioned in
each of the sub areas in this Section of the Plan but are
currently omitted. These include:-

Paragraph 6.4
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Officer Comments
Comments noted. Amendments have
been made to the sub area policies,
policy ENV3 and their supporting text
to reflect these comments.

� The extensive prehistoric ritual and settlement
landscape of the Yorkshire Wolds with its concentration
of archaeological features is under threat from intensive
arable cultivation and from wind farm developments.
Much of this area is undesignated. The area contains a
large number of Scheduled Monuments at Risk.
� One of the defining features of both the flat landscape
of the Holderness area and of the Yorkshire Wolds are
the church towers and spires. The dominance of these
elements in the landscape is coming under increasing
pressure from developments such as wind turbines.
However, since these would need to be mentioned in
most of the sub areas, the Policies and their justifications
might get a little repetitive. It might be worth, however,
including some reference to them within Paragraph 6.4.
(perhaps with reference to the HQE3). Suggested
amendment: Amend accordingly.

Question 12
Consultee
Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/92
A sub-area approach is broadly sensible. However, some
subdivisions as drawn are based on commonality of
topographically-driven functionality and or commuterdriven behaviour rather than internally-driven cohesion.
So, people of Hedon and its environs have common
interests with Beverley and Haltemprice in mobility
towards Hull, but there are likely to be few occasions in
which residents of Hedon interact with Beverley and
Haltemprice and vice versa. The same might be said of
Holderness and Southern Coastal, where, despite having
a common interest in coastal erosion, the socioeconomic connectivity is East-West, rather than NorthSouth. My suggestion would be that Hedon and the
southern part of Holderness and South Coastal forms a
sub-area; that Hornsea and its western environs are

Officer Comments
Comments noted. No approach will
perfectly capture the full range of
spatial planning issues and relationships
across the East Riding into a neatly
defined area on a map. The 6 sub areas
have been defined on the basis that
they share a number of common
characteristics, challenges and
opportunities and the relationship
between the sub areas, and with areas
outside of the East Riding, is noted.

Ingrid Barton,
Jennifer Hadland, Smiths
Gore on behalf of Mrs S
James,
Mike Downes, Antony
Aspbury Associates on
behalf of Mr Adrian Sail,
Strawsons Development /
Omnivale Ltd

Support
Support

CSPA/290
CSPA/345

Support

CSPA/598

Mr Garth Hanlon, Savills on
behalf of St John's College,
Cambridge

Support

CSPA/580

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support with
conditions

CSPA/520

incorporated with Beverley; and that Haltemprice
constitutes a sub-region of its own.
Other sub-regions than those I allude to, above, have
sensible rationales in terms of spatial definition.
Y
We consider that the six sub areas allow each area to
address the different challenges and opportunities they
face.
We support the sub area strategy and the creation of 6
new sub areas based on the criteria drawn from the
issues and evidence base examined through the LDF
Vision and Objectives, and the Issues and Options
consultations. This approach returns to local issues and
decision making which is the new focus of the Coalition
Government's planning policy. Our client has major land
interests in Driffield and we consider that the proposed
changes from the old Structure Plan Sub areas to split
Driffield from the coastal areas where different priorities
prevail, is an appropriate course of action can facilitate a
concentrated and relevant policy focus in each of the new
sub areas.
It is our view that the Core Strategy has appropriately
identified a number of sub-areas within East Riding in
order to manage the distribution of development. East
Riding is clearly a large and diverse area with a range of
challenges ahead. There can never be a case of "one size
fits all" in this location given its scale and diversity and it
is therefore only appropriate that it is subdivided into the
six sub-areas listed in paragraph 6.3 within the Core
Strategy document. Accepting that the sub-areas cannot
cover the whole spectrum of planning matters, they do
provide a helpful focus for specific policy approaches and
as much, they should be supported.
Natural England considers that there are benefits in
dividing the region into sub areas, in particular it provides
more detail about each sub area and the challenges and
opportunities faced by that particular area. However, the

Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed.

Support noted and welcomed.

Comments noted.

Mr Peter Wood,

Object

CSPA/584

Mr Andy Booth, Globe
Cosultants Ltd
Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society

Support

CSPA/413

Support with
conditions

CSPA/664

Mrs Kemp,

Object

CSPA/747

Mrs Sarah Wills, Wilberfoss Support
Parish Council
Cllr Charles Bayram, ERYC Object

CSPA/866
CSPA/916

Council need to ensure they consider the relationships
and opportunities between the sub areas and how
development in one area will impact the other sub areas,
for instance, GI opportunities between settlements and
areas.
This huge development on the A1079 roundabout is
awful and totally at odds with question 12. Why was it
given planning permission? Plot B.
yes

Information relating to specific planning
applications can be viewed on the
council's website.
Support noted and welcomed.

Yes, but obviously a need for cross-boundary transport
(e.g. Beeford to Bridlington/ West part of Beverley and
Central Area to MArket Weighton).
The recent "proposal" by Tesco to build a supermarket
with no access from the A63 shows a lack of foresight
and judgement. Speak to any police officer or fireman and
I'm sure they will agree that will be dragging people out
of cars from major accidents (if not fatal accidents where
the A63 meets the slip road to Brough/Elloughton). Just
because a major supermarket has the money to "buy"
Humber Growers (quite literally) does not mean by any
means it should do ahead.
In addition, the proposed relief road should be extended
to where the new Sandpiper pub is to allow heavy goods
vehicles to access the village and British Aerospace
without disrupting the tiny village network of 2 roads
that already exist.
Yes.

Comments noted.

The East Riding is very large, issues relating to the coastal
strip and to the Humber gateway do not always relate to
the more rural/less populated areas. Apart from Coastal
erosion Bridlington down to
Withernsea, back in some places as far as Driffield, have
problems with high numbers of retired people moving
into those parts, with younger people leaving. The largest
part of the ER is rural, I suggest a line under Bubwith,

Comments noted. No approach will
perfectly capture the full range of
spatial planning issues and relationships
across the East Riding into a neatly
defined area on a map. The 6 sub areas
have been defined on the basis that
they share a number of common
characteristics, challenges and

Comment noted.

Support noted and welcomed.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Support

CSPA/867

Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Support with
conditions

CSPA/825

Neil Watson, Rudston
Parish Council

Object

CSPA/860

Mr David Renwick, East

Support with

CSPA/1032

HOSM to Walkington and all north of that considered as
the rural area. The area from Hull to Goole along the
A63-M62 the Humber gateway has traditionally been
seed as an area of opportunity/growth area. An area with
the possibility to accommodate growth.
Consider the ER as having 3 specific areas:
- the coastal strip to include Holderness and Driffield
- the rural area from the north down to Bubwith, HOSM
to Walkington
- the Humber gateway from Hull along the A63-M62 to
Goole, the growth area.
The sub-area approach is generally supported. The
division of the District makes the Core Strategy more
locally distinctive and provides greater clarity of the role
of the settlements within each sub area in terms of
planned growth and regeneration. We also welcome the
steer given in the statements as to how housing needs
will be met in the sub areas.
The Trust supports the division into sub areas as long as
issues such as habitat connectivity and green
infrastructure are dealt with across the sub regional
boundaries. Habitat within East Yorkshire is already
fragmented particularly due to the amount of intensive
agriculture in the region and it is important that
opportunities to connect habitat are not lost. The
Wildlife Trusts have had a project to map potential areas
which have good potential for habitat connection, see
http://www.ywt.org.uk/living_landscapes.php . The Trust
would like areas which are allocated for development
near to areas of remaining biodiversity to have robust
schemes conditioned for habitat enhancement and Green
Infrastructure.
Rudston is currently placed in the Bridlington and Coastal
area. We believe that the village has more in common
with Driffield and the Wolds and would like the border
to be re-drawn to reflect this.
We broadly support the sub-area boundaries selected

opportunities and the relationship
between the sub areas, and with areas
outside of the East Riding, is noted.

Support noted and welcomed.

Comments noted.

Comments noted. The sub area
boundaries have been amended to
reflect this comment.
Comments noted.

Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

conditions

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1033

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support

CSPA/1221

Observations

CSPA/1074

and recognise that it is hard to split the East Riding into
sub-areas that work well for all issues. The sub-area
boundaries chosen are somewhat artificial for topics such
as coastal management, biodiversity or the environment,
but these issues should still be able to be dealt with
appropriately with the areas selected. Whilst recognising
that sub-areas by their nature are different at present we
feel that there could be far more consistency in the way
that issues are dealt with across the sub-areas.
One of the consultation responses in Section 6.2 raises
the need to consider within sub-areas the environmental
character of different areas of the East Riding and the
links with areas beyond the East Riding. We would very
much support this comment and we would like to see
this reflected in the Policy wording for each sub-area, as
well as the background/rationale text before each policy.
We are happy to provide suggested wording for the
biodiversity and coastal management issues we have
identified below if that would be of help.
Yes
Section 6.4 states that some issues will not be addressed
in the sub-areas, such as landscape protection, but we
feel that a sub-area approach to this issue and to
environmental issues would be useful as although the
issues are relevant across the East Riding the particular
issues or considerations are specific to different areas.
Despite the statement in Section 6.4 that says landscape
protection will not be covered in the Sub-areas approach
landscape quality is well covered in the environment
section of each sub-area with reference to landscape
character assessments. In contrast the environment
sections of the sub-areas are weak and only give any
attention to national and international level designations.
The East Riding of Yorkshire Biodiversity Action Plan
(ERYBAP) gives a good summary of the biodiversity

Comments noted.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. The supporting text
for the sub area policies have been
amended to reflect these comments.

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support

CSPA/1260

interest (international, national and local) for each area
and this could be used to give a more rounded summary
paragraph for each sub-area without being overly lengthy.
For example the Driffield & Wolds sub-area does not
mention the important chalk grassland resource that is
found in this area and is the most northerly example of
this habitat in the UK, supporting good populations of
farmland birds. A number of these chalk wold grasslands
are designated nationally or locally. The policy for the
sub-area also needs to reflect these wider interests then
just those that have national designations.
Although biodiversity (beyond international/and some key
national sites) is not well represented in the
preamble/background text to each of the sub-area
policies it is covered well in policy SS8 for Beverley &
Central Sub-area under policy element D1. This wording
is good as it advocates an integrated approach, but this
needs to be reflected in the supporting text. For example
the Bridlington Coastal sub-area policy should advocate
the same integrated approach. The approach taken to
biodiversity in policy SS13 is again better advocating an
integrated approach and also here identifying one of the
regionally identified landscape priority areas for
biodiversity (the western escarpment of the Wolds), but
this approach could be taken in other sub-areas to give
consistency.
In relation to the sub-areas we agree that one size does
Support noted and welcomed.
not fit all and that the proposed six sub-areas make
sense. Each shares common characteristics that it does
not share with its neighbours. For example the
Holderness & Southern Coastal sub-area is very different
to the Goole & Humberhead Levels sub-area, as is the
Driffield & Wolds sub-area in comparison to the Vale of
York sub-area. The importance of the tourism industry is
well documented in this chapter. The sub-area approach
show s the different development needs of the industry
in each of the areas.

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1252

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Support

CSPA/1103

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,
Mark Jones, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Wykeland Group Limited

Support

CSPA/1163

Observations

CSPA/1588

We welcome reference to coastal change in the coastal
sub-areas but we would also like to see consistent
reference to the promotion of rollback in these areas and
consistent reference to the SMP2 and the actual issues of
erosion in both of these coastal sub-areas e.g. erosion
rates, risk and key issues. Section 6.54 should make it
clear which areas are at the greatest risk of tidal flooding
and which are experiencing the highest rates of erosion
(as given in 6.113 & 6.114). This approach should also be
taken to Section 6.108 ? 6.110.
It is encouraging to see reference to coastal change issues
in Section 6.54, however a link with national coastal
change policy would be helpful in this section and would
be consistent with the approach taken in 6.114: As
discussed in Chapter 9 CCMAs should be used to
manage the different types of development in this part of
the sub area. Identification of these CCMAs should be
based on baseline data provided by the SMP2 and coastal
monitoring, while the development type will be
influenced by national coastal change policy and the
findings of the East Riding Coastal Change Pathfinder
Project and lessons learnt from the national suite of
pathfinders. The proposed sub area policies for the
coastal sub-areas should also addresses sustainable
coastal management issues identified by the SMP2 and the
Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) Plan and
include reference to rollback in both areas.
We support the concept of Sub Areas as these recognise
the differences between the various parts of the East
Riding. It will be an appropriate consideration in the likely
event of the abolition of the RSS.
We support the concept of Sub Areas as these recognise
the differences between the various parts of the East
Riding.
Paragraph 6.1-6.6 outline a significant change in the
approach to spatial planning in East Riding. The Council is
now suggesting an approach based on 6 sub areas where

Comments noted. The sub area policies
and their supporting text have been
amended to reflect these comments.

Support noted and welcomed.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted.

Mr Alex Gymer,

Support

CSPA/1308

it was previously the general approach to development
has been based on 4 areas, these being the former
Boothferry, Beverley, East Yorkshire and Holderness
areas. Whilst these plans date back to the late 1990s, the
strategy for sub areas has been continued and recently
manifested itself into a north, south, east, west split.
In response to question 12, we note that it is not
concerned with a new proposition to support 6 sub areas
per se, however, we wish to note a number of
observations in relation to this approach.
Firstly, an important attribute of the sub area is its local
distinctiveness. In this respect the longevity of its
boundary is an important consideration. The Council will
need to embed its approach to sub areas across all of its
corporate polices and documents beyond that of the LDF
process in order for these to be established areas which
people identify themselves with.
Secondly, we support the identification of Beverley and
the Central Sub Area, which is the area surrounding and
relating to the regional centre of Hull. This is the area
which is likely to come under most pressure for
development and is also the primary focus for growth
within East Riding. This should be reflected in the
approach to the sub areas and the diagram in figure 9.
Thirdly, one of the inherent issues that arises in creating
additional sub areas (6 rather than 4), is that the Council
will feel "obliged" to allocate some growth to each of
these sub areas. This can potentially lead to more
dispersed spatial growth strategy by default, rather than
with an approach based on 4 sub areas. We would
therefore urge caution in respect to the capacity of the
Southern Coastal and the Driffield and Wolds sub areas
to accommodate additional growth. The linkages from
Hull City Centre and Ports are to the west, and the
Goole, Vale of York and Central Areas are the areas that
should accommodate the most growth.
I agree.

Support noted and welcomed.

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice
Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings,
Central Land Holdings

Support

CSPA/1479

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1659

Agree with the 6 sub-areas as they reflect the historical
relationship of settlement hierarchy.
Central Land ' Holdings supports the division of the East
Riding into the 6 sub areas proposed, primarily as it takes
account of the general direction as set out in the RSS and
adds the required detail necessary to consider the
particular local issues relevant to the East Riding.
6.2 However, there is a concern in relation to the
flexibility and a possible rigid approach of the boundaries
of the 6 sub areas as the particular circumstances and
location of settlements need to be shown appropriate
consideration. The following scenario needs to be
considered and it is demonstrated below in relation to
the Holderness and Southern Coastal and Bridlington
Coastal sub areas.
6.3 Assume that the Holderness & Southern Coastal
Area has a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and is
achieving the targets set out in the LDF. In addition,
assume that the Bridlington Coastal Area cannot
demonstrate a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and
is not achieving the targets set out in the LDF. A planning
application within Hornsea (adjacent to the Bridlington
Coastal sub area) should show regard and appropriate
weight to the housing land supply position within
Bridlington Coastal Area as well as the Holderness &
Southern Coastal Area more than a planning application
in a more distant settlement, such as Withernsea, for
example.
6.4 Further, a settlement such as Brandesburton is
located in close proximity to three other sub areas
(Driffield & Wolds, Bridlington Coastal and Holderness &
Southern Coastal). It is acknowledged that
Brandesburton is a Supporting Village and therefore will
not be subject to substantial development. However,
there could be a situation whereby Beverley & Central
sub area (within which Brandesburton is located) has met
its targets over a certain period of time and can

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted.

demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply whereas
Driffield & Wolds, Bridlington Coastal and Holderness &
Southern Coastal have not met targets and cannot
demonstrate an adequate housing land supply. In such a
situation it would be absurd to not consider the housing
situation in those three sub areas in relation to a
development at Brandesburton.
6.5 Whilst some instances will inevitably occur wherever
sub area lines are drawn, and the sub area approach
should be utilised as much as possible, flexibility needs to
be introduced into the sub area approach to ensure that
peripheral settlements are not prejudiced by the fact that
their sub area is performing whereas an immediately
adjacent sub area(s) is/ are not. This is also in line with
the plan, monitor and manage approach advocated in
PPS12.
Proposed Change
6.6 Whilst the division of East Riding into 6 sub areas is
to be supported, the theme of the supporting text needs
to make sure that there is an element of flexibility
included to ensure that demands later in the Plan period
are met and are not overly constrained by sub area
boundaries and performance. As such specific proposed
changes are not suggested here as the `theme' needs a
different emphasis, as well as increased flexibility within
the application of the sub area approach.
See response CSPA/1659

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings
Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1719

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1548

The sub region concept appears to respond to the needs
of specific areas, however investment intention towards
Vale of York and certain other Sub regions seems to have
been sacrificed on the alter of the regional towns and
Haltemprice. How do you intend to ensure a fair and
equitable distribution of limited funds?

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton

Support with

CSPA/1691

KPDC supports the division of the East Riding into the 6

See officer comment to CSPA/1659
Sub areas are used in the Draft Strategy
Document to ensure that the plan
responds to the particular challenges
and opportunities facing different parts
of the East Riding. There are no plans
to use them to determine the
distribution of funding.
Comments noted. The Delivery,

Willmore on behalf of The
Kingswood Parks
Development Company
Ltd,

conditions

sub areas proposed, primarily as it takes account of the
general direction as set out in the RSS and adds the
required detail necessary to consider the particular local
issues relevant to the East Riding.
However, there is a concern in relation to the flexibility
and a possible rigid approach of the boundaries of the 6
sub areas as the particular circumstances and location of
settlements need to be shown appropriate consideration.
The following scenario needs to be considered and it is
demonstrated below in relation to the Holderness and
Southern Coastal and Bridlington Coastal sub areas.
Assume that the Holderness & Southern Coastal Area
has a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and is
achieving the targets set out in the LDF. In addition,
assume that the Bridlington Coastal Area cannot
demonstrate a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and
is not achieving the targets set out in the LDF. A planning
application within Hornsea (adjacent to the Bridlington
Coastal sub area) should show regard and appropriate
weight to the housing land supply position within
Bridlington Coastal Area as well as the Holderness &
Southern Coastal Area more than a planning application
in a more distant settlement, such as Withernsea, for
example.
Further, a settlement such as Brandesburton is located in
close proximity to three other sub areas (Driffield &
Wolds, Bridlington Coastal and Holderness & Southern
Coastal). It is acknowledged that Brandesburton is a
Supporting Village and therefore will not be subject to
substantial development. However, there could be a
situation whereby Beverley & Central sub area (within
which Brandesburton is located) has met its targets over
a certain period of time and can demonstrate a 5 year
housing land supply whereas Driffield & Wolds,
Bridlington Coastal and Holderness & Southern Coastal
have not met targets and cannot demonstrate an
adequate housing land supply. In such a situation it would

monitoring and reviewing chapter sets
out how the delivery of policies will be
monitored.

Mrs V. L. E. Cox, Barmby
Moor Parish Council
Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1998

Object

CSPA/2082

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of

Object

CSPA/1777

be absurd to not consider the housing situation in those
three sub areas in relation to a development at
Brandesburton.
Whilst some instances will inevitably occur wherever sub
area lines are drawn, and the sub area approach should
be utilised as much as possible, flexibility needs to be
introduced into the sub area approach to ensure that
peripheral settlements are not prejudiced by the fact that
their sub area is performing whereas an immediately
adjacent sub area(s) is/ are not. This is also in line with
the plan, monitor and manage approach advocated in
PPS12.
Proposed Change
Whilst the division of East Riding into 6 sub areas is to be
supported, the theme of the supporting text needs to
make sure that there is an element of flexibility included
to ensure that demands later in the Plan period are met
and are not overly constrained by sub area boundaries
and performance. As such specific proposed changes are
not suggested here as the `theme' needs a different
emphasis, as well as increased flexibility within the
application of the sub area approach.
Yes
We can agree with a division into sub areas whether that
should be 5 or 6 is not particularly relevant, it's whether
the difference between areas can be identified and
whether policy measures may need to vary between
those areas and we generally agree with the approach
that one size doesn't fit all. However the approach taken
on supporting villages within SS2 is exactly that. The
policy measure of identifying SVs does need an area
based approach to account for some areas rural
remoteness and other areas, like the Central Area, within
the Hull TTWA and adjacent to the sub regional centre.
Central Land Holdings supports the division of the East
Riding into the 6 sub areas proposed, primarily as it takes

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted.

Comments noted. The Delivery,
monitoring and reviewing chapter sets

Central Land Holdings.

account of the general direction as set out in the RSS and
adds the required detail necessary to consider the
particular local issues relevant to the East Riding.
However, there is a concern in relation to the flexibility
and a possible rigid approach of the boundaries of the 6
sub areas as the particular circumstances and location of
settlements need to be shown appropriate consideration.
The following scenario needs to be considered and it is
demonstrated below in relation to the Holderness and
Southern Coastal and Bridlington Coastal sub areas.
Assume that the Holderness & Southern Coastal Area
has a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and is
achieving the targets set out in the LDF. In addition,
assume that the Bridlington Coastal Area cannot
demonstrate a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and
is not achieving the targets set out in the LDF. A planning
application within Hornsea (adjacent to the Bridlington
Coastal sub area) should show regard and appropriate
weight to the housing land supply position within
Bridlington Coastal Area as well as the Holderness &
Southern Coastal Area more than a planning application
in a more distant settlement, such as Withernsea, for
example.
Further, a settlement such as Brandesburton is located in
close proximity to three other sub areas (Driffield &
Wolds, Bridlington Coastal and Holderness & Southern
Coastal). It is acknowledged that Brandesburton is a
Supporting Village and therefore will not be subject to
substantial development. However, there could be a
situation whereby Beverley & Central sub area (within
which Brandesburton is located) has met its targets over
a certain period of time and can demonstrate a 5 year
housing land supply whereas Driffield & Wolds,
Bridlington Coastal and Holderness & Southern Coastal
have not met targets and cannot demonstrate an
adequate housing land supply. In such a situation it would
be absurd to not consider the housing situation in those

out how the delivery of policies will be
monitored.

Mr Neil Manock, Neil
Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller,
Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Humber
Growers/Shirethorn Ltd

Support

CSPA/1738

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1704

three sub areas in relation to a development at
Brandesburton.
Whilst some instances will inevitably occur wherever sub
area lines are drawn, and the sub area approach should
be utilised as much as possible, flexibility needs to be
introduced into the sub area approach to ensure that
peripheral settlements are not prejudiced by the fact that
their sub area is performing whereas an immediately
adjacent sub area(s) is not. This is also in line with the
plan, monitor and manage approach advocated in PPS12.
Proposed Change
Whilst the division of East Riding into 6 sub areas is to be
supported, the theme of the supporting text needs to
make sure that there is an element of flexibility included
to ensure that demands later in the Plan period are met
and are not overly constrained by sub area boundaries
and performance. As such specific proposed changes are
not suggested here as the 'theme' needs a different
emphasis.
The division of the East Riding into the 6 sub areas
identified is supported.
The Humber Growers Group supports the division of
the East Riding into the 6 sub areas proposed, primarily
as it takes account of the general direction as set out in
the RSS and adds the required detail necessary to
consider the particular local issues relevant to the East
Riding.
However, there is a concern in relation to the flexibility
and a possible rigid approach of the boundaries of the 6
sub areas as the particular circumstances and location of
settlements need to be shown appropriate consideration.
The following scenario needs to be considered and it is
demonstrated below in relation to the Holderness and
Southern Coastal and Bridlington Coastal sub areas.
Assume that the Holderness & Southern Coastal Area
has a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and is

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. The Delivery,
monitoring and reviewing chapter sets
out how the delivery of policies will be
monitored.

achieving the targets set out in the LDF. In addition,
assume that the Bridlington Coastal Area cannot
demonstrate a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and
is not achieving the targets set out in the LDF. A planning
application within Hornsea (adjacent to the Bridlington
Coastal sub area) should show regard and appropriate
weight to the housing land supply position within
Bridlington Coastal Area as well as the Holderness &
Southern Coastal Area more than a planning application
in a more distant settlement, such as Withernsea, for
example.
Further, a settlement such as Brandesburton is located in
close proximity to three other sub areas (Driffield &
Wolds, Bridlington Coastal and Holderness & Southern
Coastal). It is acknowledged that Brandesburton is a
Supporting Village and therefore will not be subject to
substantial development. However, there could be a
situation whereby Beverley & Central sub area (within
which Brandesburton is located) has met its targets over
a certain period of time and can demonstrate a 5 year
housing land supply whereas Driffield & Wolds,
Bridlington Coastal and Holderness & Southern Coastal
have not met targets and cannot demonstrate an
adequate housing land supply. In such a situation it would
be absurd to not consider the housing situation in those
three sub areas in relation to a development at
Brandesburton.
Whilst some instances will inevitably occur wherever sub
area lines are drawn, and the sub area approach should
be utilised as much as possible, flexibility needs to be
introduced into the sub area approach to ensure that
peripheral settlements are not prejudiced by the fact that
their sub area is performing whereas an immediately
adjacent sub area(s) is not. This is also in line with the
plan, monitor and manage approach advocated in PPS12.
Proposed Change
Whilst the division of East Riding into 6 sub areas is to be

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
David Watts,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1789

supported, the theme of the supporting text needs to
make sure that there is an element of flexibility included
to ensure that demands later in the Plan period are met
and are not overly constrained by sub area boundaries
and performance. As such specific proposed changes are
not suggested here as the `theme' needs a different
emphasis.
6.1 David Watts supports the division of the East Riding
into the 6 sub areas proposed, primarily as it takes
account of the general direction as set out in the RSS and
adds the required detail necessary to consider the
particular local issues relevant to the East Riding.
6.2 However, there is a concern in relation to the
flexibility and a possible rigid approach of the boundaries
of the 6 sub areas as the particular circumstances and
location of settlements need to be shown appropriate
consideration. The following scenario needs to be
considered and it is demonstrated below in relation to
the Holderness and Southern Coastal and Bridlington
Coastal sub areas.
6.3 Assume that the Holderness & Southern Coastal
Area has a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and is
achieving the targets set out in the LDF. In addition,
assume that the Bridlington Coastal Area cannot
demonstrate a deliverable 5 year housing land supply and
is not achieving the targets set out in the LDF. A planning
application within Hornsea (adjacent to the Bridlington
Coastal sub area) should show regard and appropriate
weight to the housing land supply position within
Bridlington Coastal Area as well as the Holderness &
Southern Coastal Area more than a planning application
in a more distant settlement, such as Withernsea, for
example.
6.4 Further, a settlement such as Brandesburton is
located in close proximity to three other sub areas
(Driffield & Wolds, Bridlington Coastal and Holderness &
Southern Coastal). It is acknowledged that

Comments noted. The Delivery,
monitoring and reviewing chapter sets
out how the delivery of policies will be
monitored.

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2248

Brandesburton is a Supporting Village and therefore will
not be subject to substantial development. However,
there could be a situation whereby Beverley & Central
sub area (within which Brandesburton is located) has met
its targets over a certain period of time and can
demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply whereas
Driffield & Wolds, Bridlington Coastal and Holderness &
Southern Coastal have not met targets and cannot
demonstrate an adequate housing land supply. In such a
situation it would be absurd to not consider the housing
situation in those three sub areas in relation to a
development at Brandesburton.
6.5 Whilst some instances will inevitably occur wherever
sub area lines are drawn, and the sub area approach
should be utilised as much as possible, flexibility needs to
be introduced into the sub area approach to ensure that
peripheral settlements are not prejudiced by the fact that
their sub area is performing whereas an immediately
adjacent sub area(s) is not. This is also in line with the
plan, monitor and manage approach advocated in PPS12.
Proposed Change
6.6 Whilst the division of East Riding into 6 sub areas is
to be supported, the theme of the supporting text needs
to make sure that there is an element of flexibility
included to ensure that demands later in the Plan period
are met and are not overly constrained by sub area
boundaries and performance. As such specific proposed
changes are not suggested here as the 'theme' needs a
different emphasis.
There are a number of aspects of the management of the
historic environment which ought to be mentioned in
each of the sub areas in this Section of the Plan, but are
currently omitted. These include:- The extensive prehistoric and Romano-British ritual,
funerary and settlement landscape of the Yorkshire
Wolds, with its concentration of archaeological features,
is under threat from intensive arable cultivation and from

Comments noted. The sub area
policies, policy ENV3 and their
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments.

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

wind farm developments. Much of this nationally
important area is undesignated; however, this area does
contain a large number of Scheduled Monuments at Risk.
- The extensive tracts of the Holderness Plain, the Hull
Valley, the Vale of York, the Humberhead Levels, and the
area between the Ancholme and Lower Trent Valleys ?
which collectively form the Humber Wetlands ? are
increasingly under pressure from a combination of
increased drainage, managed retreat for flood defences,
more intensive agriculture, and the development of new
industrial estates and business parks. These include not
only large numbers of undesignated heritage assets, but
also a number of Scheduled Monuments which are on the
Monuments at Risk register.
-? One of the defining features of both the flat landscape
of the Holderness area and of the Yorkshire Wolds are
the church towers and spires. The dominance of these
elements in the landscape is coming under increasing
pressure from developments such as wind turbines.
However, since these would need to be mentioned in
most of the sub areas, the Policies and their justifications
might get a little repetitive. It might be worth, however,
including some reference to them within Paragraph 6.4.
(perhaps with reference to the HQE3).
Our Client is supportive of the proposed sub area
approach to managing development and are pleased that
paragraph 6.3 explains how the sub areas have been
defined having regard to a variety of information,
including housing market areas.

Support

CSPA/1763

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/214
Paragraph 6.22 accepts that whilst new housing will be
priorities on brownfield land and other suitable land
within the existing built up area, there remains a need to
allocate additional land on the edges of the Major

Support noted and welcomed.

Paragraph 6.22
Consultee
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Officer Comments
Comment noted

Haltemprice Settlements and Beverley. Our client
supports this being recognised in the Core Strategy.
Housing development must not take place on any land
that will be needed for food production. As the oil
supplies decline over the next decade agricultural
production will need to change. Food production will
have to be nearer to urban consumers. This is
particularly relevent to the Haltemprice ?villages? and
their surrounding green areas. Pressure for housing
development in these areas must be resisted at all costs.
Paragraph 6.22 accepts that whilst new housing will be
prioritised on brownfield land and other suitable land
within the existing built up area, there remains a need to
allocate additional land on the edges of the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and Beverley. Our client
supports this being recognised in the Core Strategy.

Ms Diana Sandy,

Observations

CSPA/792

Comment noted. The loss of best most
versatile Agricultural land is considered
in the assessment of potential sites.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Support

CSPA/1866

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/49
800 houses to the south of Beverley! This is far too
many. What infrastructure is there / will there be in place
to support this number?

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1075 For Section 6.28 the first sentence is good, however the
wording for the rest of the section needs amending as
follows:
"The inter-tidal areas of the Humber Estuary are
designated as a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and
an SPA (Special Protection Area), the latter is a
designation under the EU Birds Directive. The whole
estuary is designated as a Special Area of Conservation

Officer Comments

Comment noted

Paragraph 6.24
Consultee
Mr Neil King,

Comment noted. An Infrastructure
Delivery Plan is set out in the Delivery,
monitoring and reviewing chapter of
the Draft Strategy Document.

Paragraph 6.28
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Comment noted. The text has been
amended to reflect this comment.

(SAC) under the EU Habitats Directive. In addition to
these international statutory designations the site is also
listed as a Ramsar site under the 1971 international
convention on wetlands. Development which might affect
the statutory designations (SSSI/SPA/SAC) will be
considered in accordance with the relevant legislation,
which is the Wildlife and Countryside Act (as amended)
for SSSI features and The Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2010 for SPA/SAC features."

Paragraph 6.30
Consultee
Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/442
The Lords have no objections to the division of the East
Riding into the proposed 6 sub areas as it reflects the
general direction as set out in the RSS, albeit it should be
considered that the RSS may be scrapped by the new
government. Nevertheless, sub-division as proposed is
likely to remain a sensible approach in such a large
district.
CSPA/2249 These Paragraphs provide a good overview of the
historic character of Beverley, and the elements which
contribute to its distinctiveness. However, this Section
provides little information about the other elements of
the historic environment within the Beverley and Central
sub area, the issues that they might face, and what the
LDF might need to do to appropriately manage them
over the plan period.
A large number of the settlements identified on the Key
Diagram have Conservation Areas at their hearts, and,
within this sub area, the Wolds is an archaeological
landscape of national importance.
This portrait of the key environmental assets of the area
should be extended to encompass the other key heritage
assets of Beverley and Central sub area.

Officer Comments
Comment noted

Comment noted. The policy and
supporting text has been amended to
reflect these comments.

Paragraph 6.31
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/425
These Paragraphs provide a good overview of the
historic character of Beverley and the elements which
contribute to its distinctiveness. However, this Section
provides little information about the other elements of
the historic environment within the Beverley and Central
sub area, the issues that they might face, and what the
LDF might need to do to appropriately manage them
over the plan period.
A large number of the settlements identified on the Key
Diagram have Conservation Areas at their hearts and,
within this sub area, the Wolds is an archaeological
landscape of national importance.
This portrait of the key environmental assets of the area
should be extended to encompass the other key heritage
assets of Beverley and Central sub area.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/793
There is a good supply of transport between the
Haltemprice villages and Hull. Transport between them
and between them and Beverley is virtually non-existent.
This must be addressed if there is a need to co-ordinate
other services e.g. clinics, education, care facilities.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/93
Put greater proportions of development in Haltemprice
and West and South of the Wolds scarp (e.g. Brough,
Howden, Goole), given that, with the exception of
tourism in Bridlington, the economic drivers are likely to

Officer Comments

Comment noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Paragraph 6.32
Consultee
Ms Diana Sandy,

Comment noted. The policy now
identifies proposed transport
infrastructure improvements.

Question 13
Consultee
Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Comment noted. Policies S2 to S6
identify how development will be
distributed.

Mr Matthew Naylor,
Yorkshire Water

Support

CSPA/134

Mr Alastair McIntyre,
Government Office for
Yorkshire and the Humber

Observations

CSPA/152

Mr David Pennie,

Support

CSPA/128

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/377

Caroline Searle, Entec UK
Ltd on behalf of Crown
Estate, Crown Estate

Observations

CSPA/218

avoid the Wolds and Holderness.
Yorkshire Water supports the Core Strategy's intention
to protect source protection zones. This will need to be
mirrored in the preferred allocations DPD, if a site is
within a SPZ and taken forward in the DPD process then
discussions with Yorkshire Water and the Environment
Agency are imperative to ensure that the SPZ can be
protected.
The Beverley and Central sub-area policy seems to
support offices/B1 use, for example at Willerby Hill,
Bridgehead, possibly at Priory Park (Policy SS8, pages 7678, also para 6.16). Is this in line with PPS4 which is clear
that this is a Town Centre use?
I support this policy, particularly the safeguarding of the
land needed for the Hull/Beverley - York rail line.
The reopening of this line should be regarded as much
more than "aspirational". Even though there may be
improvements to the A1079 which will benefit car
journeys, an improved public transport service is needed.
The reopened rail link will provide a much faster service
than the present bus and train services, providing
effectively for future commuting and shopping/leisure
needs and reducing carbon and traffic impact. Also, road
journeys to York needed for onward rail travel will be
much reduced.
See answer to Question 8 - we must protect the
individual physical identities of all Haltemprice
Settlements.
The Crown Estate suggests that the sub-regional Green
Infrastructure Corridor which runs through the heart of
the Beverley & Central Sub-Area [as identified in Figure
21, pg 177 of the Preferred Options Core Strategy]
should be referred to in Policy SS8 D 'Environment'.
Suggested wording as follows: 'Ensure development
proposals maintain and capitalise on opportunities to
enhance, create, and strengthen links between the sub-

Comment noted. Question 17 of the
Site Assessment Methodology which is
being used to assess potential sites for
allocation considers the need to
protect SPZ’s.
Willerby Hilll and Bridgehead have
extant planning consent for B1 uses.
National Planning Policy requires that a
sequential approach is taken to office
development, which is reflected in
Policy S6, EC1 and EC4.
The re-opening of the Hull/Beverley York railway line remains a long term
aspiration, however a budget for this
scheme is yet to be found as so it has
been removed from the policy. This is
detailed in the supporting text to policy
S7.

Comment noted
Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect this
comment.

Mr Peter Godfrey,
Highways Agency

Observations

CSPA/375

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/215

regional Green Infrastructure Corridor which runs
through the heart of the Beverley & Central Sub-Area'.
Linked amenity green space, footpaths, river corridors,
outdoor sport and children's play areas can help
strengthen existing Green Infrastructure Corridors as an
integral element of new development schemes
particularly in rural areas.
Policies that locate development (particularly B1) in the
vicinity of the SRN, in this case the A63, could be a
concern to the Highways Agency as they may result in
additional traffic impact on sections of the network that
already suffer from high peak period commuter traffic
demands and congestion.
The Highways Agency recognises that some employment
sites already have extant planning permission which
includes B1 office use. Ideally B1 office use should be
located in town or city centres where there is a choice of
sustainable transport modes or, if out of centre, in the
vicinity of existing public transport hubs.
The Highways Agency note that in proposed policy SS5
the document outlines 40ha of B1 development being
located predominantly within Beverley and the Major
Haltemprice settlements. The Highways Agency provided
comments on the East Riding Employment Land review
regarding the level of B1 development which could be
accommodated within Beverley before a significant
impact was felt on the SRN and it is felt there is little to
worry about regarding this proposal. However the
Highway Agency does have concerns about plans to
locate B1 office within the Major Haltemprice
settlements which are adjacent to the SRN such as
Hessle and Humber Bridgehead sites.
2) Part A 1) of policy SS8 says that there should be a
focus of development on the Major Haltemprice
Settlements to meet a significant proportion of the East
Riding's strategic housing needs. However, elsewhere in
the Core Strategy, it only accounts for 15% of the overall

Comments noted. Junction studies have
been undertaken as part of the
Council's Infrastructure Study to
consider the impact of planned growth
on the strategic road network.

Comments noted. Policy A1 and its
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Zircon Flooring Ltd

Observations

CSPA/386

housing provision for East Riding, which is by no means a
significant proportion, especially when considered against
the proposed 19% of housing being distributed in the
countryside/smallest rural settlements.
3) Whilst our client supports part C 4) of policy SS8
which identifies urban extensions to the north west and
south west of Beverley, it is also considered that smaller
sites to the north west and south west should also be
supported through the core strategy. Barratt and David
Wilson Homes recognises that a flexible approach should
be taken to enable housing to be developed on a range of
sites, such as sustainably located Greenfield sites, so that
the council will be in a better position to meet its housing
requirement. We therefore recommend that this part of
the policy be re-worded to enable greater flexibility and
to accord with the proposed wording for policy SS10 as
follows:
C: Housing
4. Manage the supply of housing in Beverley through the
allocation of sites within the town centre and through
identified urban extensions. A range of urban extension
sites Urban Extensions will be allocated on the
northwestern, southwestern and southern edges of the
town, with the latter accommodating up to 800 dwellings.
House completion will be managed to ensure the build
rate increases over the plan period from below the
planned average to above it.
Notwithstanding my client's previous comments in
Comments noted. Policy A1 and its
relation to Question 5, we note that no mention of
supporting text have been amended to
Brandesburton forming part of the settlement hierarchy
reflect this comment.
is included in Policy SS8. We presume that this is an
error on the part of the Council, as Brandesburton
serves as important a role and function as the other
Supporting Villages in the sub-area. Aside from my client's
comments regarding other policies in the plan, reference
to the settlement should be included at bullet 5 of
Section A of the policy.

Ingrid Barton,
Jennifer Hadland, Smiths
Gore on behalf of Mrs S
James,
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support
Support

CSPA/292
CSPA/346

Support with
conditions

CSPA/426

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Object

CSPA/427

Y
We support Policy SS8 'Beverley and Central Sub Area',
as this policy responds to all the key planning issues that
currently exist in the sub area.
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to
the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:� Criterion A.2 (ensuring that development in Beverley
retains its distinctive historic character)
� Criterion D.2 (the retention of the open areas
between the Major Haltemprice Settlements)
� Criterion D.3 (relating to the protection of the
historic assets and public realm of the settlements in this
sub area, especially Beverley and Hedon).
� Criterion D.4 (the need for development in and
around Beverley to take account of the key landmarks
and views towards the town).
However, in terms of the strategy for the management of
the heritage assets of the sub area Policy SS8 needs to be
amended to take account of the following:� Criterion D.3 ? The requirement in national policy
guidance is to protect those aspects which contribute to
the significance of a particular heritage asset. Moreover,
this protection extends not just to the fabric of the
heritage assets but also their settings. It is suggested that
the beginning of this Criterion is amended accordingly.
Suggested amendment: Amend Criterion D.3 to read:?Protect those elements which contribute to the
character and setting of the heritage assets of the sub
areas settlements and improve the public realm,
particularly in Beverley and Hedon.
?etc?
We have significant concerns about the extent of the
Hedon Haven development which is shown on the Map
in the Allocations DPD. The development of this area
could cause significant harm to a number of designated
heritage assets including the Paull and Hedon

Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed.
Comment noted. Policy A1 and the
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments.

Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect this
comment.

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Observations

CSPA/429

Ms Rachael Martin, Colliers
International on behalf of
KeyLand Developments

Observations

CSPA/494

Conservation Areas and, potentially, the setting of a
number of Scheduled Monuments in the vicinity.
Whilst it is recognised that this area may well be
important to the economic future of this part of the
Region, the plan would need to clearly demonstrate that
development of the whole of the site shown in the
allocations DPD for the uses anticipated can be achieved
in a manner which safeguards those elements which
contribute to the significance of the designated historic
assets in its vicinity. English Heritage would welcome
discussions with the Council regarding the future
development of this area. Suggested amendment: (a) The
Evidence Base will need to assess the likely impact which
the development the Hedon Haven development might
have upon those elements which contribute to the
significance of designated heritage assets in its vicinity. (b)
If it is concluded that all, or part, of the Hedon Haven
site can be developed without compromising the Policies
set out in PPS5, inert an additional Criterion into Section
D of Policy SS8 setting out how it is envisaged the
character and setting of designated heritage assets in the
area will be safeguarded.
Key Documents List: Mention should also be made of the
Council's adopted Conservation Area Appraisals for the
settlements in this area. Suggested amendment: amend
accordingly.
Part B refers to the Economy and paragraph 6.17 of the
Core Strategy refers to the Employment Land Review
which highlighted the high level of demand for office
accommodation in the Haltemprice settlements. It is
considered that the policy should refer to and support
economic development in and around the Haltemprice
settlements to complement the growth of the sub region
and Hull City Centre. Part C3 refers to the location and
supply of housing through the allocation of sites within
the existing built up area and urban extensions to the
existing settlement boundaries. It is considered that

Comments noted. The list of relevant
documents has been amended to
reflect this comment.
Comments noted. The supporting text
highlights that a range of committed
sites are likely to meet demand in the
Haltemprice Settlements. Policy EC1
also gives support to employment
proposals within development limits.
Urban extensions to the City of Hull
were considered, and rejected, as an
alternative approach in the Core
Strategy Further Consultation

Mr Andy Booth, Globe
Cosultants Ltd

Support with
conditions

CSPA/415

Mr T Ross, Hull and East
Riding Rail Users
Association

Support

CSPA/1018

Margaret Kirtley,

Object

CSPA/709

reference should be made to the potential need for
Urban Extensions to Hull and that broad areas for urban
extensions to Hull should be identified in the allocations
document.
Generally yes, although it is suggested that maintaining
Hedon's Local Service Centre status also requires a
commitment to an appropriate level of new housing. This
may not be best achieved through development of
recycled land.
Q13. Answer: We support the proposed policy,
particularly Under Section E (Movement and
Accessibility)
1.i: Capacity improvements
1.iv: Opportunities to develop inter-modal transfer
1.vi: Potential re-opening of the Beverley to York railway,
including safeguarding land where necessary
My points, with particular reference to existing
development in Kirkella, are as follows:
1) Proposals should take care to recommend that all new
development should be sympathetic to the character of
these areas which are an asset to our region.
For example, where the areas comprise of existing
private houses with large gardens:
-Garden grabbing should be outlawed
-Conversion of existing residences to multi-occupancy
units should not be allowed
-Widened accesses onto public highways should not be
allowed to dominate
-Significant loss of trees and 'green space' should not be
tolerated.
As all would be extremely detrimental to the character
of the area.
2)Development which sets a precedent for more
intensive development should be resisted because this
will have a negative environmental impact in these
settlements, in particular with regard to:

(October 2011).

Comments noted.

Supported noted and welcomed. The
re-opening of the Hull/Beverley - York
railway line remains a long term
aspiration, however a budget for this
scheme is yet to be found and so it has
been removed from the policy. This is
detailed in the supporting text to policy
S7.
Comments noted. The Development
Management section of the Draft
Strategy Document sets out a series of
policies which looks to ensure that
development does not have an
unacceptable impacts (eg. policy ENV1
sets out a series of requirements to
ensure that development respects the
diverse character and appearance of
the surrounding area, ENV4 looks to
enhance biodiversity and geodiversity,
ENV6 sets out how environmental
hazards such as flooding will be
managed and EC5 addresses sustainable
transport).

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Evison Farmers

Observations

CSPA/667

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Heron Lakes (Routh) Ltd

Support

CSPA/743

-Loss of wildlife habitats (e.g. for great crested newts and
bats in Kirkella)
-The danger of increased flooding (in Kirkella in 2007
local extensive flooding of homes and the local schools
was made considerably worse by run off from
surrounding properties on eg Westella Road.)
3) New development will inevitably lead to increased
traffic movement around the areas which will create
significant problems on roads which are already too
congested, e.g. particularly before and after local school
opening and closing times. On road parking will
significantly disrupt traffic and be an increased hazard to
all.
4) Careful assessment of the type of accommodation
required and sensible siting of the same. E.g. don't make
provision for luxury one bedroom flats which are not in
keeping with the 'Garden Village' concept of Kirkella
where over whelming demand has not been identified.
5) Improved public transport services are a must e.g.
currently the road between Kirkella and Beverley is not
only always very busy but significantly over capacity at
commuter rush hours. Improved bus service required.
My client notes the approach in Policy SS5 to deliver
approximately 2% of the District's housing growth at the
settlement. It is noted at paragraph 6.24 that the amount
of new housing within the Local Service Centres in the
District is to be 'limited' in recognition of environmental
constraints and past building rates, and to provide further
support to the transformation of the Regional City of
Hull.
Nonetheless it is considered that identification and
allocation of a number sites at Elloughton/Brough would
be suitable for future development commensurate with
the objectives set out in Policy SS2.
My client supports the approach in Policy SS8 to the
development of the sub-area's urban and rural tourism
assets to support tourism as an important economic

Comments noted.

Support noted and welcomed.

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)

Support

CSPA/618

Mr G E Wright,

Object

CSPA/926

Mr Peter Gleave, DPP on
behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd

Observations

CSPA/945

driver for the sub area.
Centrica welcomes the recognition under Policy SS8 that
support should be given to the expansion and
diversification of the sub area's key economic sectors
including manufacturing and engineering, finance and
business services. The development of further housing
growth in Hedon should be carefully balanced with the
need to ensure that there is sufficient provision of high
quality employment sites to meet the needs of existing
and future businesses within Hedon.
There is no evidence-base to support the protection of
the former strategic green wedges between the Major
Haltemprice Settlements. The policy approach is unsound
and politically motivated, not evidence driven. Sustainable
patterns of development would indicate development
within these areas was appropriate and the case against
coalescence needs to be fully argued.

Policy SS8 sets out the requirements for plans, strategies
and development decisions in the Beverley and Central
Sub Area. We support the principle of this policy.
The policy states that there is a need to promote
development in Beverley that supports and enhances its
role as a Principal Town. With regards to Brough the
policy states that the strategy is to strengthen Elloughton
/ Brough's Local Service Centre role by supporting
employment opportunities and promoting enhancement
to services and facilities commensurate with the town's
role and function.
In addition to this focus on the defined centres, we also
consider that the Policy should show flexibility and
acknowledge there may be a need for the expansion of
services within Elloughton / Brough. Where this cannot
be accommodated within the defined centre
development in peripheral sustainable locations meeting

Comments noted.

National Planning Policy requires that
planning policies respond to local
character and protect and enhance
valued landscapes. The East Riding
Landscape character assessment
highlights the role that open spaces
between the Haltemprice settlements
serve for the landscape, and they also
help prevent coalescence which would
detract from their separate characters.
Comments noted. Policy A1 refers to
the settlement of Elloughton-cumBrough as a whole and does not
attempt to restrict development to
specific locations.

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Observations

CSPA/893

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support

CSPA/887

Mr John Holmes, Hull
Forward

Observations

CSPA/962

Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Support

CSPA/827

Pat Lambert, North Ferriby
Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/1046

these objectives should be supported.
There is already extant permission for 13 office blocks at
Willerby Hill and also a major B1 development at the
Humber Bridgehead (SS5). In addition, given the extant
permissions, we no longer consider it necessary to
identify the Humber Bridgehead as a Strategic
Employment Site or make reference to Willerby Hill?s
business park in Policy SS8.
We welcome the commitment to SMALL-SCALE retail,
community and leisure developments in the Haltemprice
Settlements. Small scale development levels should be
defined through a justified scale of development so there
is clear criteria for what constitutes small scale This will
allow for the provision of appropriate facilities to serve
the needs of the local community.
For clarity we suggest that in Policy SS8 (Beverley and
Central Sub-Area):
- Part B2 points iii and v also state that development
should ensure complementary provision to Hull City
Centre.
- Part B5 states that expansion of Beverley be in line with
its Principal Town status/role.
Overall the Trust supports the approach. The Trust
supports the protection of the common lands, known as
Beverley Pastures, the Westwood, Hurn, Figham and
Swinemoor. The common lands are not only important in
landscape terms but are also very valuable for wildlife and
biodiversity. These areas have not been used for
intensive agriculture and so are very unique and
irreplaceable. Developments which will increase
disturbance and affect issues such as drainage of the
common lands should be discouraged.
The protection of "green belt" spaces within the whole of
the Central sub-area of the Structure Plan ought to be
reviewed. Previous plans have concentrated on
protecting the green wedges between Hessle, Anlaby,
Willerby and Cottingham. With the new strategic

Comments noted. Humber Bridgehead
and Willerby Hill are identified in policy
A1 as due to their extant planning
consent it is clear that they will be a
focus for employment development in
the sub area over the plan period.
Comments noted. Policy EC4 details
the types and scale of retail
development appropriate in different
locations.

Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Support noted and welcomed.

Comments noted. While there is no
green belt in the East Riding, policy A1
has been amended to reflect these
comments about the importance of
separation between settlements.

Mr Andrew Rose,
Spawforths on behalf of
Miller Strategic Land

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1233

Alex Willis, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Associated British Ports,
Associated British Ports

Support

CSPA/1066

development emphasis, there ought to be a new look at
all the Green Belt issues around Hull, and this should
include the area between Hessle and North Ferriby. The
latter is particularly important because this will be the
only area between the west side of Brough and the
eastern margins of Hull.
Miller Strategic Land supports the broad approach to
Policy S8 and the focus towards the Major Haltemprice
Settlements to meet a significant proportion of the East
Riding's strategic housing need. However, this is not
reflected through Part C of the policy which identifies the
housing proportions for the Sub-Area. This highlights that
2.5 percent of the East Riding's requirement will be
towards Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and
the Countryside. This element should be redistributed
towards the higher order towns and the Major
Haltemprice Settlements in particular to reflect the
significant proportion of housing the settlements will
accommodate. At present this role is not reflected in the
Core Strategy policies.
Miller Strategic Land supports the approach of identifying
urban extension sites in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements. However, the managed release of these sites
should not be onerous and constrain their delivery. It
should be recognised that in delivering large sites that
there are lead in times and site assembly works prior to
the completion of residential units.
Ports are essential for both UK trade and the economy,
and UK Government Policy recognises that the country
'needs a thriving port industry'. Some 95% of
international cargo in the UK passes through ports,
equating to an estimated 75% of the value of UK trade
and goods.
Ports are instrumental in facilitating modal shift, with
around 30 million tonnes of domestic cargo transported
around our coast by sea every year. Thus by facilitating
modal shift, ports assists in removing HGVs from the

Comments noted. Policy S4 indicates
how housing development will be
distributed across the East Riding. The
Delivery, Monitoring and Reviewing
chapter sets out the instances where an
'Managed Release' mechanism may be
introduced.

Support noted and welcomed.

UK's congested
road network, and contributing to a more robust and
efficient transport network.
'Modern Ports' (published in November 2000) and the
subsequent 'Ports Policy: Interim Report' (published in
2007) confirm the Government's commitment to
protecting existing port operations, and encouraging new
investment in order to build on the success of the port
industry. These documents also make it clear that the
commercial port operators are best placed to make
decisions about where and when investment in the port
sector is required.
The 'Draft National Policy Statement for Ports'
(November 2009) further highlights the importance of
ports for the import and export of freight, materials and
energy supplies. It seeks to encourage:
'Sustainable port development to cater for long-term
forecast growth in volumes of imports and exports by
sea with a competitive and efficient port industry capable
of meeting the needs of importers and exporters cost
effectively and in a timely manner'.
At the Regional level, the 'Hull and Humber Ports City
Regional Development Programme' (CRDP) identifies the
ports and logistics sector as a key primary driver for the
Sub-Regional economy.
The RSS states that the Humber Ports (Hull, Immingham,
Grimsby, and Goole) are the largest ports complex in the
UK and the fourth largest in northern Europe. It
recognises the importance of these ports to the Regional
economy, and to the sustainable distribution of freight.
RSS Policy HE1 therefore requires LDFs and other plans
and strategies to foster value-added, port-related
activities and maximise opportunities around ports for
port-related activities.
The Core Strategy Preferred Approach refers to the
importance of the ports and logistics sectors. Policy SS8
supports the expansion of the ports sector in the

Alex Willis, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Associated British Ports,
Associated British Ports

Support

CSPA/1067

Natasha Rowland, Savills

Object

CSPA/1133

Simon Miller, Persimmon
Homes

Support

CSPA/1124

Beverley and Central Sub-area, which includes the Hedon
Haven site [CONTINUES TO TALK ABOUT OTHER
POLCIES]
ABP supports these policies and the aims of the Core
Strategy to foster value added, port-related development.
However, ABP also requests that the Core Strategy also
sets out a policy which protects existing and future
operations at the Port of Goole.
Policy SS8 supports the expansion of the ports sector in
the Beverley and Central Sub-area, which includes the
Hedon Haven site.
ABP supports these policies and the aims of the Core
Strategy to foster value added, port-related development.
However, ABP also requests that the Core Strategy also
sets out a policy which protects existing and future
operations at the Port of Goole.
The A63 is an important strategic corridor in terms of
both transport movements and future development. The
settlements along this corridor therefore need to be
identified.
There is a fundamentally wrong approach when
settlements such as Skirlaugh are identified as supporting
villages in isolated locations when Swanland with a
population of 3,500 on a key public transport corridor is
ignored.
Persimmon Homes is supportive of the overall sub area
approach, although take issue with the wording in the
Beverley and Central area policy which it considers could
predetermine much of the site selection decisions in the
Site Allocations DPD. We acknowledge the Core
Strategy is intended to provide a guide to the allocations
process however we consider the wording in D:2 should
reflect the fact that small parts of this open area adjacent
to the settlements maybe suitable for sustainable housing
allocations close to existing shops and services.
Persimmon Homes are broadly supportive of this policy
and welcome the allocation of a range of urban extension

Support noted and welcomed. The
Goole and Humberhead Levels sub
area is addressed through policy A4.

A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). Swanland is now identified as a
Primary Village.

Comments noted. Policy A1 has been
amended to reflect this comment.

Mr A J Williams, Advance
Land and Planning Limited
on behalf of Leonard
Cheshire Disability (LCD)

Object

CSPA/820

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/1077

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Hudson,

Support

CSPA/1517

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on

Object

CSPA/1407

sites.
SS8 C: lt is suggested that North Ferriby should be
identified as a Rural Service Centre or at the very least as
a Supporting Village and it is further suggested that the
proportion of housing development for this category
should be increased from 2.5% to 5o/o to accommodate
this and no doubt other potential development
opportunities in similarly suitable and appropriate rural
settlements.
We feel that the wording of Policy SS8 point D1 needs
amending to read:
'Support integrated approaches to habitat and species
management with reference to the East Riding of
Yorkshire Biodiversity Action Plan. Safeguard and
enhance current statutory and non-statutory nature
conservation sites.'
My clients support the approach in Policy SS8 to
delivering significant growth in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements through a mixture of allocations within the
built up area and a range of identified urban extensions in
different parts of the area. It is considered that
identification of a number of small and medium sized sites
around the Major Haltemprice Settlements would avoid
encroaching on the green areas which separate those
settlements. As part of this approach, the area to the
west of Willerby/Kirk Ella (Option) is noted in the Core
Strategy to have been considered a suitable area for
future development in responses to the Issues and
Options Consultation.
My clients support the recognition is paragraph 6.20 that
the major Haltemprice Settlements will accommodate a
relatively high amount of development. They also support
the recognition in paragraph 6.22 that there will be a
need to allocate additional land on the edges of the major
Haltemprice settlements.
The former Policy YH6 of RSS indicates that the Local
Service Centres have a key role to play as hubs for the

A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). North Ferriby is now identified
as a Primary Village.
Policy HQE4 sets out the approach to
enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity
that will be taken across the East
Riding.

Support noted and welcomed.

A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on

behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

rural economy and as service centres, providing locally
based employment opportunities. They should also meet
locally generated needs for both market and affordable
housing. This approach is reflected in proposed Policy
SS2 which indicates that the LSCs should be the local
focus for housing, economic development, shopping,
leisure, transport, education, health, entertainment and
cultural activities for the town and its rural hinterland.
It is not considered that the wording of Policy SS8
adequately translates this spatial approach in respect of
Elloughton/Brough. In the context of the Policy section
on Strategy and Places, whilst reference is made to a
strengthening and consolidation of the settlement's LSC
role we recommend that this should be amended to
make clear reference to the acceptability of managed
housing and economic growth commensurate with this
role and the wider needs of its hinterland.
Section C indicates the proposed distribution of
residential growth in line with the proposed Policy SS4.
As we have previously commented this distribution is
considered to place too much emphasis upon growth in
the lowest tier rural settlements and this should be rebalanced in favour of the Local Service Centres in order
to support their service roles within their hinterlands.
Whilst 2% of housing growth within the East Riding will
be allocated to Elloughton/Brough over the Plan period
this figure is not considered to adequately reflect the
sustainability of the settlement or the planned
infrastructure requirements.
The proposed policies within the Core Strategy set the
following proportional targets for housing growth within
the Local Service Centres:
Elloughton/Brough 2%
Hedon 1%
Howden 4%
Hornsea 2%
Withensea 2%

as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). This increased the amount of
housing development directed to
Elloughton-cum-Brough, which is now
set out in policy S4.

Pocklington 6%
Market Weighton 4%
This distribution and the proportion allocated to
Elloughton/Brough is considered to be inconsistent with
the findings of the Council?s Settlement Study and the
settlement profiles which highlight the good sustainability
characteristics of the Town. These compare favourably
with the other Local Service Centres and in a number of
key areas the settlement outperforms those where
higher rates of housing growth are allocated.
As an example, comparing Elloughton/Brough with
Pocklington, where the highest percentile of growth is
allocated, the settlement has a wider range of community
services and facilities, leisure and cultural facilities and has
comparable accessibility to health and educational
establishments. Both have good accessibility to the
strategic highways network and employment markets.
Elloughton, unlike Pocklington, has a rail station. Both
settlements are within comparable distances from their
nearest Principal Town, Beverley.
Elloughton/Brough is located on the strategic highways
network with immediate accessibility to the A63 and M62
and the Hull-Leeds- Manchester-Liverpool transport
corridor. It is also able to providedirect rail links to Hull
and London. These provide good accessibility to wider
employment markets and the settlement has key local
employment areas at BAE and the Melton Business Park.
It is evident that Elloughton/Brough has comparable and,
in some instances better, sustainability credentials that
Pocklington and yet has a disproportionately low
allocation of housing growth. Reference is made at
paragraph 6.36 of the Core Strategy to the provision of
the Brough Relief Road which is identified within the
adopted Local Plan as a transport priority and referenced
within the Council?s Second Local Transport Plan. This is
an important infrastructure project which will enhance
accessibility between the A63 and the commercial and

Mark Jones, Barton

Object

CSPA/1589

employment areas to the south of the Town. Whilst the
northern section of the road has been completed the
southern section and rail bridge crossing remain to be
secured.
The Council acknowledges that this is only likely to be
fully funded and completed through the release of
development land to the south of the railway line. This
land, located south of the railway line and along Ings
Lane, comprises a managed released housing site which
was identified in the Council?s employment land review
for release as a mixed use housing site. This site is likely
to have capacity of around 600 residential units and
clearly has strategic importance in meeting the Council?s
short to medium term housing land requirements and in
facilitating the completion of the relief road.
Notwithstanding this the proposed Core Strategy
distribution makes provision for just 2% housing growth
within the settlement, equating to around 300 dwellings
over the Plan period. This clearly falls well short of the
potential capacity of the Ings Lane site and may prejudice
delivery of the site and road infrastructure. Having regard
to this and the sustainability characteristics of
Elloughton/Brough we would therefore recommend that
the proposed proportion of housing growth allocated to
the Settlement is raised to at least 6% to reflect the
comparability with Pocklington, the
sustainability of the settlement and the early years
contribution from the Ings Lane site. Consequential
reductions in the distribution should be focused on a readjustment of figures in respect of the District Service
Centres and Supporting Villages and where necessary a
review of the sustainability credentials of the Local
Service Centres.
In summary we would object to the wording of Policy
SS8, particularly in respect to the proposed housing
distribution.
Paragraphs 6.7-6.37 identify the range of development

Comments noted. Policy A1 has been

Willmore on behalf of
Wykeland Group Limited

issues in the Beverley and Central Sub Area. Paragraphs
6.7-6.13 in particular identify the role of Beverley as an
important historic town. What is less clear from this
section is whether the Council equally has a firm view on
the role and the type of place, it wants the major
Haltemprice settlements to become. The plan as drafted
appears to focus on retail, employment and housing
growth towards the Haltemprice settlements, yet there is
little information as to the type of place these
settlements will actually be in respect of the Council's
Vision. These areas are likely to be most under pressure
from development, but offer the opportunity to
accommodate growth in East Riding that is well related
to the regional centre of Hull. Indeed, this is a key feature
for the Humber sub region as part of RSS. We would
therefore suggest that this section of the plan needs to
clearly identify the role of the major Haltemprice
settlements and their actual capacity to accommodate the
additional growth the Council is suggesting.
In respect of Paragraph 6.16, we support the
identification of Bridgehead as an important employment
land source in the district. We, do, however wish to
object to the penultimate sentence which states that the
site will provide for development of a prestigious nature
which cannot be accommodated in the City Centre. The
plan as drafted appears to include no definition of the
term "prestigious nature". We recommend that this term
be deleted. It is the location of the site that is important
for the success of the end development.
In respect of paragraph 6.17, we is supportive of the
identification of land at Melton for a multimodal transport
link.
Turning now to the drafting of Policy 558, we note that
this is a lengthy policy stretching to 2 pages. Much of the
explanation of the policy is repeated in the supporting
text and we would urge the Council to streamline the
drafting of the policy. We have a number of specific

amended to reflect these comments.
Revised Place Statements, which
considered Hessle, Cottingham and
Anlaby/Willerby/Kirk Ella were also
consulted on through the Further
Consultation Core Strategy (October
2011).
Policy S5, in combination with the sub
area policies (A1-6) give a strong steer
as to the main locations for
employment growth across the East
Riding. The exact amount of land to be
allocated in each location will be
determined through the Draft
Allocations Document.

Mr Alex Gymer,
Joanna Lee, Baker
Associates on behalf of

Support
Object

CSPA/1309
CSPA/1147

comments in relation to the Policy SS8 as appearing in
the orange box on pages 7678, as follows:
� Criterion A - Part 1 identifies the need to focus
development on the major Haltemprice settlements.
There is little information as to the Vision for the
Haltemprice settlements or in respect of their capacity
for growth, which needs to be brought out in the
document. For example, what type of place does the
Council envisage Hessle to become, given that it is the
focus for development for both new housing and
employment? We consider that the role of each
settlement should be set out in greater detail in the
supporting text.
� In respect of Criterion B, we are broadly supportive
of this statement which identifies the need for
diversification of the key economic sectors plus the
identification of Humber Bridgehead and Melton Park as
Strategic Employment Sites. However, the policy as
drafted needs to cross relate to Policy 555 and provide
the broad distribution of employment land within the Sub
Area, which is the most important Sub Area in respect of
economic growth.
� Criteria 2 and 3 in the policy identify the role of the
Strategic Employment Sites. However, the plan as drafted
does not provide any indication as to the amount of
employment land to be directed towards Beverley as
opposed to major Haltemprice settlements. This is
inconsistent with the housing criteria at part C, where
the plan does provide a distribution of residential land
within the Sub Area. We therefore request Policy SS8
provides a clear identification as to where employment
land will come forward and the apportionment between
the major Haltemprice settlements and the Principle
Town of Beverley.
I agree
A more specific approach to locations was previously
explored in the issues and options document and there is

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. The Place
Statements in the Draft Strategy

Dennis Wilkinson,

no justification for not continuing with this approach.
Indeed the current approach is inadequately explained in
the preferred approach document.
The statement in paragraph 6.22 recognises that there
will be a need to allocate additional land on the edges of
the Major Haltemprice Settlements. However, it is
considered that the proposed strategy which is to
allocate a range of different sites across the Haltemprice
area does not adequately set out the spatial strategy for
this area. While it is recognized that this approach will
allow the council to cherry pick sites (according to the
methodology set out in the Allocations DPD guidance) it
does not provide the strategic guidance or certainty
required for a robust spatial strategy. This approach does
not respond adequately to the needs, opportunities and
aspirations of the settlements. It also fails to use the
evidence collected in the settlement profiles to develop a
coherent long term strategy for the settlements.
Policy SS8 makes reference to 'a range of urban
extension sites will be allocated in different parts of the
area'. No criteria are then included which will be used to
assess which sites will be used. This is entirely
inappropriate and vague and does not provide the
certainty required of a spatial strategy.
If this ad hoc approach is going to be the basis of the
strategy, at the very least the fundamental criteria for
allocations should be set out and cross references made
to the allocations documents, methodology and other
relevant evidence base material. This work should also
recognise potential opportunities and constraints around
each of the settlements and set out key criteria and areas
of growth.
We support the key principles of ensuring that there will
be a limited impact on the open spaces between the
Major Haltemprice Settlements and on existing
infrastructure, as well as the need to integrate
developments into the existing settlements. The

Document give a clear steer as to the
long term vision for the settlements
that will be main focus for growth over
the plan period. The Draft Strategy
Document and sub area policies also
identify a series of considerations that
will need to be taken into account,
which are reflected in the Site
Assessment Methodology. This
provides a strategic steer which will
enable the best sites to be identified
through the Draft Allocations
Document.

Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mr Jon Los,

Observations

CSPA/1390

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Land and Property Bank

Object

CSPA/1471

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support

CSPA/1480

Landscape Character Assessment is unambiguous in its
strategy which states that 'new development that would
significantly reduce the green gap between settlements
should be avoided'.
This policy and the background text fails to mention the
Hull-Beverley corridor along the A1174 including the
settlements of Dunswell and Woodmansey - it's as if they
do not exist, but a significant amount of economic activity
takes place along this corridor as described earlier, with
potential for further economic development. We wish to
see this corridor identified in Part A Strategy and Places,
Part B Petunia Lakeside Employment Park should be
identified as a key employment site under B 2 of this
policy.

My client notes the approach in Policy SS8 to deliver
approximately 1% of the District's housing growth at
Hedon. It is noted at paragraph 6.11 that the role of
Hedon will "not extend to providing a significant local
focus for housing development" due to environmental
constraints associated with flood risk.
Nonetheless my client considers that suitable site(s)
other than recycled and infill opportunities in Hedon may
be appropriate for future development commensurate
with the objectives set out in Policy SS2.
Agree that policy SS8 will provide an appropriate
framework for responding to key planning issues in the
Beverley & Central sub area. It is important to locate
development in areas that can have easy access to
services but also prevent the coalition of settlements.

Comments noted. The Settlement
Hierarchy was revised and consulted
on as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). Woodmansey and Dunswell are
now identified as Primary Villages, and
this is reflected in policy A1.
The Petunia Lakeside Employment Park
was not identified by the Employment
Land Review as a being one of the main
sites where employment development
is likely to take place over the plan
period (and so is not listed in part B),
however policy EC1 and EC2 set out a
supportive framework for employment
development proposals on, or adjacent
to, existing employment sites.
Comments noted. The amount of
housing development within individual
settlements is now set out in policy S4.

Support noted and welcomed.

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society

Observations

CSPA/1815

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1420

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings.

Observations

CSPA/1660

Brandesburton - on map on page 45 but not mentioned
here.

Comments noted. Policy A1 and the
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments.
We would support the strategic focus of new
Support noted and welcomed. The
development towards the Major Haltemprice Settlements amount of housing development within
in order to meet the housing needs of the East Riding and individual settlements is now set out in
in supporting the role of the Regional City. As previously policy S5.
noted the settlements have good sustainability and
accessibility characteristics and are appropriate for the
allocation of additional housing, commercial and
employment land with the allocation DPD. This is in line
with national planning policy guidance and the former RSS
Core Approach and principals of Policy YH4.
The Policy indicates a distribution of residential
development based upon proposed Policy SS4 of the
Core Strategy and confirms a 15% allocation to the Major
Haltemprice Settlements. Whilst this percentile is not
broken down between the settlements it is
recommended that consideration be given to allocating
proportions based upon the sustainability of the
settlements and accessibility to public transport
networks. For example in respect of rail linkages only
Cottingham and Hessle have stations with the latter only
providing limited services.
6.7 Central Land Holdings broadly agrees with paragraphs Comments noted. The amount of
6.7 - 6.37, in relation to Anlaby, and this is supported by
housing development within individual
comments previously made in these representations in
settlements is now set out in policy S5.
relation to paragraph 6.7 in particular, as well as
Policy A1 has been revised to reflect
paragraphs 4.17 and Policy SS2 (E). The fact that the
these comments.
Major Haltemprice Settlements, including Anlaby, have
been identified as major focuses for development within
East Riding over the Plan period, in line with that
advocated in the RSS, is to be supported.
6.8 However, flexibility needs to be factored in to the
Policy, particularly in relation to the percentage
distributions in C2, so that should certain areas under or
over perform because there is a demand from residents,

future development will not be constrained by rigid
imposition of the percentages currently proposed.
6.9 Furthermore, and again as previously stated, there is
concern that there is too much alignment with Hull's
flawed `Stepped Growth' approach as proposed in
paragraph 6.8, and in Policy SS8 itself, especially with the
last sentence of both C3 and C4. The references as
currently drafted do not suggest an overly restrictive
stance in this matter, but care needs to be taken to
ensure that this is not too rigidly imposed.
Representations on this have all ready been made in this
document therefore it is superfluous to repeat them
here. However, they are included within the Proposed
Change section below.
It is not considered that D: Environment is sound as
currently drafted. D1 states that plans, strategies and
development decisions should 'Support integrated
approaches to habitat and species management,
safeguarding and enhancing current nature conservation
sites such as the Humber Estuary,'
6.11 Whilst the principle of D1 is acceptable, it is not
entirely in line with National Policy. Key Principle 1(i) of
PPS9 states that 'Development P/an policies and planning
decisions should be based upon up-to-date information
about the environmental characteristics of their areas',
6.12 For instance, Sites AWK8 and AWK9 in the Site
Allocations DPD are, collectively, designated as a Site of
Nature Conservation Importance in the Beverley
Borough Local Plan, and this designation is listed as a 'Key
Comment' within the Site Allocations DPD. However,
this designation is somewhat dated and is not based upon
up-to-date survey information. Central Land Holdings has
evidence that the nature conservation value of this site
has depleted over the years to the point that it is now no
longer worthy of the designation.
6.13 As such, a review of the current nature conservation
sites should be undertaken to ensure that they still

warrant their existing designation, as the existing
designations, being historic and therefore based on old
data, are not founded on a robust and credible evidence
base. Once this exercise has been undertaken then
criterion D1 will be appropriate.
6.14 Policy SS8 D2 states that open areas between Hull
and the Major Haltemprice Settlements; Cottingham and
Willerby/ Anlaby/ Kirk Ella; and Willerby/ Anlaby/ Kirk
Ella and Hessle should be retained. Central Land Holdings
generally supports this stance as it is important that these
settlements maintain their physical separation and
individual identity. However, and as previously stated, the
wording of the policy is key so that the principle that it is
trying to achieve is not too rigidly imposed by decision
makers, or overly relied upon by objectors.
6.15 For example, some sites that between the above
settlements have a much higher landscape value in terms
of maintaining separation than others. In the case of
Anlaby, AWK8 and 9 are surrounded on 3 sides by
development, including, crucially, development
immediately to the east which lies within Anlaby and
within East Riding. As such there is already built form
between Hull and East Riding that lies within Anlaby.
6.16 Further there is the natural defensible boundary of
First Lane immediately to the west of the site as well as
the substantial development of Sydney Smith School.
AWK6 for example is a much more open site that
effectively links Hessle with Anlaby. Furthermore,
AWK14, 15 and 16 significantly closed the gap between
Willerby and Hull.
6.17 The reason behind the criterion needs to be
revisited so that the objective is actually achieved.
Paragraph 6.29 states that 'The role of these areas [the
open areas referred to above] has been to prevent the
coalescence of settlements and to retain their individual
character.'
6.18 AWK8 and 9 lie within Landscape Character Type

17: Farmed Urban Fringe in the East Riding Landscape
Character Assessment. This section states that:
'The main /and use in this landscape type is arable,
However, there are grazed fields particularly at the urban
edge. Many of these fields have a neglected appearance
because of reduced management
6.19 More specifically, AWK8 and 9 lie within Character
Area 17D: North Hessle Farmland which comprises land
between Hessle and Willerby/ Anlaby/ Kirk Ella. It states
that:
'Agricultural /and use is predominantly arable except at
the urban edge east of Sydney High School where the
fields are grassland
6.20 It is therefore evident that the predominant, and
most important, feature in the whole landscape is
agricultural/ arable land, which should be afforded greater
protection in this instance than the grassland that
comprises AWK8 and 9.
6.21 As such Criterion D2 of Policy SS8 is currently
unsound as it does not factor in enough flexibility.
Therefore it should be revised so that it seeks to protect
the most important land between these settlements, and
not necessarily all land.
Proposed Change
6.22 Consequently, for Policy SS8 to be considered
sound it needs to be revised as follows:
'C: Housing
Manage the scale and distribution of residential
development in line with proposed Policy SS4 by seeking
to deliver the following proportions of the East Riding's
housing requirement:
o 15% to the Major Haltemprice Settlements
o 12% to Beverley
o 2% to Elloughton/ Brough
o 1% to Hedon
o 2.5% to Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and
the Countryside

Mr Jamie Pyper, Signet
Planning on behalf of
Southwell County Homes
and Makinder

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1536

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1630

Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution outlined above or within other sub areas is
not deliverable then development proposals that wi//
result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages wi//, in principle, be considered
favourably, in fine with other policies within this Plan.'
6.23 Further, in relation to criterion D1, the `current
nature conservation sites' need to be reviewed to ensure
that their designations are suitable. Only then will
criterion D1 be suitable.
6.24 Finally, criterion D2 needs to be revised as follows:
Seek to retain the most important open areas between:
Hull and the Major Haltemprice Settlements; Cottingham
and Willerby/ Anlaby/ Kirk Ella; Willerby/ Anlaby/ Kirk
Ella and Hessle; and Hedon and Thorngumbald, to
maintain the physical separation and individual identities
of these communities and provide amenity value in
accordance with policy HQE2.'
The framework as set out in Policy SS8 provides a logical
hierarchy for delivering development within the sub area
and it is noted that Leven is the only Rural Service
Centre within this. Based upon the present RSS housing
requirement and the distribution of housing development
as set out in Policy SS4, this equates to approximately 10
dwellings per annum to be delivered within Leven and
Supporting Villages. However, it would be more
beneficial if this was clarified within this policy ie how this
requirement is to be split between Rural Service Centres,
Supporting Villages and the countryside. The
accompanying representation to the Allocations DPD
which has been submitted on behalf of Southwell County
Homes provides a suggested mechanism on how housing
development could be phased within Level to meet its
continued requirements through the plan period.
The Trustees broadly agree with paragraphs 6.7 ? 6.37, in
relation to the Principal Town of Beverley. The fact that

Comments noted. The amount of
housing development within individual
settlements is now set out in policy S5.

Comments noted. The amount of
housing development within individual

Trustees of the Needler
Settlement,

Beverley, along with the other Principal Towns and Major
Haltemprice Settlements, have been identified as the
major focuses for development within East Riding over
the Plan period is to be supported, as previously stated.
However, flexibility needs to be factored in to the Policy,
particularly in relation to the percentage distributions in
C2, so that should certain areas under or over perform,
because there is a demand from residents, future
development will not be constrained by rigid imposition
of the percentages currently proposed.
Further, criterion E 1 iii refers to the implementation of
the Beverley Integrated Transport Plan. As previously
stated, The Trustees do not have any objections in
principle to this but have concerns about the delivery,
given the inappropriateness of the location of the park
and ride, and the interlinked fact that it needs to secure
funding after a further detailed assessment.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy SS8 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows: 'C: Housing 2. Manage the
scale and distribution of residential development in line
with proposed Policy SS4 by seeking to deliver the
following proportions of the East Riding's housing
requirement:
o 15% to the Major Haltemprice Settlements
o 12% to Beverley
o 2% to Elloughton/ Brough
o 1% to Hedon
o 2.5% to Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and
the Countryside
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution outlined above or within other sub areas is
not deliverable then development proposals that will
result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages will, in principle, be considered
favourably, in line with other policies within this Plan.'

settlements is now set out in policy S5.
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan sets
out how infrastructure improvements
(such as the Beverley Integrated
Transport Plan) will be delivered.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Stuart Evison,
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Willmore on behalf of The
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Beverley Central Sub Area
We note the comments on page 71 which identify the
need for the Council to consider cross boundary issues
with Hull and carefully manage development to support
the regeneration of the City. It would appear that the
Council has not considered how land other than that at
the Haltemprice settlements can assist in the delivery of
this part of the strategy.
Throughout the Core Strategy there is continual
reference to the need of guiding around 40% of the East
Riding's housing requirement in the Hull housing market
area (Para 6.20- 6.25 refer).
Paragraph 6.22 accepts that whilst new housing will be
prioritised on brownfield land and other suitable land
within the existing built up area, there remains a need to
allocate additional land on the edges of the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and around Beverley. This
clearly demonstrates that the Core Strategy as drafted
accepts a need for greenfield urban extensions. It is our
client's case that there are other sustainable locations
apart from the Major Haltemprice settlements and
Beverley and which adjoin Hull, which should be enabled
for such extensions.
Our client therefore requests that this is addressed in the
Core Strategy.
Our client therefore objects to the proposed policy SS8
as drafted. 6.7 Whilst our client does not object to the
main focus of development being directed to the Central
Sub Area, the settlement strategy and housing
distributions wording should be amended to refer to the
Major Haltemprice settlements and other urban
extensions to the built up part of Hull.
As drafted, the Policy would only allow urban extensions
to Beverley and the Haltemprice settlements. Other
urban extensions to Hull would fall into a policy vacuum.
KPDC broadly agrees with paragraphs 6.7 - 6.37, in
relation to showing due consideration to North

A alternative approach of urban
extensions to the City of Hull was
considered, and rejected, through the
Core Strategy Further Consultation
(October 2011).

Comments noted. A alternative
approach of urban extensions to the

Kingswood Parks
Development Company
Ltd,

Kingswood and how it can support Kingswood, which
City of Hull was considered, and
acts in a similar fashion to the Major Haltemprice
rejected, through the Core Strategy
Settlements as previously mentioned. Historically,
Further Consultation (October 2011).
development has been focussed on the urban area of
Hull, which has always included the Major Haltemprice
Settlements. Kingswood also is included within the Hull
urban area. Further, the fact that the Major Haltemprice
Settlements have been identified as major focuses for
development within East Riding over the Plan period, in
line with that advocated in the RSS, is to be supported.
As previously stated and given the above, Kingswood, and
therefore North Kingswood, should be considered in the
same vein as the Major Haltemprice Settlements.
However, flexibility needs to be factored in to the Policy,
particularly in relation to the percentage distributions in
C2, so that should certain areas under or over perform
because there is a demand from residents, future
development will not be constrained by rigid imposition
of the percentages currently proposed.
Furthermore, and again as previously stated, there is
concern that there is too much alignment with Hull's
flawed 'Stepped Growth' approach as proposed in
paragraph 6.8, and in Policy SS8 itself, especially with the
last sentence of both C3 and C4. The references as
currently drafted do not suggest an overly restrictive
stance in this matter, but care needs to be taken to
ensure that this is not too rigidly imposed.
Representations on this have all ready been made in this
document therefore it is superfluous to repeat them
here. However, they are included within the Proposed
Change section below.
Policy SS8 D2 states that open areas between Hull and
the Major Haltemprice Settlements; Cottingham and
Willerby/ Anlaby/ Kirk Ella; and Willerby/ Anlaby/ Kirk
Ella and Hessle should be retained. KPDC generally
supports this stance as it is important that these
settlements maintain their physical separation and

individual identity.
Given the above representations, it is therefore
appropriate to consider North Kingswood and Wawne in
this policy. Further, the wording of the policy is key so
that the principle that it is trying to achieve is not too
rigidly imposed by decision makers, or overly relied upon
by objectors.
For example, some sites that are between the above
settlements have a much higher landscape value in terms
of maintaining separation than others. Further there are
natural defensible boundaries in some instances or other
criteria that will ensure that settlements do not coalesce.
In the case of North Kingswood and Wawne, there are
overhead power lines crossing the site and it is not
suitable to develop within 70m of such power lines. (NB This is based on the SAGE report which recommends a
buffer of 70m from overhead power lines for residential
development. Whilst this is not a legal requirement,
housebuilders have self imposed this moratorium and
now no longer develop within these boundaries).
Consequently, it is envisaged that there will be a buffer of
at least 140m in any event. Further, the land to the east
of KPDC's interests within East Riding (west of Sutton
Road) is not in the control of KPDC and therefore does
not form part of the proposed North Kingswood
extension. This land is adjacent to Wawne Road/ Sutton
Road and therefore has a higher 'gap' value than KPDC's
land as it is more publicly visible to users of the road.
In summary, the reason behind the criterion in Policy SS8
needs to be revisited so that the objective is actually
achieved. Paragraph 6.29 states that 'The role of these
areas [the open areas referred to above] has been to
prevent the coalescence of settlements and to retain
their individual character.'
As such Criterion D2 of Policy 5S8 is currently unsound
as it does not factor in enough flexibility. Therefore it
should be revised so that it seeks to protect the most

Mr Mike Ashworth,

Object
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important land between these settlements, and not
necessarily all land.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy 5S8 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows:
`C: Housing
2. Manage the scale and distribution of residential
development in line with proposed Policy SS4 by seeking
to deliver the following proportions of the East Riding's
housing requirement:
o 15% to the Major Haltemprice Settlements
o 12% to Beverley
o 2% to Elloughton/ Brough
o 1% to Hedon
o 2.5% to Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and
the Countryside
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution outlined above or within other sub areas is
not deliverable then development proposals that will
result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages will, in principle, be considered
favourably, in line with other policies within this Plan.'
Further, in relation to criterion D1, the 'current nature
conservation sites' need to be reviewed to ensure that
their designations are suitable. Only then will criterion
D1 be suitable.
Finally, criterion D2 needs to be revised as follows:
'Seek to retain the most important open areas between:
Hull and the Major Haltemprice Settlements; Cottingham
and Willerby/ Anlaby/ Kirk Ella; Willerby/ Anlaby/ Kirk
Ella and Hessle; North Kingswood and Wawne; and
Hedon and Thorngumbald, to maintain the physical
separation and individual identities of these communities
and provide amenity value in accordance with policy
HQE2.'
Proposed Policy SS8: Beverley and Central sub area seeks

The housing requirement for the East

Spawforths on behalf of
Taylor Wimpey (UK)

to address the spatial planning challenges in the area.
Taylor Wimpey (UK) Ltd. supports the majority of
development to be located within Beverley given its role
as a Principal Town, it is also recognised that
development within Beverley should also pay due
attention to the historic character and tourist value of
Beverley and the town centre in particular.
Our Clients support Beverley's role as a principal town,
and wish to see an increase in the proportions of housing
requirements identified in Beverley from the 12% shown
and a decrease in the 15% shown to the Major
Haltemprice Centres and of the 2.5% to rural service
centres, supporting villages and the countryside. We
would also wish to strongly support the identification of
the requirement for sustainable urban extensions to
Beverley in three locations, in particular Option B to the
south west of the town, given its position outside of any
flood risk areas and in which there would be no impact
on the historic character and appearance of the market
town.
The supporting text identifies that Beverley is an area
within the Hull Housing Market Area which is likely to
accommodate at least 40% of the housing development
within East Riding. The area id recognised as subject to
high demand for development and this is reflected within
Policy SS8. The role of Beverley as a principal town and
regional service centre should therefore be supported by
appropriate residential development over the plan
period, as well as support to the town's role as a tourism
centre through the protection of the historic core. Our
client is fully in support of this approach to development
within Beverley.
Whilst our clients recognise that development land
located within areas prone to flooding is constrained we
believe policy should recognise that where flooding issues
can be addressed and resolved then development in such
areas should not be restricted.

Riding was revised and consulted on as
part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). The amount of housing
development within individual
settlements is now set out in policy S5.

Table 2: Scale of residential development to 2026 of the
Preferred Approach Core Strategy identifies a
requirement of 20,230 new homes from 2009/10 to
2025/26 which after deducting plots with planning
permissions results in a residual requirement for over
15,000 dwellings within the East Riding. This could
increase should those plots with planning permission not
come forward in the current economic climate, this
forming part of the assessment of deliverability required
by PPS3 in the consideration of sites for housing
development.
The Preferred Approach Core Strategy identifies that in
order to address this shortfall in housing numbers the
Authority will need to look towards windfall sites and
LDF allocations. Within Principal Towns (including
Beverley) the projected levels of new house building is
45% of the total over the plan period which is 535 gross
dwellings per annum. This is therefore an increase in the
total number of dwellings being built in these settlements
based on past completions which is fully supported by
our client to support more sustainable development
patterns. Planning Policy Statement 3 identifies that
windfalls should not be included within the first 10 years
of land supply* and as such the figures contained within
the Preferred Approach Core Strategy need to be
readdressed and agreed housing
targets should be met through allocations alone and not
including windfalls.
*Paragraph 59 of PPS 3 states ?Allowances for windfalls
should not be included in the first 10 years of land supply
unless Local Planning Authorities can provide robust
evidence of genuine local circumstances that prevent
specific sites being identified. In these circumstances, an
allowance should be included but should be realistic
having regard to the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected
future trends?.

Mr T Ross, Hull and East
Riding Rail Users
Association

Support
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Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/2083

The East Ridings Annual Monitoring Report indicates that
the total housing requirement for the East Riding (based
on RSS) is 26,450 dwellings. Housing completions were at
6,199 in 2009 leaving 20,251 dwellings to be completed
over the remainder of the plan period.
We support the proposed policy, particularly
- Under Section E (Movement and Accessibility)
- 1.i: Capacity improvements
- 1.iv: Opportunities to develop inter-modal transfer
- 1.vi: Potential re-opening of the Beverley to York
railway, including safeguarding land where necessary

Support noted and welcomed. The reopening of the Hull/Beverley - York
railway line remains a long term
aspiration, however a budget for this
scheme is yet to be found it has been
removed from the policy. This is
detailed in the supporting text to policy
S8.
The sub area approach should allow those remote rural
A revised settlement hierarchy and
villages in other sub areas to act as a centre for daily
scale and distribution of housing
shopping and local needs where it is evident such a
development was consulted on as part
provision will substantially reduce the need to travel by
of the Core Strategy Further
private car to higher order settlements.
Consultation document (October
The same cannot be said for the Central Area villages
2011). This is based on promoting a
which are substantially dormitories, as borne out by the
sustainable pattern of growth. The
census statistics and the parish survey July 2010 (In 2001
amount of housing development within
South Cave residents travelled an average 23.54 km to
individual settlements is now set out in
work and 73.8% used a private car which had increased in policy S5.
2010 to 77.2% of respondents using a car to work and
88% of those using the train used a private car to travel
to the station) and few places in the Central Area can be
described to be a "remote rural area" and development
only serves to consume greenfield and promote urban
dormitory sprawl and dispersed development (an
approach not endorsed by the JSP EiP inspector in his
comments on the ERYC proposal to further subdivide
DS4 settlements). Figure 9 adequately shows the over
concentration of RSCs and SVs along the A63 corridor.
The failed past policies of the Humberside structure plan
and BBC Local Plan are recognised in para. 6.12 where
Brough is identified as having massive housing
development without the required service and economic

development and this should not be replicated on a
smaller scale in supporting villages.
Para 6.13 identifies that "many" settlements are
commuter settlements but then continues to name most
of the settlements other than the smallest as supporting
villages which is contradictory to policies in PPS3
regarding use of the private car and the sustainability
aspirations of the LDF. To continue market development
in these villages simply increases the commuter problems
and increases the carbon footprint. The proposed policy
avoids the main issue, discounting coalescing settlements
around the sub regional centre where those closest to
the Hull Boundary are in fact the most sustainable
locations, with least travel time to employment, retail and
leisure and have far better prospects of sustainable public
transport routes according to the TRICS. This is
reflected with the use of 2 mile buffer zones which
appear to be arbitrary both in size and application and
are not consistent with the 5 miles used in para 4.31 (see
comments to Q5) or the 4 miles used in Para 4.48. We
are surprised that in one statement in 6.20 the major
Haltemprice settlements are referred to as
accommodating relative high amounts of development
and 6.21 states this is at 15%, While this concurs with
table 3, that table identifies Rural Service Centres,
Supporting Villages and the Countryside as providing 19%
of housing. This cannot therefore be classed as relatively
high development for the Haltemprice villages when they
are providing the least development of all settlement
types in table 3 whilst at the same time being in the most
sustainable location. 6.24 could set out here the
restricted use of supporting villages in particular and
remove the cluster along the A63 corridor within the
central area on the grounds that they do not provide
services to other settlements more than 5 miles away
from a LSC, are dormitory villages with reliance on the
private car, which will add to the carbon footprint and

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings.

Object
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where no special case due to a remote rural location can
be made.
We therefore propose that as a minimum South Cave
should be removed from Policy SS8 A5 and C2 last bullet
point the 2.5% housing allocation for RSCs and SVs
should be reduced to 0% allocation reflecting the non
strategic nature of any minor development in these
villages and that windfall sites are providing local small
scale housing development opportunities (for example
since 2003 South Cave has brought forward 35
dwellings).
While the map at figure 10 is necessarily simplified, the
flood zone 3 reaches South Cave and is not shown on
the map.
Central Land Holdings broadly agrees with paragraphs 6.7
- 6.37, in relation to the Principal Town of Beverley. The
fact that Beverley, along with the other Principal Towns
and Major Haltemprice Settlements, have been identified
as the major focuses for development within East Riding
over the Plan period, in line with that advocated in the
RSS, is to be supported, as previously stated.
However, flexibility needs to be factored in to the Policy,
particularly in relation to the percentage distributions in
C2, so that should certain areas under or over perform,
because there is a demand from residents, future
development will not be constrained by rigid imposition
of the percentages currently proposed.
Furthermore, and again as previously stated, there is
concern that there is too much alignment with Hull's
flawed 'Stepped Growth' approach as proposed in
paragraph 6.8, and in Policy S58 itself, especially with the
last sentence of both C3 and C4. The references as
currently drafted do not suggest an overly restrictive
stance in this matter, but care needs to be taken to
ensure that this is not too rigidly imposed.
Representations on this have all ready been made in this
document therefore it is superfluous to repeat them

Comments noted. The amount of
housing development within individual
settlements is now set out in policy S5.
The Delivery, Monitoring and Review
chapter of the Draft Strategy
Document sets out the delivery of the
plan will be monitored and reviewed if
necessary.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes
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here. However, they are included within the Proposed
Change section below.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy SS8 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows:
'C: Housing
2. Manage the scale and distribution of residential
development in line with proposed Policy SS4 by seeking
to deliver the following proportions of the East Riding's
housing requirement:
o 15% to the Major Haltemprice Settlements
o 12% to Beverley
o 2% to Elloughton/ Brough
o 1% to Hedon
o 2.5% to Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and
the Countryside
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution outlined above or within other sub areas is
not deliverable then development proposals that will
result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages will, in principle, be considered
favourably, in line with other policies within this Plan.'
Part A 1) of policy SS8 says that there should be a focus
of development on the Major Haltemprice Settlements to
meet a significant proportion of the East Riding's strategic
housing needs. However, elsewhere in the Core Strategy,
it only accounts for 15% of the overall housing provision
for East Riding, which is by no means a significant
proportion, especially when considered against the
proposed 19% of housing being distributed in the
countryside/smallest rural settlements.
Whilst our client supports part C 4) of policy SS8 which
identifies urban extensions to the north west and south
west of Beverley, it is also considered that smaller sites
to the north west and south west should also be
supported through the Core Strategy. Barratt and David

Comments noted. The amount of
housing development within individual
settlements is now set out in policy S5.
A significant proportion of
development in this sub area will take
place in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements.
Comments noted. Policy A1 has been
amended to reflect this comment.

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land, Galliford Try
(Strategic) Land
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Wilson Homes recognise that a flexible approach should
be taken to enable housing to be developed on a range of
sites, such as sustainably located greenfield sites, so that
the Council will be in a better position to meet its
housing requirement.
We therefore recommend that this part of the policy be
re-worded to enable greater flexibility and to accord with
the proposed wording for policy SS10 as follows:
[Replace "Urban extensions..." with "A range of urban
extension sites..."]
Objection
Part A: Strategy and Places
Our client supports the identification of Beverley within
Policy SS8 as well as throughout paragraphs 6.6 - 6.37 of
the CSPA. However, our client believes that the role and
potential housing growth of Beverley is not sufficiently
reflected in SS8 A.2. We refer to SS2, part F which sets
out that Principal Towns (which includes Beverley) will
be 'centres of economic development and housing
growth'. Therefore taking this into account, Beverley
should be identified as such through SS8.
Part C: Housing
The overarching housing policy objectives of PPS3, is
focused on delivery. Paragraph 10 includes delivering the
following:
- A sufficient quantity of housing taking into account need
and demand and seeking to improve choice.
- Housing developments in suitable locations, which offer
a good range of community facilities and with good
access to jobs, key services and infrastructure.
- A flexible, responsive supply of land 'managed in a way
that makes efficient and effective use of land, including reuse of previously-developed land, where appropriate
However, the terminology and language of part c of
policy SS8 is focused on 'managing' and controlling
location, type and phasing of new housing rather than
delivering to meet identified housing needs. This is

Comments noted. Policy A1 and the
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments. The amount of
housing development to be delivered in
each settlement is now set out in policy
S5. The Delivery, Monitoring and
Review chapter of the Draft Strategy
Document sets out the delivery of the
plan will be monitored and reviewed if
necessary.

emphasised in the final sentence of C.4, where it states
that house competition will be managed to ensure the
build rate increases over
the plan period from below the planned average to above
it. However this is effectively 'back loading' and delaying
the delivery of housing.
Galliford believes that the CSPA should instead provide a
more flexible housing delivery management policy based
around the objectives and priorities of Policy H2 of
adopted RSS. The Plan as drafted cannot be considered
to be legally compliant with RSS. Policy H2 of RSS
requires local planning authorities to manage and 'step
up' to the supply and delivery of housing and to not treat
these annual figures as ceilings. Therefore providing a
flexible approach to delivery is central to the RSS core
approach.
With regards to part C.4 the ERYC correctly
acknowledges the need to allocate urban extensions to
the existing build up area of Beverley. We note that RSS
Policy YH7 prioritises brownfield land (within
settlements) over greenfield urban extension sites and is
based on a transport orientated approach.
However there may be cases where there is an
exception to this approach which should consider
whether sites within settlements are actually available or
whether there is a need to relocate existing uses
currently occupying a site. Therefore there will be a need
to ensure that there is a flexible and rolling 5 year supply
of deliverable housing as set out in PPS3.
It is Galliford's experience that occupied brownfield sites
take considerably longer to develop and therefore may
not achieve the actual completions envisaged by the
Council. Therefore this will need to be taken into
account when managing the supply of housing in Beverley.
Proposed Changes
We therefore propose that policy SS8, part C is amended
to read as follows:

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Humber
Growers/Shirethorn Ltd

Object

CSPA/1705

'C: Housing 1. Ensure the location, type and phasing of
new housing is delivered to support housing market
interventions within the Hull Strategic Housing Market
Area.
2. Deliver the scale and distribution of residential
development in line with proposed Policy SS4 by seeking
to deliver the following proportions of the East Riding?s
housing requirement:
- 15% to the Major Haltemprice Settlement
- 15% to Beverley
- 2% to Elloughton/ Brough
- 1% to Hedon
- 2.5% to Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and
the Countryside
3. As drafted
Provide a flexible and responsive supply of deliverable
housing land at Beverley through the allocation of sites
within the town and through identified urban extensions.
Urban extensions will be allocated on the north western,
south-western and southern edges of the town, with the
latter accommodating up to 800 dwellings
The Humber Growers Group broadly agrees with
paragraphs 6.7 - 6.37. With its proximity to Hull the
Beverley & Central sub area has a key role to play in
meeting a significant proportion of the housing needs
across East Riding and complementing development and
regeneration initiatives within the rest of Regional City.
Considering the strategic importance of this sub area to
the wider region however, the Humber Growers Group
is concerned that the strategy for the sub area does not
effectively secure the future of Elloughton cum Brough as
a vibrant local service centre which serves the needs of
its own communities and wider rural catchment.
Elloughton cum Brough is located along the M62/ A63
corridor and has a wide range of shopping, leisure,
education, community and social facilities catering for its
population and rural hinterland. In terms of employment

Comments noted. Policy A1 and the
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments. A revised
amount and distribution of housing
development was consulted on as part
of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). This increased the amount of
housing planned for Elloughton-cumBrough. The amount of housing
development to be delivered in each
settlement is now set out in policy S5.
The Delivery, Monitoring and Review
chapter of the Draft Strategy
Document sets out the delivery of the
plan will be monitored and reviewed if

opportunities, the town is situated on the key
employment/ multi - modal transport corridor that has
been identified as a strategic location for growth in the
Core Strategy. British Aerospace is the main local
employer, with a workforce of some 2,000, whilst
additional employment areas are provided at the Half
Acres Industrial Estate, Broadley Way, as well as the
strategic employment sites located at Melton.
In addition, the town is the largest of the LSCs in
population terms and is the only one with a railway
station (Howden's railway station is some 2.5km north of
the settlement). Elloughton cum Brough also supports
the Regional City of Hull, as opposed to many of the
other LSCs which support Principal Towns. It is
therefore somewhat curious that despite Elloughton cum
Brough's wide ranging attributes it has been apportioned
a very low percentage of housing over the plan period
(2%).
This is also in comparison with other LSCs with less
facilities, less population, less transport links and generally
more peripheral geographic locations, such as Hornsea
and Withernsea for example, which have the same
percentage distribution, or Market Weighton, which has
4%.
Although new housing development has been
constructed in recent years in Elloughton cum Brough it
is important that with its Local Service Centre role, and
effectively being at the top of the LSCs as mentioned
above, the town can provide, in addition to service and
employment opportunities, a suitable level of housing for
a growing population, including housing within mixed use
developments.
The Humber Growers Group is concerned that through
the use of arbitrary housing figures Policy SS8 offers little
flexibility and will not provide an appropriate framework
for the management of future development.
Therefore, for the reasons outlined above, Policy SS8 as

necessary.

currently drafted is unsound as it promotes unjustified
levels of growth in more sensitive rural locations with
much lower sustainability credentials than Elloughton
cum Brough.
Furthermore, the Humber Growers Group has proposed
changes to Paragraph 6.12 which will better reflect the
role of Elloughton cum Brough as a key Local Service
Centre, providing services, transport, housing and
employment opportunities to the surrounding rural
areas, as advocated in paragraphs 4.28 and 4.29 of the
Core Strategy.
This will ensure that there is also a consistent approach
amongst all the LSCs and consistency within the Core
Strategy.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy SS8 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows: 'C: Housing
2. Manage the scale and distribution of residential
development in line with proposed Policy SS4 by seeking
to deliver the following proportions of the East Riding's
housing requirement:
o 15% to the Major Haltemprice Settlements
o 12% to Beverley
o 2% to Elloughton/ Brough
o 1% to Hedon
o 2.5% to Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and
the Countryside
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution outlined above or within other sub areas is
not deliverable then development proposals that will
result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages will, in principle, be considered
favourably, in line with other policies within this Plan.'
In addition, paragraph 6.12 needs to be revised as follows
so that it reflects not on
'Over a number of years Elloughton/Brough has been a

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
David Watts,

Observations

CSPA/1790

focus for significant housing development. With its Local
Service Centre role, the key challenge is to incr asc the
level of service and economic ensure an adequate /eve/ of
services, housing and employment provision in the town
to support the growing population and serve the needs of
people in the surrounding rural areas.'
6.7 David Watts broadly agrees with paragraphs 6.7 6.37. With its proximity to Hull the Beverley & Central
sub area has a key role to play in meeting a significant
proportion of the housing needs across East Riding and
complementing development and regeneration initiatives
within the rest of Regional City.
6.8 However, as mentioned above, David Watts
considers that South Cave is not correctly placed in the
settlement hierarchy. It is currently designated as a
Supporting Village, whereas it is evident that it
significantly outperforms all of the other Supporting
Villages.
6.9 Further, it is evident from its services and facilities,
number of jobs and population that it also outperforms
many of the Rural Service Centres, despite them being
categorised higher in the settlement hierarchy.
6.10 South Cave therefore has an important role to play
in delivering housing within the Beverley & Central sub
area, but recognising its role as not one of the major
settlements in the sub area, which are Beverley and the
Major Haltemprice Settlements in the first instance, then
Hedon and Elloughton cum Brough, followed by South
Cave and Leven.
Proposed Change
6.11 Consequently, for Policy SS8 to be considered
sound it needs to be revised as follows: Housing
2. Manage the scale and distribution of residential
development in line with proposed Policy S54 by seeking
to deliver the following proportions of the East Riding's
housing requirement:
o 15% to the Major Haltemprice Settlements

Comments noted. A revised amount
and distribution of housing
development was consulted on as part
of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). South Cave is now identified as
a Primary Village and the amount of
housing development to be delivered in
each settlement is now set out in policy
S5. The Delivery, Monitoring and
Review chapter of the Draft Strategy
Document sets out the delivery of the
plan will be monitored and reviewed if
necessary.

Ms Rachael Martin, Colliers
International on behalf of
Mr K & Mr J Smith,

Object

CSPA/1795

Ms Rachael Martin, Colliers
International on behalf of
Mr K & Mr J Smith,

Object

CSPA/1796

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2251

o 12% to Beverley
o 2% to [Houghton/ Brough
o 1% to Hedon
o 2.5% to Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and
the Countryside
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution outlined above or within other sub areas is
not deliverable then development proposals that will
result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages will, in principle, be considered
favourably, in line with other policies within this Plan.'
Part B refers to the Economy and paragraph 6.17 of the
Core Strategy refers to the Employment Land Review
which highlighted the high level of demand for office
accommodation in the Haltemprice settlements. It is
considered that the policy should refer to and support
economic development in and around the Haltemprice
settlements to complement the growth of the sub region
and Hull City Centre.
Part C3 refers to the location and supply of housing
through the allocation of sites within the existing built up
area and urban extensions to the existing settlement
boundaries. It is considered that reference should be
made to the potential need for Urban Extensions to Hull
and that broad areas for urban extensions to Hull should
be identified in the allocations document.
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to
the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:- Criterion A.2 (ensuring that development in Beverley
retains its distinctive historic character)
- Criterion D.2 (the retention of the open areas between
the Major Haltemprice Settlements)
- Criterion D.3 (relating to the protection of the historic

Comments noted. The sub area policies
identified the most significant sites in
the sub area where employment
development is likely to take place;
though the supporting text highlights
that a number of committed and
allocated sites will meet employment
land demand. Policy EC1 and 2 provide
a supporting framework for
employment development.
A alternative approach of urban
extensions to the City of Hull was
considered, and rejected, through the
Further Consultation Core Strategy
(October 2011).
Support noted and welcomed. Policy
A1 and the supporting text have been
amended to reflect these comments.

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2252

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2253

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1764

assets and public realm of the settlements in this sub
area, especially Beverley and Hedon).
- Criterion D.4 (the need for development in and around
Beverley to take account of the key landmarks and views
towards the town).
However, in terms of the strategy for the management of
the heritage assets of the sub area Policy SS8 needs to be
amended to take account of the following:- Criterion D.3: The requirement in national policy
guidance is to protect those aspects which contribute to
the significance of a particular heritage asset. Moreover,
this protection extends not just to the fabric of the
heritage assets, but also to their settings. It is suggested
that the beginning of this Criterion is amended
accordingly.
B. 2. Proposed Policy SS8, criterion B2 (p. 76) ? Question
13
English Heritage has raised significant concerns about the
extent of the Hedon Haven development, which is shown
on the Map in the Allocations DPD. The development of
this area could cause significant harm to a number of
designated heritage assets, including the Paull and Hedon
Conservation Areas, and, potentially, the setting of a
number of Scheduled Monuments in the vicinity.
Whilst it is recognised that this area may well be
important to the economic future of this part of the
Region, the plan would need to clearly demonstrate that
development of the whole of the site shown in the
allocations DPD for the uses anticipated, can be achieved
in a manner which safeguards those elements which
contribute to the significance of the designated historic
assets in its vicinity.
Key documents - Mention should also be made of the
Council's adopted Conservation Area Appraisals for the
settlements in this area.
7.2 Paragraph 6.8 of the Core Strategy Preferred
Approach refers to the 'stepped growth' approach

Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect this
comment.
Comments noted. A revised amount
and distribution of housing

Kayterm Plc

proposed in Hull City Council's Emerging Preferred
Approach Core Strategy of February 2010 and it is
suggested that this approach is supported by East Riding.
Strategy and Places
7.3 As referred to at paragraph 1.4 (above), we made
representations to this document on behalf of our Client
objecting to the proposed 'stepped growth' approach. In
our representations to Hull's Core Strategy, it was
recognised that the rationale for the approach was to
allow for growth to reflect economic change in the light
of the recent recession. However, our Client noted that
this was a dangerous approach to take and suggested that
the Council were planning on 'back-loading' housing
numbers, an approach which can only exacerbate
problems of housing delivery in the future. We sought
that the Council should be seeking to enable housing
delivery as early in the plan period as possible on the
basis that a future upturn cannot be taken as granted.
Proposed Policy SS8: Beverley & Central Sub Area
7.4 Our Client generally supports proposed Policy SS8
and in particular part A.1 of the Policy, which seeks to
"Focus development on the Major Haltemprice
Settlements to meet a significant proportion of the East
Riding's strategic housing needs....
7.5 Our Client also supports part C.2 of the policy, which
directs 15% of new residential development to the Major
Haltemprice Settlements. However, it is assumed that
this proportion is based on the gross RSS housing
requirement as this is not made clear. As per our
comments at paragraphs 6.7 to 6.9 (above), our Client
recommends that reference to the proportion of housing
required in line with net additional figures is included
within this part of Policy SS8.
Figure 10 Beverley & Central Sub Area
7.6 Our Client is pleased to see that East Riding has
included diagrams for each of the sub areas. Our Client
supports this approach and notes that this is a useful tool

development was consulted on as part
of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). The amount of housing
development to be delivered in each
settlement is now set out in policy S5.

in describing the spatial approach to each of the sub
areas.
7.7 However, our Client also notes that the sub area
diagram is somewhat 'wishy-washy' and it is difficult to
distinguish between the Regional City of Hull and the
Major Haltemprice Settlements, Our Client therefore
recommends that Figure 10 is amended to make more of
a distinction between Hull and the Major Haltemprice
Settlements and that this is probably best achieved by the
use of a different colour.
Question 13
7,8 Overall, our Client believes that Policy 5S8 provides
an appropriate framework for responding to the key
issues within the sub area providing that it responds to
the comments and incorporates the amendments
suggested in paragraphs 7.1 to 7.7 (above).
Part E1vi - I particularly support the protection of a route
for this railway line. It is accepted that it is an aspiration
and unlikely to be built in the immediate or medium term
future. One day, however, it will be required and this is
the last opportunity to protect a feasible route.
Development on any section of the route would stop it
happening, as railways cannot easily avoid obstructions.
Part B2iv - I support any policies that encourage the
carriage of freight by anything other than road vehicles.
These policies are therefore supported and there may be
others that I would support equally.

Mr Thomas Barnes,

Support

CSPA/2032

Mr Thomas Barnes,

Support

CSPA/2034

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/107
See previous responses to earlier questions. Identity of
Cottingham must be protected. Amount of housing
development for Cottingham too high.

The re-opening of the Hull/Beverley York railway line remains a long term
aspiration, however a budget for this
scheme is yet to be found as so it has
been removed from the policy. This is
detailed in the supporting text to policy
S8.
Support noted and welcomed.

Figure 10
Consultee
Mr Doug Jennings,

Officer Comments
Noted. Policy S5 sets out the amount
of housing development to different
settlements.

Paragraph 6.39
Consultee
Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Support with
conditions

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/285
In relation to the Bridlington marina proposals, the Lords
are generally supportive of the broad vision and do not
object to the principle of a Marina at Bridlington.
However, the details need to be drawn up in full
consultation and partnership with key landowners.
CSPA/289
Similarly, the proposals for the town centre need to be
progressed in partnership with the Lords. Such an
ambitious vision for the town centre needs to be backed
up by a detailed and comprehensive business plan/viability
study. This has not been provided and given the current
economic circumstances the Lords have grave concern
regarding the scope of this part of the vision and the
deliverability of the scheme, which will rely heavily on
public sector spending.
CSPA/478
In addition to Policy SS9, Paragraph 6.38-.39 provides
details of the proposals set out in the Bridlington AAP
and other paragraphs refer to the AAP. As we have set
out above, is inappropriate for inclusion in the Core
Strategy.

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1881 In addition to Policy SS9, Paragraph 6.38-6.39 provides
details of the proposals set out in the Bridlington AAP,
which includes `proposals to provide around 200 units as
part of the Marina development'. As stated in the
representations to the `Second Preferred Options Draft
Bridlington Town Centre Area Action Plan' the
Commissioners consider that the area reserved for the
`top side' development is inadequate to meet the

Officer Comments

Comments noted.

Comments noted.

The Draft Strategy Document sets the
strategic framework for the AAP. It
therefore so sets out the key principles
for the regeneration of Bridlington's
town centre, and highlights the role of
the APP in delivering it.

Paragraph 6.48
Consultee
Ms Nichola Traverse-Healy,
Barton Willmore on behalf
of The Bridlington Harbour
Commissioners

Nature Of
Response:
Object

The Draft Strategy Document sets the
strategic framework for the AAP. It
therefore so sets out the key principles
for the regeneration of Bridlington's
town centre, and highlights the role of
the APP in delivering it.

operational requirements of both the Harbour and
Marina as well as the development of a hotel, houses,
retail and leisure facilities and car parking. The land
available within the existing harbour is managed by the
Commissioners for its operational requirements. There is
no spare or vacant land within the existing harbour
available for new or extensions to meet any new
operational requirements. It will, therefore be necessary
to ensure that the reclaimed land is sufficient to meet the
needs of operational requirements of the Marina as well
as the significant amount of non-operational development
that is being proposed.
Until such time as the AAP is adopted, the details of the
land uses contained therein should be treated with
caution. As such, as well as removing the detail from
policy SS9 as suggested above, it is necessary to amend
para 6.48 to ensure that the proposals for the Marina and
surrounding related development do not have an adverse
impact on the operation of the Harbour.
The Commissioners propose the following changes to
paragraph 6.48:
[Replace "...enables..." with "...provides the opportunity
for..."]
[Delete "There are also proposals to provide around 200
units as part of the Marina development."]
[Add to end "Provided that the operational requirements
of the Harbour are secured, proposals may also include
provision for around 200 units as part of the Marina
development"]

Paragraph 6.51
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2254 Environment section - Other than for Bridlington, this
paragraph provides little information about the other
elements of the historic environment of the Bridlington
Coastal sub area, the issues that they might face, and

Officer Comments
Comments noted. Policy A2 and the
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments.

what the LDF might need to do, to appropriately manage
them over the plan period.
This portrait of the key environmental assets of the area
should be extended to encompass the other key heritage
assets of Bridlington Coastal sub area.

Paragraph 6.55
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/430
Other than for Bridlington, this Paragraph provides little
information about the other elements of the historic
environment of the Bridlington Coastal sub area, the
issues that they might face, and what the LDF might need
to do to appropriately manage them over the plan
period. This portrait of the key environmental assets of
the area should be extended to encompass the other key
heritage assets of Bridlington Coastal sub area. Suggested
amendment: Amend accordingly.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Other

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2210 - Regeneration of tourist sites and seaside town image
hasn’t worked, residents still feel that Bridlington is a
dirty and unattractive place to tourists.
- Residents also felt that the park and ride facilities
recently installed are located in the wrong place and do
not operate sufficient opening times to make them a
viable alternative.
- All residents like the sea, and Bridlington’s proximity to
it, however they feel that the town could make much
better use of the sea as an attraction. Subsequently
boosting Bridlington’s appeal to tourists.
- Sewerby is seen as a lovely picturesque place and the
residents would like to see it protected.

Officer Comments

Comments noted. Policy A2 and the
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments.

Proposed Policy SS9
Consultee
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

Comments noted.

Question 14
Consultee
Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

Support with
conditions

Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of

Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/95
Bridlington is the only prospective jewel for large-volume
tourism and business conferences etc. and should be
made attractive to all sections of society as well as those
who seek more than day-tripping. Its beach is an unsung
gem that needs greater promotion/exploitation.
The Bempton-Flamborough-Sewerby coastline is an
exploitable scenic resource that requires protection
(especially from development such as caravan parks).
CSPA/186
In regard to Question 14, and the policy for the
Bridlington Coastal sub area (in which Far Grange by
Holiday Park is located) Bourne Leisure supports Policy
SS9.A.2 to "focus most development and investment on
Bridlington in order to facilitate its regeneration, diversity
and strengthen its economy".
However, the Company considers that the potential role
of tourism-related development in achieving these
regeneration objectives should be recognised and in this
regard, Bourne Leisure supports the Policy SS9.B.1
reference to: “Support appropriate expansion and
diversification of the sub area's key economic sectors,
particularly tourism & leisure... “.
Bourne Leisure further supports in principle, the
measures anticipated to facilitate this in the sub area,
namely Policy SS9.B.3.iv - vi.
However, the Company considers that the wording in (v)
referring to rural parts of the sub area should in addition
to new developments, recognise the scope for upgrading,
improving and extending existing tourism
accommodation and facilities in rural areas, so as to
encourage growth in the sub area's economy.
CSPA/187
In terms of the environment, Bourne Leisure supports
Policy SS9.D.2. However, this policy should be amended
to include specific reference to in-principle support for

Officer Comments
Comments noted. Policy A2 requires
for development in the heritage coast
to be sensitively managed.

Comments noted. Policy A2 has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Policy A2 has been amended to reflect
these comments. Policy ENV6 provides
full details of the approach to managing

Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

Observations

CSPA/188

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/220

improvements within current site boundaries or
expansion onto adjoining unaffected land, if land is to
likely to be lost, particularly given that it may be
impractical and financially unviable to relocate existing
development, such as holiday parks, away from the coast.
This will be the case particularly where the land has been
owned/ occupied for a long time and therefore bought at
a much lower cost.
As a related point to those made above, Bourne Leisure
is strongly of the view Policy SS9 should specifically refer
to the future maintenance of existing coastal defences
and the provision of new coastal defences to protect
existing tourist-related businesses in the Bridlington
Coastal sub area. This would be in accordance with
Policy SS1 which identifies that the area to the south of
Barmston within the sub area to be particularly
vulnerable to coastal erosion.
In terms of Policy SS9.D, Bourne Leisure also considers
there is a need for policy to balance the benefits of
securing leisure and tourism-related development within
the sub area with the potential impact of such
developments on the environment and their mitigation.
In terms of movement and accessibility, Bourne Leisure
considers there is a need for Policy SS9.E.1 to
acknowledge that for many tourism related
developments, access will need to be predominantly by
car, as well as encouraging improvements to public
transport connections between Bridlington and its rural
and coastal catchment in order to realise the vision for
Bridlington set out in Section 3 which specifically
references these improvements.
Our client objects to the proposed policy SS9 as
currently drafted. Part C 2) of the policy sets out that
urban extension sites will be allocated in the north,
north-west and south of the town. The core strategy sets
out that areas of search for new development to the
west of Bridlington was rejected as a priority for new

the risk posed by coastal change.

Comments noted. Policy A2 has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. Specific development
sites will be considered through the
preparation of the Draft Allocations
Document, and assessed against the
Site Assessment Methodology.

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/221

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/222

development. The reason given for this is that large scale
development in this location would have a detrimental
impact on the high quality landscape of this area,
particularly as it would be highly visible as a result of the
topography. However, this is contrary to the most recent
Landscape Chartered Assessment (LCA) produced by the
council in 2005 and included a specific report on
Bridlington. The LCA goes on to say that the west area
does have a relatively high capacity for development that
would provide opportunities to better integrate the
urban edge with the rural landscape and the Wolds alley
landscape to the west. It is noted on page13, towards the
end of the summary section of the Bridlington LCA, it
states that the area to the west of Bridlington has the
capacity for development that would reinforce and
enhance the setting of the Wolds, when viewed from
Bridlington and also the urban edge when viewed form
the Wolds. Also, it is recognised that development in this
location will need to be of a scale and form that
integrates with the surrounding landscape. Thus, where
this can be demonstrated, the LPA should be seeking to
support such development.
In light of this, our client strongly recommends that the
Core Strategy supports the use of developing land on the
western edge of Bridlington which would provide a high
quality and much needed landscape edge to the west of
Bridlington. It is unlikely that this will come forward
without allowing development to take place on the
western edge where landscaping could form a major part
of the proposed development.
Part C 2) of policy SS9 should therefore be re-worded as
follows:
Proposed part c 2) of Policy SS9: Bridlington Coastal sub
area
C: Housing
2. Manage the supply of housing in Bridlington through
the allocation of sites within the town and identified

Comments noted. Specific development
sites will be considered through the
preparation of the Draft Allocations
Document, and assessed against the
Site Assessment Methodology.

Comments noted. Specific development
sites will be considered through the
preparation of the Draft Allocations
Document, and assessed against the
Site Assessment Methodology.

Ingrid Barton,
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/293
CSPA/432

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Observations

CSPA/434

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord

Object

CSPA/496

urban extensions. A range of urban extension sites will
be allocated on the northern, north west, southern and
western boundaries, in the north, north west and south
of the town. The latter will need to provide a high quality
landscape edge to the west of Bridlington.
Y
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to
the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:- Criterion A.3.iii (improvements to the strategic public
realm of Bridlington).
- Criterion B.3.iv (improving the public realm and quality
of the built environment of Bridlington to increase its
attractiveness to higher-value shortbreak tourists)
- Criterion D.1 (relating to the protection of the historic
assets and public realm of Bridlington).
- Criterion D.5 (the retention of the open areas between
Bridlington and Sewerby, and Bridlington and Bessingby)
However, in terms of the strategy for the management of
the heritage assets of the sub area Policy SS9 needs to be
amended to take account of the following:- Criterion D.1: The requirement in national policy
guidance is to protect those aspects which contribute to
the significance of a particular heritage asset. Moreover,
this protection extends not just to the fabric of the
heritage assets but also their settings. It is suggested that
the beginning of this Criterion is amended accordingly.
Suggested amendment: Amend Criterion D.1 to read:“Protect those elements which contribute to the
character and setting of the heritage assets of Bridlington
and improve the public realm, particularly in the town
centre... etc”
Key documents: Mention should also be made of the
Council’s adopted Conservation Area Appraisals for the
settlements in this area.
Policy SS9- the lords are supportive of a sub-area
approach but objected to the wording of policy ASS9.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. Policy A2 has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.
The Draft Strategy Document provides
a strategic overview for delivering the

Feoffees

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

This should be amended to remove detailed references
to the AAP, a inclusion of AAP proposals in the Core
Strategy risk both documents being found as “unsound”.
The policy should also include provision to ensure that
no development is commenced without proof of its
viability and a commitment to complete it

Object

CSPA/479

Until such time as the AAP is adopted, the details of the
land uses contained therein should be treated with
caution. As such, as well as removing the detail from
policy SS9 as suggested above, it is considered that all
reference to the AAP from the supporting text should be
removed.

regeneration of Bridlington, based on
the agreed regeneration strategy and
the evidence base that has been
prepared for the Local Development
Framework to date. The AAP is
referenced in the Draft Strategy
Document as it sets out more a more
detailed delivery mechanism for this
key area of change. National planning
legislation and guidance does not
prevent an AAP coming forward in
advance of a Draft Strategy Document.
The Draft Strategy Document provides
a strategic overview for delivering the
regeneration of Bridlington, based on
the agreed regeneration strategy and
the evidence base that has been
prepared for the Local Development
Framework to date. The AAP is
referenced in the Draft Strategy
Document as it sets out more a more
detailed delivery mechanism for this
key area of change. National planning
legislation and guidance does not
prevent an AAP coming forward in
advance of a Draft Strategy Document.

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object
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Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object
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In view of the above, we object to the way in which the
proposed Core Strategy policy SS9 supports the AAP
proposals, as we feel that this is an unsound and reverse
approach to that required by PPS12.
Proposed Changes
Having regard to the above, we suggest that policy SS9 is
amended to remove references to spatial commitments
in the emerging AAP:
- [Replace Part A1 with "Seek an appropriate level of
deliverable and achievable new development for
Bridlington Town Centre, in accordance with an up to
date retail assessment. Any new development must
support the existing retail offer, town centre uses and
occupiers, working in partnership with local landowners
to ensure viable delivery of a workable scheme. This will
be progressed via an AAP following the adoption of this
Core Strategy."]
- [Part A3i Replace "The comprehensive..." with "An
appropriately scaled..." and replace "...of Burlington
Parade" with "...which is compatible with existing town
centre uses."]
- [Part A3ii add "possible" between "The" and "creation",
and delete "...including the impoundment of the
Harbour..."]
- [Part B2 delete i and ii]
- [Part C1 replace "...AAP area" with "...Bridlington town
centre"]
- [Part C3 delete "...where this site does not compromise
the objectives of the AAP."]
- [Add Part F to read "Prior to commencement of the
Town Centre redevelopment and the Marina proposal, a
detailed plan will be put in place to ensure that the
funding is in place to facilitate the implementation and
completion of the development."]
Setting aside these procedural concerns, the spatial
proposals for Bridlington have been drawn up without
proof that they are either viable or deliverable. The

National planning legislation and
guidance does not prevent an AAP
coming forward in advance of a Draft
Strategy Document. The Draft Strategy
Document provides a strategic
overview for delivering the
regeneration of Bridlington, based on
the agreed regeneration strategy and
the evidence base that has been
prepared for the Local Development
Framework to date. The AAP is
referenced in the Draft Strategy
Document as it sets out more a more
detailed delivery mechanism for this
key area of change.

The Draft Strategy Document provides
a strategic overview for delivering the
regeneration of Bridlington, based on

Mr Adrian James, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Lord
Feoffees

Object
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proposals for the town centre contained within the AAP
are extremely ambitious and will rely significantly on
public funding for their implementation. The AAP
acknowledges that it is difficult to overstate the scale of
the work required to create the Marina and the
Burlington Parade schemes. The proposals set out in the
AAP are ambitious, comprehensive and represent a
significant financial cost in their implementation. The AAP
acknowledges that the costs of implementing the AAP
will be substantial but no business plan has been prepared
which sets out how this will be achieved. In current
economic circumstances there must be some doubt that
the plan can be implemented and the Lords are
concerned that a commencement on parts of the
Burlington Parade scheme may be made but with no
guarantee that it would ever be completed. This would
be to the detriment of the town, and, therefore, some
commitment needs to be made such that once
commenced, the Burlington Regeneration scheme would
be completed. In this regard, the Lords consider that a
full Business Plan and funding for the completion of
development should be in place prior to the
commencement of any construction. As this has not yet
been provided, it is considered that the soundness of the
Core Strategy will be undermined it is remains so
intertwined with the unproven AAP proposals.
The Lords do, however, have concerns that the
Proposed Strategy outlined in Policy SS9 will not provide
an appropriate framework for responding to key issues in
the Bridlington area. As such, they object to this policy.
As set out above, the main concern is the way that the
AAP has been progressed in advance of the Core
Strategy and as such there is currently no clear policy
support for the proposals. Although the Core Strategy is
now trying to rectify this by offering support to the AAP
retrospectively, the correct procedure has been
reversed, rendering both documents at risk of being

the agreed regeneration strategy and
the evidence base that has been
prepared for the Local Development
Framework to date. This sets out clear
evidence that the proposals are
deliverable, and the AAP sets out more
a more detailed delivery mechanism for
this key area of change.

National planning legislation and
guidance does not prevent an AAP
coming forward in advance of a Draft
Strategy Document. The Draft Strategy
Document provides a strategic
overview for delivering the
regeneration of Bridlington, based on
the agreed regeneration strategy and
the evidence base that has been
prepared for the Local Development
Framework to date. The AAP is

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Rhodes,

Observations

CSPA/545

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Observations

CSPA/521

Ms Linda Chambers,
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found to be ”unsound”. To secure the soundness of the
Core Strategy, we consider that the AAP should be put
on hold until the CS has been provided. In the meantime,
the CS should not refer so specifically to actual AAP
proposals.
My client considers that there should be greater
recognition in Policy SS9 of the remote and rural nature
of this sub area outside the Principal Town of Bridlington.
As set out in our response to questions 4 and 5 above,
we feel that this needs to be made clearer in the context
of the settlement hierarchy. Whilst Bridlington shall be
the focus for economic and residential growth, the still
exists challenges for the South of this sub-area area, such
as accessibility in terms of both distance and public
transport availability mean that maintaining existing local
services is crucial.
In this respect the identification of Beeford as a Rural
Service Centre and the delivery of new housing
development will help to sustain existing services in the
settlement.
Natural England would reiterate the importance of the
coastal network for leisure and tourist activity in
Bridlington (see response to Q1). Whilst we are
encouraged by the proposed improvements to public
transport into Bridlington, movement within the town,
particular along the coast, also needs to be considered.
My comments relate to the proposed housing
developments for the Bridlington area.
I cannot believe that over 3,00 dwellings are proposed to
be built in this area (over 15 years) most of this will
destroy greenbelt areas on the outskirts of Bridlington
which are the only major green areas the town has.
I am totally against the proposal for 500/600 units in the
Burlington Parade development- it is far too high density
to be in keeping with the predominantly
Edwardian/Victorian existing properties, and too much
for the road infrastructure.

referenced in the Draft Strategy
Document as it sets out more a more
detailed delivery mechanism for this
key area of change.
Comments noted. Policy A2 and the
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments.

Comments noted. Policy A2 has been
amended to reflect these comments.

A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). This is based on supporting a
sustainable pattern of new
development.

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)

Support with
conditions

CSPA/620

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/640

If 200 housing units are allowed on the marina
development the beautiful sea views will be lost forever.
A marina should be for boats and associated shops and
businesses.
Bridlington is a very cheap area for housing, and the East
Riding of Yorkshire as a whole I understand is the third
cheapest council area for housing in the whole of the UK.
By constantly allowing new housing projects the property
prices will always remain low, if very little new build is
allowed perhaps the hundreds of unsold existing
properties will sell, and at a higher price, encouraging
better class shops, hotels, visitors and residents.
Centrica does not object in principle to Bridlington being
the focus for development and investment within the sub
area in order to facilitate, diversify and strengthen its
economy. However, it should be recognised that there is
still a need for out-of-centre sites to provide premises
for employment uses and energy development and
related infrastructure.
Centrica supports Policy SS9’s initiatives to encourage
the development of the sub area’s economy, particularly
enabling businesses to grow faster as well as the creation
of more businesses. Policy SS9 should also refer to and
support the development of an on-shore Gas Storage
Facility at Caythorpe. This project will increase storage
capacity at Caythorpe giving UK customer’s security of
supply in line with national strategy and policy.
My clients support the provision of housing growth in
Bridlington commensurate with the aspirations to
regenerate the town, and the recognition that urban
extensions will be allocated to deliver the housing growth
identified for the town. In particular, my clients support
the area to the south of the town for an urban extension
(please refer to my clients' representation to the Site
Allocations DPD regarding BRID 1 - Kingsgate,
Bridlington).
My clients consider that the wording in section C.3 of

Noted. Policy EC6 provides general
support to the development of the
energy sector across the East Riding.

Comments noted. The Delivery and
Monitoring Chapter of the Draft
Strategy Document sets out how
policies will be monitored to ensure
the housing land supply is maintained.

Mr T Ross, Hull and East
Riding Rail Users
Association

Support with
conditions
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Mr Peter Gleave, DPP on
behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd

Object

CSPA/946

Policy SS9 should be reviewed. The delivery of housing
land in the town needs to be flexible enough to reflect
the realities of longer lead-in times for large sites and the
complexities of delivering completions on urban
regeneration projects. There is a need to balance the
necessity of providing a five year land supply against the
aspirations of the emerging AAP.
We therefore we would therefore suggest that C.3 is
amended as follows: [Add second sentence “A plan,
monitor and manage approach will be adopted to ensure
that this phasing delivers a rolling five year supply of land
for housing.”]
Q14. Answer: We support the proposed policy,
particularly
Under Section E (Movement and Accessibility)
2: In the longer term, support the provision of rail freight
sidings at Carnaby but
- I submitted an observation on the potential rail freight
use of Bridlington station's Platform 7 (with 8 taken out
of use) during the consultation in 2006 on the Transport
DPD Issues and Options (See Appendix 1 Table of
responses and comments ID No. 252, Representation
No. 1907 in the publication of responses published in
March 2010). A reference to this is not included in Policy
SS9.
- There could be a long term potential for a rail freight
link to the Muntons Maltings works adjacent to the site
of the former Flamborough station on the single track
Bridlington - Hunmanby section. See
http://www.muntons.com/muntons_malt/bridlington.asp
for their current site information. Malted barley output
from the site (e.g. to whisky distilleries in Scotland) goes
by road for some if not all of the way. The works was
considerably expanded recently and road traffic
associated with the expansion has much increased.
We object to the inclusion of this policy within the Core
Strategy.

Comments noted. The capacity for a
rail freight link in Bridlington is limited
by the turning heads in Hull.

The Draft Strategy Document provides
a strategic overview for delivering the

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society

Support

CSPA/1222

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/1079

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire

Object

CSPA/1254

Policy SS9 makes significant reference to the Bridlington
Town Centre Area Action Plan (TCAAP) and states that
proposals in the town must either support or pose no
risk to the delivery of the TCAAP.
You may recall that we have made formal representation
on behalf of our client in respect of the TCAAP, which
are yet to manifest themselves in any revised document
for consultation. Given our objection to the TCAAP and
continued uncertainty as to its overall delivery and
soundness, we consider it premature to include any
reference to the TCAAP in the Core Strategy at a time
when there are, in our view, fundamental question marks
over the soundness of the TCAAP in any event.
We enclose our representations on the TCAAP for
information, and would request that all references to the
TCAAP in Policy SS9 be deleted from the Core Strategy.
This would therefore retain the principle of encouraging
investment in Bridlington. The matter of whether this
takes the form of the TCAAP masterplan is obviously a
matter that will be determined by the overall success of
that document, which is a separate consideration, and
indeed consultation.
Our Area of Benefit corresponds with the Bridlington
Coastal sub area and we welcome the statements made
in this section and fully agree with question 14. Our
comments about certain aspects are set out in our
response to the Allocations Document.
This wording should also be reflected in the policy
wording for other sub-areas including the Bridlington
Sub-area as follows:
“Support integrated approaches to habitat and species
management with reference to the East Riding of
Yorkshire Biodiversity Action Plan. Safeguard and
enhance current statutory and non-statutory nature
conservation sites.”
With reference to Section 6.47 (Housing) within the
Bridlington Coastal sub-area while a more restrained

regeneration of Bridlington, based on
the agreed regeneration strategy and
the evidence base that has been
prepared for the Local Development
Framework to date. This sets out clear
evidence that the proposals are
deliverable, and the AAP sets out more
a more detailed delivery mechanism for
this key area of change. The AAP is
referenced in the Draft Strategy
Document as it sets out more a more
detailed delivery mechanism for this
key area of change. National planning
legislation and guidance does not
prevent an AAP coming forward in
advance of a Draft Strategy Document.

Support noted and welcomed.

Policy HQE4 sets out the approach to
enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity
that will be taken across the East
Riding.

Policy S4 sets out the approach to
residential development across the East

Council

Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Support

Mr Alex Gymer,
Support
Penny Moss, Montagu Evans Observations
on behalf of Threadneedle
Property Investments,

CSPA/1338

CSPA/1311
CSPA/1498

approach to housing provision is being suggested outside
Bridlington and the main service centre of Beeford the
need to provide affordable housing in rural areas to
counter the impact of coastal change should still be
considered to reflect the needs of those facing the loss of
property as a result of coastal erosion (e.g. at Ulrome,
Atwick and Skipsea). This comment is also relevant to
the reference made in Section 6.50 and it should be
cross-referenced into Policy HBHM2 for affordable
housing and within Section C of Policy SS9. The exact
same comment applies to the Holderness and Southern
Coastal sub-area and a consistent approach should be
taken to the text and policy wording.
We support expansion north of Bridlington (SS9)

I agree.
Proposed Policy SS9: Bridlington Coastal Sub Area states
under Section B2ii that:
"Ensuring complementary rather than competing uses are
located outside the town centre. Any proposal for a
town centre use over 250sq m outside Bridlington town
centre (as defined by the AAP), will not be allowed
unless... "
Preferred Policy PE4: Supporting the vitality and viability
of Town and District Centres and the retail economy
states under Section B1 that: "Proposals comprising more
than 500 sq m (gross) floorspace outside of the Primary
Shopping Area of the Town Centre and 250 sq m (gross)
floorspace outside the Primary Shopping Area of the
District Centres will be asked to asses the impact of the
development."
These two policies are currently conflicting with one
another. In the interests of good plan making it is
recommended that Policy PE4 is amended to indicate that

Riding in rural villages and the
countryside.

Comments noted. Specific development
sites will be considered through the
preparation of the Draft Allocations
Document, and assessed against the
Site Assessment Methodology.
Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. Policy A2 has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Ms Nichola Traverse-Healy,
Barton Willmore on behalf
of The Bridlington Harbour
Commissioners

Object

Ms Nichola Traverse-Healy,
Barton Willmore on behalf
of The Bridlington Harbour
Commissioners

Object
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CSPA/1880

any town centre use over 250 sq m outside a
own centre should be required to assess the impact of
the development.
This would ensure consistency in the plan and prevent
any future confusion and ensure that the town centres
are protected.
Although the Commissioners support the provision of a
Marina at Bridlington, as currently drafted, the Policies in
the Preferred Options Core Strategy will have an adverse
impact on the Commissioners ability to fulfil their
statutory and other duties. The Commissions are
concerned that the Strategy for the Bridlington Sub-Area
is not deliverable and will have a detrimental effect on the
continued operation of the Harbour and related
industries.

The Commissioners have no objections to the division of
the East Riding into the proposed 6 sub areas as it
reflects the general direction as set out in the RSS.
However there are concerns that the Proposed Strategy
outlined in Policy SS9 will not help to sustain the viability
of the existing harbour for the future. In particular the
Commissioners are not supportive of any proposals that
would have an adverse impact on the operation of the
Harbour and, therefore, seek the removal of part of
Policy SS9 which states the creation of a Marina would
include 'the impoundment of the Harbour'.
The harbour area has had a central role in the historic
development of Bridlington, functioning as the base for

Comments noted. Policy A2 has been
amended to reflect these comments.
The Draft Strategy Document provides
a strategic overview for delivering the
regeneration of Bridlington, based on
the agreed regeneration strategy and
the evidence base that has been
prepared for the Local Development
Framework to date. This sets out clear
evidence that the proposals are
deliverable, and the AAP sets out more
a more detailed delivery mechanism for
this key area of change. The AAP is
referenced in the Draft Strategy
Document as it sets out more a more
detailed delivery mechanism for this
key area of change.
Comments noted. Policy A2 has been
amended to reflect these comments.
The Draft Strategy Document provides
a strategic overview for delivering the
regeneration of Bridlington, based on
the agreed regeneration strategy and
the evidence base that has been
prepared for the Local Development
Framework to date. This sets out clear
evidence that the proposals are
deliverable, and the AAP sets out more
a more detailed delivery mechanism for

the local fishing fleet and other maritime industries since
at least the 15th century. These trades have been integral
to the economic growth of the town and continue as
important industries into the 21st century. As agricultural
industries, such as fishing, form the largest proportion of
the towns business sector (17.4%) it is important that
Bridlington's commercial fishing operation is not
jeopardised by a lack of space and facilities (Source: East
Riding of Yorkshire Council, Bridlington Central and Old
Town Economic Ward Profile, 2004).
In forming a regeneration strategy for Bridlington, the
importance of the Harbour has been acknowledged in
previous consultation documents. The 'Second Preferred
Options Draft Bridlington Town Centre Area Action
Plan' states that the Council and Yorkshire Forward are
fully committed to ensuring that the Commissioners are
able to fulfil their obligations as operators of the Trust
Port and their duties to the Harbour's users (para 5.59).
Whilst the Commissioners appreciate and support these
comments, the Proposed Strategy set out in Policy SS9 of
the Core Strategy fails to ensure that the Marina will not
have an adverse impact on the operation of the Harbour.
Therefore, the Commissioners are of opinion that as
currently drafted Policy SS9 is unsound, as in the absence
of any clear protection for the Harbour the development
proposals at Bridlington will not be effective or
deliverable.
As well as seeking to protect the operation of the
Harbour, the Commissioners are keen to stress that
Policy SS9 should ensure that any new development
proposals are appropriate in scale and cater for identified
need. The Council will be aware that in 2003, a planning
application for a 500 berth Marina for Bridlington at the
Harbour was rejected by the Secretary of State on the
basis that:
- The proposals is contrary to the relevant planning
guidelines;

this key area of change. The AAP is
referenced in the Draft Strategy
Document as it sets out more a more
detailed delivery mechanism for this
key area of change.

- It is excessive in scale;
- It is in an inappropriate location;
- It is defective in design
- It would not deliver the benefits claimed;
- It would cause environmental damage;
- It would adversely affect listed structures; and
- There is real doubt whether the development will be
achieved, even if authorised.
Although the extent and number of berths proposed in
the new Marina is reduced to 320 in the APP, the design
of the Marina development as shown on the Proposals
Map is similar to that which was rejected by Secretary of
State in 2003. It is obviously important that the
Bridlington Town Centre Strategy overcomes the
reasons for refusal given by the Secretary of State for the
Marina development. However, as drafted, Policy SS9 is
seeking support for specific elements' of a scheme
contained within the emerging AAP which is not yet
adopted. This level of detail should be removed from the
Core Strategy and we are concerned that the emerging
AAP is providing the framework for planning decisions in
the town centre rather than, as required by PPS12, the
Core Strategy DPD.
The proposals in the Draft Bridlington AAP state that the
development of the Marina will take place at the existing
Harbour. It is proposed to retain land within the existing
Harbour (western end) and to provide new Harbour
Offices and Marina based operations along with boat
repair, storage and associated facilities. Within the area
proposed for the new Harbour to the south of the Pier,
the Council propose to reclaim land to provide further
operational and development land to provide about 200
residential units, retail and leisure facilities, hotel, public
spaces and car parking. The Commissioners require all of
the land within the Harbour Estate to maintain the
operation of the existing Harbour. However no
alternative land provision for the Harbour was outlined in

the Draft AAP. Prior to the commencement of any
development, the Commissioners will require substitute
land adequate for their activities and this land would need
to be transferred unconditionally and absolutely to the
Commissioners well in advance of the commencement of
the development works to allow the Commissioners
time to relocate their activities. As currently drafted
Policy SS9 of the Core Strategy offers no assurance to
the Commissioners that Harbour land which is lost to
the Bridlington Marina and Parade Scheme will be
replaced prior to the commencement of development. A
guarantee that this land will be unconditionally and
absolutely transferred to the Commissioners prior to the
commencement of any works is essential if the Harbour
is to continue operating at its present standard.
To maintain the operation of the existing Harbour future
planning policies should ensure that land which is lost to
the Bridlington Marina and Parade Scheme will be
replaced and transferred to the Harbour Commissioners
prior to commencement of any development works.
Furthermore prior to any transaction the extent and
location of any replacement land should be to the
satisfaction of and agreed with the Commissioners.
The implementation of the Marina scheme will require
significant public investment over a number of years.
Given the current state of public finances, the
Commissioners consider that it is vital that prior to the
commencement of the construction of the Marina
scheme a detailed delivery plan is put in place
guaranteeing the funding of the completed development.
The Commissioners are concerned that the long delivery
time associated with the construction of the marina when
coupled with the uncertainties of public sector finance,
may mean the development cannot be implemented on
the timescales currently envisaged. The Commissioners
are concerned that a start may be made on site and the
development delayed or, at worst, abandoned prior to

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/1869

completion. A significantly delayed scheme would have an
adverse impact on the economy and the environment of
Bridlington such that development should not commence
until the funding for its completion is in place.
Therefore for the reasons explained above the
Commissioners object to Policy SS9 on the basis that as
currently drafted the Strategy does not sufficiently
address the key planning issues in the Bridlington sub
area. Furthermore it is essential for the continued
operation of the Harbour that the Commissioners have
an unqualified assurance that any lost land will be
replaced prior to any development commencing.
Having regard to the above, we suggest that policy SS9 is
amended to state:
- [Part A3ii delete "...including the impoundment of the
Harbour..." and add to end of sentence "...but also which
safeguards the setting and operation of the harbour."]
- [Part B1 add fishing to list of key sectors]
- [Part B2 delete i and ii]
- [Insert new element in part B3 - "Supporting the
operation and improvement of the Harbour;"]
- [Part D1 Insert "harbour" between "...Old Town..." and
"...and on the seafront..."]
- [Insert Part F "Prior to commencement of the Marina
proposal, a detailed plan will be put in place to ensure
that the funding is in place to facilitate the
implementation and completion of the development,
including measures to secure the future operation of the
Harbour."]
Our client objects to the proposed policy SS9 as
currently drafted.
Part C 2) of the policy sets out that urban extension sites
will be allocated in the north, north-west and south of
the town. The Core Strategy sets out that areas of
search for new development to the west of Bridlington
was rejected as a priority for new development. The
reason given for this is that large-scale development in

Comments noted. Specific development
sites will be considered through the
preparation of the Draft Allocations
Document, and assessed against the
Site Assessment Methodology.

this location would have a detrimental impact on the high
quality landscape of this area, particularly as it would be
highly visible as a, result of the topography. However, this
is contrary to the most recent Landscape Character
Assessment (LCA) produced by the Council in 2005 and
included a specific report on Bridlington. In Section 3.2 of
the report which addresses the assessment of quality of
the west of Bridlington (Woldgate to New Pasture Lane),
it considers the west area of Bridlington to be of
ordinary to poor landscape quality, even though the
Wolds Valley beyond to the west is of high landscape
quality. The LCA goes on to say that the west area does
have a relatively high capacity for development that
would provide opportunities to better integrate the
urban edge with the rural landscape and the Wolds Valley
landscape to the west.
It is noted that on page 13, towards the end of the
summary section of the Bridlington LCA, it states that
the area to the west of Bridlington has the capacity for
development that would reinforce and enhance the
setting of the Wolds, when viewed from Bridlington and
also the urban edge when viewed from the Wolds. Also,
it is recognised that development in this location will
need to be of a scale and form that integrates with the
surrounding landscape.
Thus, where this can be demonstrated, the LPA should
be seeking to support such development.
In light of this, our client strongly recommends that the
Core Strategy supports the use of developing land on the
western edge of Bridlington which would provide a high
quality and much needed landscape edge to the west of
Bridlington. It is unlikely that this will come forward
without allowing development to take place on the
western edge where landscaping could form a major part
of the proposed development.
Part of the policy says that a range of urban extension
sites will be allocated in the north, north-west and south

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2255

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2256

of the town. It is incorrect to refer to urban extension
sites as within a town. We therefore suggest that this is
amended accordingly as per the wording used in policy
SS8.
Part C 2) of policy SS9 should therefore be re-worded as
follows: [Part C2 - replace "...in the north, north west
and south of the town" with "...on the northern, north
west, southern and western boundaries" and add as a
final sentence, "The Latter will need to provide a high
quality landscape edge to the west of Bridlington.".]
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to
the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:- Criterion A.3.iii (improvements to the strategic public
realm of Bridlington).
- Criterion B.3.iv (improving the public realm and quality
of the built environment of Bridlington to increase its
attractiveness to higher-value short-break tourists)
- Criterion D.1 (relating to the protection of the historic
assets and public realm of Bridlington).
- Criterion D.5 (the retention of the open areas between
Bridlington and Sewerby, and Bridlington and Bessingby)
However, in terms of the strategy for the management of
the heritage assets of the sub area, Policy SS9 needs to be
amended to take account of the following:- Criterion D.1 The requirement in national policy
guidance is to protect those aspects which contribute to
the significance of a particular heritage asset. Moreover,
this protection extends not just to the fabric of the
heritage assets, but also to their settings. It is suggested
that the beginning of this Criterion is amended
accordingly.
Documents related to Bridlington area - Mention should
also be made of the Council's adopted Conservation
Area Appraisals for the settlements in this area.

Comments noted. Policy A2 has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Paragraph 6.70
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/435
This Paragraph provides little information about the
historic environment of the Driffield and Wolds sub area,
the issues that it might be facing, and what the LDF might
need to do to appropriately manage it over the plan
period. This portrait of the key environmental assets of
the area should be extended to encompass the other key
heritage assets of Driffield and Wolds sub area. Suggested
amendment: amend accordingly.
CSPA/2257 Environment section - Theses paragraphs provide little
information about the historic environment of the
Driffield and Wolds sub area, the issues that it might be
facing, and what the LDF might need to do to
appropriately manage it over the plan period.
This portrait of the key environmental assets of the area
should be extended to encompass the other key heritage
assets of Driffield and Wolds sub area.

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1081 In Section 6.71 regarding the reference to the
‘unfavourable’ condition of the River Hull headwaters
SSSI. The condition assessment for the site splits the SSSI
into many separate sections and also splits the
‘unfavourable’ condition status for the whole site into
‘recovering’, ‘no change’ and ‘declining’ for different
lengths. The true picture is therefore more complicated
than stated in the text. Also the condition of SSSIs is
monitored on a six year cycle and therefore we do not
think it is appropriate to cite this type of detail in a
document that will be current until at least 2026. The
condition is more likely to be adversely affected by other

Officer Comments

Comment noted and amendment made
to reflect comment. Policy ENV3 also
provides more detail about heritage
assets.

Comment noted and amendment
made to reflect comment. Policy ENV3
also provides more detail about
heritage assets.

Paragraph 6.71
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment noted and amendment made
to reflect comment.

factors such as nutrient enrichment from agricultural land
rather than development. Therefore we think that the
reference to the SSSI condition should be removed.

Paragraph 6.74
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
Officer Comments
ID
CSPA/1082 In Section 6.74 we would be keen to add that parts of the Comment noted and amendment made
Wolds have been identified as a priority area for
to reflect comment.
biodiversity enhancement.

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/61
The framework for Driffield and the Wolds is
OBJECTED to. The framework must be amended in
accordance with previous comments and responses to
questions in which the Principal Towns & Satellite
Settlements is advocated. This would identify the Driffield
hinterland and designate Nafferton as a Satellite
Settlement in which the need for growth in the area can
be accommodated.
The identification of Driffield as the focus for most new
development in the sub-area of the Wolds is correct.
However the opportunity for this role to be expanded to
accommodate the anticipated increase in growth from
the CLG Projections needs to be recognized.
Driffield is accessible from the A614 which passes around
west and north side of the town with the A164 entering
at the southern end of the settlement. The settlements
role, in particular its connection to train services and the
strategic road network, is a significant facet of its function
as a Principal Town as is the employment opportunities
associated with the town centre and key employment
allocations such as Kelleythorne Industrial Estate.
The rail links through the town provides a sustainable

Question 15
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Officer Comments
Comment noted. A revised scale and
distribution of housing development
was consulted on as part of the Core
Strategy Further Consultation
document (October 2011). This
identified Nafferton as a Hinterland
Village. The amount of housing
development directed to specific
settlements is now set out in policy S5.

means of travel between Nafferton and Driffield. This rail
link connects to the wider East Riding with services to
Bridlington, Scarborough, Hull and Beverley. Services
from Hull provide access to the national rail network.
Nafferton to the east clearly has a strong relationship
with the services in Driffield by virtue of proximity of the
settlements and short journey times by public and private
transport. Driffield then benefits from a larger supporting
population than just the town itself; the hinterland of the
Principal Town comprises those residents of Nafferton
and other smaller settlements including Little Driffield,
Kelleythorpe, Garton on the Wolds and Skerne.
The nature of this relationship means that residents of
those nearby settlements, including Nafferton, benefit
from the wide range of services and facilities available in
Driffield. The nature of this relationship means that
Nafferton should be considered a satellite of Driffield and
part of a wider, hinterland based growth area strategy
which would involve development allocations in those
locations best served by amenities and facilities which by
implication offers a more sustainable distribution of
development.
Bearing the sustainability merits of this proposed
approach it is contradictory to good planning and
sustainability objectives that settlements such as
Wetwang, Middleton on Wolds and Kilham are
designated as service centres, Nafferton which has a
significantly higher population, greater service provision
and better transport links is not even identified in the
framework. Both SS10 and Figure 12 must be amended in
order to redress this.
The ‘peripeherality’ of the sub area (para 6.61) is
identified by the PACS though it does not seek to
address this by forming a broader or more accurate
service centre including Driffield and the hinterland
surrounding it. The hinterland, as previously referred to
in the representations on other policies could be defined

by the 2 mile area in which no allocations around larger
settlements have been made by the LPA. This would go
to redress the comments from the recent Agents Forum
Workshop that settlements such as Nafferton should not
be discounted from development and allocation
opportunities by virtue of their proximity to larger
settlements.
Previous consultation responses have referred to the
importance of Driffield's role and its need for
enhancement as a service centre and cultural hub for the
Wolds area. The approach set out under earlier
responses, i.e. to expand the spatial planning area of the
Principal Towns to include hinterlands and Satellite
Settlements, would serve this objective.
Such an approach, as advanced under other
representations would help to bolster the role of the
area in meeting the service provision requirements for
those more rural elements of the sub area. It provides a
wide range of commercial and community services for
the whole of the sub area and is therefore the focus for
housing, employment, leisure, community and transport
development. This is recognised in Appendix B of the
PACS where Driffield is notes as having service providing
role for a wide, thinly populated rural catchment.
The rural nature of the area around Driffield can be
protected from development under the proposed
Principal Towns & Satellite Settlements. Coalescence of
settlements can be avoided by directing development in
such locations as to avoid this process. The identification
of Nafferton as a Satellite Settlement would not
necessitate a loss of open space between that settlement
and Driffield if this were to take place on the east and
south side of Nafferton as well as within the established
settlement boundary. This would retain the value and
identify of the communities, which although separate are
inter-dependent. This approach would therefore be in
accordance HQE2.

The PACS objective of focusing development on Driffield
would not be undermined by this approach. This is
particularly the case with a Satellite Settlement such as
Nafferton which is located to the east of the sub-area
and outside those key designations of high landscape and
agricultural value. With this in mind the support role of
Nafferton to Driffield should not be overlooked and the
rural population will continue to benefit through the
support of small scale development in Kilham, Middleton
on the Wolds, Wetwang and Hutton Cranswick.
Taking these objections into account it is therefore
recommended that the following amendments be made
to Preferred Approach Policy SS10:
A. Strategy and Places
1. Focus most development on Driffield and Satellite
Settlement Nafferton to support its service and
employment centre role serving the needs of the rural
sub area.
2. Ensure development in Kilham, Hutton Cranswick,
Middleton on the Wolds and Wetwang sustains their
roles as Rural Service Centres.
C. Housing
1. Manage the scale and distribution of residential
development in line with proposed Policy SS4 by seeking
to deliver the following proportions of the East Riding?s
housing requirement:
9% to Driffield and Satellite Settlement Nafferton
3.5% to the Rural Service Centres and the Countryside
2. Manage the supply of housing in Driffield through the
allocation of sites within the town, hinterland and
identified urban extensions. A range of urban extension
sites will be allocated in the east and north of the town
and at Alamein Barracks.
Figure 12 should be amended also in order to define the
2 mile radius to which the hinterland definition relates
and also identify Nafferton as a Satellite Settlement.
The percentage of housing to be provided in Driffield

Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Support

CSPA/96

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Jonathan Fry,

Support

CSPA/350

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/228

including Nafferton as its Satellite Settlement can be
increased to give greater focus to the more sustainable
locations in the sub-area. However until a housing target
for the East Riding is determined on a sound evidence
base the percentage provisions must remain entirely
indicative of what may be accommodated.
The aspirations for exploitation of tourism in the Wolds
must be realistic and not over-blown. The area is, in
reality, largely an arable landscape and there are only few
stretches of scenery that would attract tourism against
competition from the North York Moors, the Yorkshire
Dales, the South Downs etc. Because of this, the
likelihood of significant numbers of visitors will remain
low. Archaeological interests could be exploited.
However, the number of accessible and documented
sites would need to reach critical mass before the area
became attractive.
My client is pleased to see recognition of the remote and
rural nature of this sub area. As set out in our response
to questions four and five above, we feel that this needs
to be made clearer in the context of the settlement
hierarchy. The challenges for this area, such as
accessibility in terms of both distance and public
transport availability mean that maintaining existing local
services is crucial. In this respect the identification of
Hutton Cranswick as a Rural Service Centre and the
delivery of new housing development there will help to
sustain existing services to the benefit of the wider sub
area.
9) PPS1 makes it clear that development plans need to
contribute to global sustainability by addressing the
causes and potential impacts of climate change through
policies which reduce emissions (for example, by
encouraging patterns of development which reduce the
need to travel by car) and take climate change impacts
into account in the location and design of development.
They should also address accessibility (both in terms of

The tourism potential of the Wolds is
evidenced in the Visit Hull and East
Yorkshire, Wolds Development Plan
and The East Riding of Yorkshire
Council Tourism Accommodation
Study.

Support noted.

Comment noted

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/229

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/230

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr

Object

CSPA/225

Support with
conditions

CSPA/226

location and physical access) to ensure people have food
access to jobs, health, housing, education, shops, and
leisure and community facilities.
10) It would appear that there is no credible justification
for including the Alamein Barracks within policy SS10
given that it is very much detached from the settlement
of Driffield. The Core Strategy should be focusing on
prioritising new housing in and on the edge of the
existing settlement and not on isolated sites away from
the main built up area of Driffield. Pedestrian and cycle
links between the Alamein Barracks site and the centre
of Driffield is very poor. Therefore the most popular
method of travel between the Alamein Barracks site and
the centre of Driffield is likely to be by private car.
Part C 2) of policy SS10 also says that a range of urban
extension sites will be allocated in the easy and north of
the town. It is incorrect to refer to urban extension sites
as within a town. We therefore suggest that this is
amended accordingly as per the wording used in policy
SS8.
Our client strongly objects to the wording of part C 2) of
policy SS10 and recommends that this be re-drafted as
below:
Proposed part c 2) of Policy SS10: Driffield & Wolds sub
area
C: Housing
2. Manage the supply of housing in Driffield through the
allocation of sites within the town and identifies urban
extensions. A range of urban extension sites will be
allocated on the eastern and northern boundaries in the
east and north of the town and at Alamein Barracks.
Our client objects to part C 2) of policy SS10.

Whilst our client supports the reference to a range of
urban extension sites being allocated to the eat and north

Alamein Barracks presents a significant
brown field redevelopment
opportunity. The supporting text
highlights that good quality walking,
cycling and public transport links will
need to be provided.

Comments noted. Policy A3 has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Noted.

Noted.

Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr N. Muirhead,

Support

CSPA/267

Ingrid Barton,
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support
Observations

CSPA/294
CSPA/437

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Jayne Briggs,
Mrs Margaret Woolston,
Middleton on the Wolds
Parish Council

Object

CSPA/612

Object

CSPA/722

of the town our client has concern over the inclusion of
Alamein Barrack within this policy.
My client is pleased to see recognition of the remote and
rural nature of this sub area. As set out in our response
to questions four and five above, we feel that this needs
to be made clearer in the context of the settlement
hierarchy. The challenges for this area, such as
accessibility in terms of both distance and public
transport availability mean that maintaining existing local
services is crucial.
In this respect the identification of North Frodingham as
a Supporting Village and the delivery of new housing
development there will help to sustain existing services in
the settlement.
Y
Key Documents: Mention should also be made of the
Council?' adopted Conservation Area Appraisals for the
settlements in this area.
See response to CSPA/267
Previous residential development in the 1970's has not
resulted in any great community cohesion, but rather it
has created a dormitory area for commuters employed
away from the village. It is feared that any future long
term development could only exacerbate this trend as
the village would not of itself provide employment
opportunities.
The busy highway which dissects the village and the
inadequate internal roads, potentially dangerous even
with present traffic levels. would present an obstacle to
sustainable residential development with the inevitable
large increase in the number of private cars and delivery
vehicles.
Further problems would be caused by the threat of
flooding as identified on your map together with the
possible inadequate infrastructure to deal with sewage

Noted. A revised scale and distribution
of housing development was consulted
on as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). North Frodingham did not meet
the criteria for identification.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comment noted. The list of relevant
documents has been amended to
reflect this comment.
See officer comment to CSPA/267
Comments noted. The East Riding
Infrastructure Study, which has
informed the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan for the Draft Strategy Document,
has considered the impact that planned
development may have on sewage and
surface water and school capacity.
The site assessment methodology
which is being used to assess potential
sites for allocation takes the highway
network capacity and access
considerations into account. These will
also be considered when planning
applications are determined.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr R Swales,

Support

CSPA/1034

Mr Peter Gleave, DPP on
behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd

Support

CSPA/947

Mr Mike Jackson, Nafferton
Parish Council

Support

CSPA/908

Mr Mike Jackson, Nafferton

Support

CSPA/909

and surface water disposal which the Parish Council fear
would not be adequately addressed before development
was started.
In view of the long term financial crisis any development
could well take place in a 'stop-start' fashion, the result of
which could be that no tangible improvement of local
facilities was evident but rather a long drawn out
disruption of village life. Concern has also been
expressed with regard to school provision.
The views expressed above are those of the Parish
council itself as it is understood that the opinions of
residents, which could well be different, will be
considered separately when the results of your
consultation process are known.
My client is pleased to see recognition of the remote and
rural nature of this sub area. As set out in the response
to questions 4 and 5 above, my client feels that this needs
to be made clearer in the context of the settlement
hierarchy. The challenges for this area, such as
accessibility in terms of both distance and public
transport availability mean that maintaining existing local
services is crucial. In this respect the identification of
Kilham as a Rural Service Centre and the delivery of new
housing development there will help to sustain services
to the benefit of the wider sub area.
Policy SS10 sets out details in relation to the Driffield and
Wolds Sub Area and states that there is a need to focus
the majority of development in Driffield to support its
service and employment centre role that helps to serve
the needs of the rural sub area.
This policy sets a clear framework for future
development of Driffield and the sub-area and in that
regard is supported in principle.
Strongly support the proposal to retain open areas
between Nafferton and Driffield. This was highlighted as
essential the Nafferton Design Statement.
Also strongly support the proposal that no land has been

Support noted and welcomed.

Support noted and welcomed.

Support noted and welcomed.
A revised scale and distribution of

Parish Council

identified for building in Nafferton in the next 15 years.
That it has been recognised that in the last local plan the
land identified for development was in excess of that
needed to meet Nafferton's share of the area's new
housing. This is evidenced by the fact that not all the land
has been developed.

Mr Mike Jackson, Nafferton
Parish Council

Support

CSPA/910

Mr Mike Jackson, Nafferton
Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/911

Mr Mike Jackson, Nafferton
Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/912

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/1084

Victoria Molton, Walker
Morris Solicitors on behalf
of Mr Paul Lisseter,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1061

Agree with the revitalisation of Driffield town centre and
hope that imagination and high quality design will be used
to create a centre to be proud of.
Driffield and the surrounding area have a great deal to
offer and hope that the tourism potential of the Wolds is
actively supported.
Residential development in Driffield: very concerned that
as Driffield becomes more built up the residents in some
areas are a long way from green open spaces. It is
essential that consideration is given to ensuring that
there are green open spaces provided as it has been
demonstrated that they are vital for the health and well
being of the residents. Though the town is surrounded by
the beautiful Wolds, they are not easily accessible to
many people.
Therefore Option A the Alamein barracks should be
developed before further major development in Driffield.
Development here would remove the eye sore that the
derelict barracks have become. To have a self contained
community here would be much better than tagging
more housing developments on the edge of Driffield.
For point D1 of Policy SS10 for the Driffield & Wolds
sub-area we would like to see the end of the sentence
reworded to "including initiatives within species and
habitat management plans with reference to the East
Riding of Yorkshire Biodiversity Action Plan."
Part A of the policy is supported. New development
should be allowed in the sustainable settlements, such as
Hutton Cranswick.
Part B iii is supported in that the industrial estate should

housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). This is based on supporting a
sustainable pattern of new
development, and identified Nafferton
as a Hinterland Village.
Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed.

Policy ENV4 sets out the approach to
enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity
that will be taken across all of the East
Riding.
Support noted and welcomed. Details
about the amount and distribution of
housing are now provided in policy S5.

be a key location for new business in the sub area.
The housing figures in part C of the policy are unclear.
The percentage figure given to each category of
settlement does not appear to be justified anywhere in
the document. It is assumed that the 9% afforded to
Driffield and the 3.5% afforded to the Rural Service
Centres and the Countryside are a proportion of the
total amount to be allocated. This is not clear. It is
suggested that this is made explicit and also that the
figures are justified with extra information regarding the
way in which they have come about.
We support expansion around Driffield (SS10) but, in the
latter case, would strongly urge the inclusion of Little
Driffield within the Principal Town policy area as a
"satellite" settlement.

Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1341

Mr Alex Gymer,
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr A Naylor,
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Support
Support

CSPA/1312
CSPA/1676

I support this policy.
See response to CSPA/350

Object

CSPA/1870

Our client objects to part C 2) of policy SS10.
Whilst our client supports the reference to a range of
urban extension sites being allocated to the east and
north of the town, our client has concern over the
inclusion of Alamein Barracks within this policy.
PPS1 makes it clear that development plans need to
contribute to global sustainability by addressing the
causes and potential impacts of climate change through
policies which reduce emissions (for example, by
encouraging patterns of development which reduce the
need to travel by car) and take climate change impacts
into account in the location and design of development.
They should also address accessibility (both in terms of

A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). This is based on supporting a
sustainable pattern of new
development. Little Driffield did not
meet the criteria for identification as a
Hinterland Village.
Support noted and welcomed.
See officer comment to CSPA/350
Alamein Barracks presents a significant
brown field redevelopment
opportunity. The supporting text
highlights that good quality walking,
cycling and public transport links will
need to be provided.

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2258

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Sunderlandwick Farms

Object

CSPA/2013

location and physical access) to ensure people have good
access to jobs, health, housing, education, shops, leisure
and community facilities.
It would appear that there is no credible justification for
including the Alamein Barracks within policy SS10 given
that it is very much detached from the settlement of
Driffield. The Core Strategy should be focussing on
prioritising new housing in and on the edge of the
existing settlement and not on isolated sites away from
the main built up area of Driffield. Indeed, proposed
spatial strategy objective 5 on page 21 of the Core
Strategy seeks to ensure that new development is located
to maximise and encourage the use of sustainable modes
of transport including rail and water and facilitate
opportunities for walking and cycling. Pedestrian and
cycle links between the Alamein Barracks site and the
centre of Driffield is very poor. Therefore the most
popular method of travel between the Alamein Barracks
site and the centre of Driffield is likely to be by private
car.
Part C 2) of policy SS10 also says that a range of urban
extension sites will be allocated in the east and north of
the town. It is incorrect to refer to urban extension sites
as within a town. We therefore suggest that this is
amended accordingly as per the wording used in policy
SS8.
Our client strongly objects to the wording of part C 2) of
policy SS10 and recommends that this be re-drafted as
below: [Part C2 replace "...in the east and north..." with
"...on the eatern and northern boundaries..." and delete
"...and at Alamein Barracks."
Key documents - Mention should also be made of the
Council's adopted Conservation Area Appraisals for the
settlements in this area.
My client is pleased to see recognition that the challenges
for this area, such as accessibility in terms of both
distance and public transport availability, mean that

Comments noted. The list of relevant
documents has been amended to
reflect this comment.
Comments noted. General areas of
expansion have been removed from the
policy. Specific development sites will

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Sunderlandwick Farms
Mike Downes, Antony
Aspbury Associates on
behalf of Mr Adrian Sail,
Strawsons Development /
Omnivale Ltd

Support

CSPA/2014

Support

CSPA/2290

maintaining and improving the level of services and
focussing growth appropriately is crucial. In this respect
the delivery of new housing development at Driffield will
help to sustain existing services to the benefit of the
wider sub area. Accordingly, my client supports the
provision of housing growth in Driffield commensurate
with the economic aspirations for the town, and the
recognition that urban extensions will be allocated to
deliver the housing growth identified for the town.
It is noted that the preferred approach at paragraph 6.72
is to allocate a range of different sites to the east and
north and at the vacant Alamein Barracks.
The Sustainability Appraisal scored development to the
south of Driffield relatively well in terms of sustainability,
however this option has been rejected as a priority for
new development due to the potential impact on the
River Hull Headwaters SSSI and limited interest
expressed from landholders. My client wishes to convey
that they are keen to explore opportunities for
sustainable growth in this area to deliver the vision and
objectives of the Core Strategy and consider that
sensitive development may provide for opportunities for
the enhancement of the unfavourable condition of the
area. Further assessment is provided in my client's
representation in relation to potential site DRF23.
My client notes that part d) of policy SS10 supports
measures to improve the biodiversity and condition of
the River Hull Headwaters.
We support Proposed Policy SS10 for the Driffield &
Wolds Sub Area. With our clients ownership of the
Alamein Barracks, we consider that if allocation of this
site for a major housing development in excess of 600
dwellings is confirmed in a site allocations DPD, a
number of the proposed strategy issues set out in SS10
can be substantially co-ordinated and realised through the
regeneration of this major brownfield site. In summary it
is considered that the Alamein Barracks can deliver in the

be considered through the preparation
of the Draft Allocations Document, and
assessed against the Site Assessment
Methodology.

Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed.

following policy areas : A 'Strategy and Places 1' Focus most development in
Driffield - The former Alamein barracks site identified as
SHLAA site DRF 18, has the capacity to accommodate at
least 600 dwellings. My clients ownership will soon
include the include the former TA/ Cadets area which is
currently outside of the current SHLAA site boundaries ,
and whilst this area will potentially accommodate local
centre facilities, it also increase the overall housing
capacity of the site. My clients are ongoing with technical
work (including wider flood alleviation studies) which
should enable them to more accurately assess the
sustainable dwelling capacity of the site in due course and
liaise with the LPA in its lead-in to further work on a Site
Allocations DPD.
B - Economy 2 (i) & (ii) : Promoting employment
development at Driffield & Kelleythorpe and supporting
the longer term expansion at Kelleythorpe; My clients are
exploring the potential to establish improved linkages
between the Alamein Barracks and Kelleythorpe (and
Kelleythorpe expansion area) , which may facilitate direct
pedestrian access between the respective sites and
potentially a viable bus route serving the proposed
housing and existing employment, Driffield town centre
and the railway station. This should further raise the
profile and attractiveness of Kelleythorpe as an
employment location.
C 'Housing 2' Manage the supply of housing through the
allocation of a range of sites including urban extensions
to the north and east of the town and at Alamain
Barracks. My clients are experienced developers of
previously developed sites in terms of masterplanning,
physical and social infrastructure provision, and coordination of onward development by housebuilders
acquiring serviced land. This experience extends to
former bases at the former RAF Swinderby now the new
settlement of Witham St Hugh's in Lincolnshire, and to

the lead-in promotion of development at the former RAF
Upwood in Cambridgeshire. They are thus well placed to
work with the East Riding Council to deliver a sustainable
urban extension on the Alamein site.
D - Environment 1- Avoid development that is likely to
have a detrimental impact on designated areas
Development of the Alamein Barracks could deliver over
600 of the settlements proposed housing requirement of
1821 dwellings to 2026, on a previously developed site
which has no material landscape character value and
potentially limited biodiversity value. Development in this
location would limit the need to take up potentially more
sensitive greenfield sites on the edge of the town.
My clients are also engaged in Flood Risk Assessment in
respect of drainage issues associated with the Gipsey
Race which flows directly along the north east boundary
of the site. In consultation with the EA they are also
assessing the converging watercourses just to the east of
the site which do have flood impacts upon the
Showground and rugby club. The appointed consultants
are looking at flood risk and surface drainage storage
options which remove the Alamein Site completely from
flood risk , and potentially alleviate /reduce flood risk
problems on sites further to the east without disrupting
the sensitive environmental balance in this wider area to
the south of Driffield.
E 'Movement and Accessibility 2' support initiatives
linking different parts of Driffield in particular the town
centre, the Riverhead area, the showground and
Kelleythorpe Industrial Estate. As indicated above, my
client are investigating the potential to establish linkages
between Alamein and Kelleythorpe to improve
accessibility between homes and employment as a
sustainability benefit. This work does extend to
investigating the potential for a viable bus route which
could then potentially pick up the showground en route
to and from Driffield Town centre.

Paragraph 6.79
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2221 text correction - P. 95, section 6.79, line 1: ‘an’ intsead of
‘a’ historic town

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2222 Text corrections
P. 97, section 6.89, line 2: 'the former pro-glacial Lake
Humber'. Delete 'pro' as the Lake was not in favour of its
glaciation. Nor did it precede the glaciation, so this is not
a misprint for 'pre'. The lake was formed as part of the
process of the Vale of York becoming covered with a
giant ice-sheet - i.e. it is a glacial feature.
P. 97, section 6.89, line 5: only one 's' in focusing.
P. 97, section 6.89, line 2: Thorne with an 'e'.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/438
It should be noted that this area is also an important
archaeological area with high palaeoenvironmental and
find preservation potential.
CSPA/2259 It should be noted that the Humberhead Levels
constitute an important archaeological area with high
palaeoenvironmental and find preservation potential; this
particularly applies to the surviving peat deposits.

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1085 Section 6.92 - The western boundary of the Humber
Estuary SAC is the Ouse at Boothferry bridge

Officer Comments

Comment noted. The relevant text has
been amended.

Paragraph 6.89
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Comment noted. The relevant text has
been amended.

Paragraph 6.91
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Other

Comment noted
Comment noted

Paragraph 6.92
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect this

Council

(contiguous with the SSSI and not the confluence with
the Trent). The western boundary of the SPA is also on
the Ouse and is at Yokefleet just upstream of the
confluence with the Trent, as it includes the RSPB
reserve at Blacktoft Sands (on the south bank). Please
remove the wording 'in lieu' and 'its' so it reads ".given
extra protection of SPA and SAC designations."

comment.

Proposed Policy SS11
Consultee
Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/114
Fully support the aim to encourage the movement and
accessibility of waterbourne freight.
CSPA/2223 Text - P. 100, green-shaded box, Option B, line 3: did
you mean to insert the name of a river here?; I ask
because it reads strangely.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/97
Divert some development from other sub-areas because
of the national connectivity of Goole and its environs.

Officer Comments

Observations

CSPA/387

Observations

Support noted
Comment noted.

Question 16
Consultee
Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Ms Cara Ware, Peacock
and Smith on behalf of
Sterling Capitol Ltd

As you will be aware, Sterling Capitol has been working
in partnership with Yorkshire Forward in developing
Capitol Park at Junction 26 of the M6. The site provides
large-scale employment premises for distribution,
warehousing, manufacturing and also a biomass fuel plant
and a country park. They are a key developer and
investor in East Riding and would therefore like to be
kept informed and consulted on further stages of

A revised scale and distribution of
development was consulted on as part
of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). This is based on supporting a
sustainable pattern of new
development. taking into account both
opportunities and constraints.
Comment noted

documents which are to comprise the LDF.
The emerging Core Strategy confirms that Goole is a
Principal Town, which fulfils a regionally significant role as
a service, employment and transport hub for the
surrounding areas. The Core Strategy highlights that
Goole has strong links with the Region's main urban
centres in South and West Yorkshire, and benefits from
excellent multi-modal transport links, which provide it
with a competitive edge as a business location.
It is also an area which significant regeneration needs and
the emerging policy provides a framework for allowing
investment and development aimed at restoring balance
to the housing market, connecting people, and
communities to employment opportunities, and
improving the appearance of the town centre. The
proposed Core Strategy states that the emerging policy
seeks to align with the spatial planning implications of the
Goole Renaissance Plan, which provides a vision for the
town 'A Haven of Opportunity'.
The emerging Core Strategy states that the development
of strategic employment sites at Goole will be tied to
wider programmes aimed at improving skills and
increasing the employment rate in the town, particularly
targeting those people living in areas displaying signs of
deprivation and disadvantage.
The Goole Renaissance Partnership sets out 7 strategic
objective designed to further substantiate their
aspirations and they are directly relevant to the Goole
Renaissance Plan ('The Plan'). In respect of employment
these include;
"i. increase the quantity, quality and diversity of business
stock in Goole
ii. Improve employment access and prospects and
increase local employment opportunities"
The Plan confirms that business in Goole benefits from
several major advantaged and it is important to maintain,
strengthen and promote those advantages to potential

Mr Peter Godfrey,
Highways Agency

Observations

CSPA/378

new investors. It states that Goole has the advantage of
significant areas of available employment land, which
includes new development land at Capitol Park and scope
for intensification within the port and the industrial
estates. In terms of employment growth the plan states;
"Goole is also expanding to the west as the Capitol Park
employment land is gradually being developed and further
development in this area must clearly be encouraged"
The Plan highlights that Capitol Park is a major
employment centre and it highlights that much of the
employment land in the west of Goole is relatively
constrained, fairly flat and has excellent access to the
motorway network. The Plan confirms that Goole needs
to make the most of these advantages to continue to
attract employers with substantial space requirements
and it is the port that underpins the Plan's vision.
It is part of the Highways Agency's role to advise on the
Comment noted. The policy and
balance of risk to existing and future economic activity
supporting text have been amended to
created by traffic congestion on the SRN. In several
reflect this comment.
places the document makes reference to 'making the
most of the position on the M62/M18 corridor' or sites
benefiting from 'good motorway access on the main east
west route'. Clearly there is some merit in locating
certain categories of employment and distribution sites
close to the SRN so as to provide access to the wider
transport network for the movement of goods and
materials. The problem arises with land uses generating
large amounts of commuter traffic. If development
increases traffic demands on the SRN above levels that
would assure the efficient flow of traffic, mitigation
measures would need to be put in place to minimise the
consequences on the SRN.
The Core Strategy should provide a balanced message,
for example in proposed policy SS11: Goole and
Humberhead Levels sub area, Economy section part 1 the
reference to the position on M62/M18 corridor can be
removed as this is already covered under the phrase

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/232

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/233

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/237

multi modal transport links. The reference to the
M62/M18 corridor provides unnecessary emphasis on the
SRN.
Whilst our client generally supports policy SS11 as
currently drafted, it is noted that a significant proportion
of both Goole and Howden are within areas of high flood
risk (Goole more so), Part B 1 of proposed policy SS1
seeks to direct development away from areas of high
flood risk. Thus, in order for the Core Strategy to be
sound, policy SS11 needs to make specific reference to
flood risk, given the characteristics of the Goole and
Humberhead sub area.
As a consequence, policy SS11 needs to be clear that
housing should be directed to sites which only have a
small element of flood risk and where development can
be designed in such a way that housing can become
integrated within the existing settlement through
carefully selected urban extensions.
13) Given that the emphasis of the core strategy
throughout of to focus the majority of new development
in the Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and
Local Services Centres, it is considered that the policy
should make reference to both Goole and Howden.
Furthermore in light of the major flood constraint that
applies to almost all of Goole, Howden should be
referred to in the policy as being responsible for
providing a large amount of development such as housing
in low flood risk areas. Thus, housing to the north of
Howden should also be promoted given that the north of
the town has the largest area of lower flood risk.
In order to policy SS11 to be sound and consistent with
the rest of the Core Strategy, we propose that part C 2)
of policy SS11 is redrafted as follows:
Proposed part c 2) of policy SS11: Goole and
Humberhead sub area
C: Housing
2. Manage the supply of housing in Goole and Howden

Comment noted. The policy and
supporting text have been amended to
reflect this comment.

Comment noted. The policy and
supporting text have been amended to
reflect this comment.

Comment noted. The policy and
supporting text have been amended to
reflect this comment. Specific
development sites will be considered
through the preparation of the Draft
Allocations Document, and assessed
against the Site Assessment
Methodology.

Ingrid Barton,
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/295
CSPA/439

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Observations

CSPA/441

Mr David Davis, MP

Object

CSPA/647

through the allocation of sites within the towns and
identified urban extensions away from areas of highest
risk. The key area of growth will be to the west of Goole
(north of Rawcliffe Road) and to the north of Howden.
Y
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to
the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:� Criterion A.2 (protecting and enhancing the historic
environment of Howden)
However, in terms of the strategy for the management of
the heritage assets of the sub area, Policy SS11 needs to
be amended to take account of the following:� Criterion A.2 - The requirement in national policy
guidance is to protect those aspects which contribute to
the significance of a particular heritage asset. Moreover,
this protection extends not just to the fabric of the
heritage assets but also their settings. It is suggested that
this Criterion is amended accordingly.
� Criterion D.1 - Thorne and Hatfield moors are also
important because of their high palaeoenvironmental and
find preservation potential. This aspect should be
referred to within this Criterion.
Suggested amendments: Amend Criterion A.2 to read:??protecting and enhancing those elements which
contribute to the character and setting of the heritage
assets of Howden? Amend Criterion D.1 to read:- ??and
high archaeological and landscape value?etc?
Key Documents: Mention should also be made of the
Council's adopted Conservation Area Appraisals for the
settlements in this area.
You may take it I formally object to the proposal to
increase the size of Howden by 800 houses.

Support noted
Comment noted. The policy has been
amended to reflect this comment.

Comment noted. The relevant text has
been amended.
Comment noted. A revised scale and
distribution of housing development
was consulted on as part of the Core
Strategy Further Consultation
document (October 2011). The
distribution of housing development is

Mr Garth Hanlon, Savills on
behalf of St John's College,
Cambridge

Object

CSPA/588

Policy S11 results from the Council's decision to adopt a
sub-area approach to addressing spatial development
across the East Riding. This approach is not unexpected,
given the somewhat remote and rural nature of large
parts of the Riding.
In respect of Goole and Humberhead Levels sub area, the
strategy reinforces previous objectives put forward
within the above policies including the settlement
hierarchy, employment, the environment and focuses
them on the specific requirements for Goole and its
surrounding area.
We support the policy approach, specifically the
recognition of Goole as a key employment and housing
location. The approach recognises that housing growth
alone will not be enough to help to pump-prime the
regeneration of Goole's Town centre. In addition, only
ready and prospective employment opportunities will
encourage in-migration to the town from within and
outside of the Riding.
By allocating strategic employment sites at Goole, the
potential for increasing the town's overall appeal to both
business and prospective employees should increase.
In terms of the strategic employment allocation, we fully
support the long-term expansion of employment uses
west of Capital Park referred to at paragraph 6.81 of the
document.
Our client's landholding (Percy Lodge Farm) is located to
west of Capitol Park's existing operational area.
Comprising over 120 hectares, including a farm house
and associated farmland, our client (St John's College) is
keen to maximise the potential of the site in the light of
the Council's aspirations. The site specific nature of our
client's site is provided in more detail within our
accompanying representations to the Allocations
document, suffice to say that the site has good potential
in terms of its deliverability. Although the site is

now set out in policy S5.
Comment noted. The Employment
Land Review concluded that additional
land was unlikely to be need to be
allocated at Goole to meet the need
for economic development over the
plan period in this part of the East
Riding and so the reference to long
term expansion of Capitol Park has
been removed from the policy.
However, the supporting text
continues to highlight that if an
unforecasted proposal for major
inward investment arises land to the
west of Capitol Park may be
appropriate (subject to meeting the
requirements of EC1).

Greenfield and located within a high-risk flood zone, we
believe that comparatively (i.e. with other sites) a
combination of the single ownership, potential scale
which could be delivered and the proximity of the site to
existing employment uses at Capitol Park make it an ideal
candidate to satisfy strategic employment delivery
objectives for Goole.
Our representations to the allocations document
demonstrate how the site scores against a variety of
social, economic and environmental criteria. As
requested at the LDF workshop last month, we will
score the site in line with the current version of the
Sustainability Appraisal Site Assessment Methodology
(SASAM) which is itself taken from the Sustainability
Appraisal for the Allocations DPD.
We would ask that the Council considers carefully the
potential of the site to meet the strategic employment
objectives for Goole in the long-term and ask you refer
to our submission to the Allocations document for more
information.
Site specific matters aside, we support the wider growth
objectives for Goole, including those which link
employment opportunities with Goole's existing
workforce (as well as that located at nearby Howden).
Support for the expansion of Goole's Town centre will
also encourage new enterprise opportunities and should
help attract inward investment.
The need to put forward strategies which will help pumpprime and improve Goole's existing strong port facilities
is also supported. This is especially required as this has
historically been one of the town's strengths and which
could face decline. We believe there is a wider need to
promote and make better use of the town's location to
strategic transport networks, including the Humber
Estuary and associated Dutch Canal networks. By
providing scope for employment opportunities which can
potentially create demand for the transfer and

transportation of bulk volumes of goods (such which
might be located at Capitol Park), opportunities could
exist to integrate the port system to a greater extent.
We also recognise the Council's reasoning for ensuring
existing allocated sites within and around Goole (re
Boothferry Local Plan) come forward before such
westerly expansion can take place, especially as the
majority of these remaining sites constitute brownfield
land - i.e. sustainable approach. While we might
otherwise push for the delivery of our client's site ahead
of those which have failed to be brought forward already
(i.e. PPS4), the Employment Land Review has provided
robust and credible evidence to demonstrate that uptake
of these sites is likely over the plan period.
This matter is referred to in Policy S11 under B Economy
(i) which states:
"Supporting the development of Strategic Employment
sites on the edge of Goole and the long term expansion
of Capitol Park in a westerly direction subject to the
completion of existing employment sites..."
We would confirm that the ownership of Capitol Park is
different to that of the land to the west. Whilst access
rights apply to enable the College land to be developed,
we would suggest a rewording to reflect this issue.
Additionally, we would seek some comfort within the
policy to allow for some flexibility of approach whereby it
is the case that land to the west could come forward
without total completion of Capitol Park. For instance,
there may be an important business wishing to invest but
for whatever reason, cannot secure a site at Capitol Park.
In such circumstances given the strategic opportunity and
location of the College Land, it would provide an
alternative location. Consequently, we believe the text
should be amended to reflect this situation.
Accordingly we consider Policy S11 under B Economy (i)
should read:
"Supporting the development of Strategic Employment

Mr Robert Falkingham,

Object

CSPA/402

Jennifer Peacock,
Spawforths on behalf of
Messrs Hick, Goulden and
Sweeting ,

Observations

CSPA/508

Sites on the edge of Goole and the long term expansion
of employment uses at Capitol Park in a westerly
direction subject to the availability of the remaining
employment sites within the Park for potential users."
How can you allocated 800 new homes for Howden and
call this sustainable is beyond me. Howden is currently a
vibrant market town which services the rural community
in the surrounding villages. Increasing Howden by this
many houses will cause gridlock in Howden centre
forcing many local villagers to shop further a field. Surely
the vast majority of these new people will get into their
cars and drive to work on the M62. They will certainly
not walk into Howden to do their weekly shopping and
carry it back to their houses. I have discussed this
proposed allocation with many people over the past
week and have yet to hear a single person supporting the
idea of so many new houses for Howden. I thought the
Council were supposed to listen to the views of local
people.
Proposed Policy S11: Goole and Humberhead Levels sub
area seeks to address the spatial planning challenges in
the area. Whilst the principle of the majority of
development being located within Goole is accepted, it is
also recognised that other areas will need to provide a
level of development. Our Clients support Howden's
enhanced role as a small market town, complementing
the role of Goole but we would wish to see an increase
in the proportions of housing requirements identified in
Howden from the 4% shown and a decrease in the 4%
shown to the Rural Service Centres, supporting villages
and the countryside. Whilst we support the focus of
development in Goole we would also support an
increased growth in Howden subject to the availability of
sustainable sites for development.
The supporting text identifies that Howden is an area
subject to high demand for development and this is
reflected within Policy SS11. Significant employment areas

A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). This is based on supporting a
sustainable pattern of new
development. The distribution of
housing development is now set out in
policy S5.

A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). This is based on supporting a
sustainable pattern of new
development. The distribution of
housing development is now set out in
policy S5.
Policy A4 along with policy ENV6 do
allow for development to take place in
locations that are constrained by flood
risk where the wider sustainability
benefits of development would
outweigh the risk.

Mr Henry Wood,

Object

CSPA/710

and businesses are located at Howden which are key to
the sub areas local economy. Any future development
must therefore seek to support existing business and
promote and protect its growth. The preferred approach
Core Strategy recognises that Goole and Howden will
not receive as high residential development as Beverly
and Bridlington due to constraints associated with
flooding and the lower level of market demand. It is
however recognised that a better mix of housing is
needed in both Goole and Howden.
Whilst our clients recognise that development land
located within areas prone to flooding is constrained we
believe policy should recognise that where flooding issues
can be addressed and resolved then development in such
areas should not be restricted.
I am a retired farmer who's family have farmed in Snaith
for over 90 years. We own some land on Pontefract
Road, Snaith which is now the only high ground left for
development but you have not included it in your
"potential sites". I obviously declare an interest in this
land.
I realise that a lot of new houses have been built in
Snaith, but with no extra amenities to enhance the quality
of life of the extra people Snaith will 'die' as a community.
I would have thought that now was the time to appraise
the whole of what will be the final development plan for
Snaith by having a specialist town planner formulate ideas
so that a community spirit can develop and people will
want to live in Snaith as a residential town. Communities
develop from parks, gardens, bowling greens, swimming
baths and more modern amenities for the teenagers
otherwise chaos will follow. There are old quarries which
could be utilised and there is land towards the M62
which could be made use of in the overall plan. Where
are the wise men of today? With a vision of the future. I
replied some time ago to your questions on
"Community" so why not now put to the people of

Comments noted. The site has been
registered as a land bid and will be
considered through the preparation of
the Draft Allocations Document, and
assessed against the Site Assessment
Methodology.

Mr T Ross, Hull and East
Riding Rail Users
Association

Support

CSPA/1026

Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of
Horncastle Group PLC

Observations

CSPA/1264

Mr Peter Gleave, DPP on
behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd

Support

CSPA/948

Mr John Holmes, Hull

Observations

CSPA/964

Snaith an overall picture of the bright future for Snaith
and what is in it for them, I am sure they would welcome
such a plan rather than what they have at present.
Q16. Answer: We support the proposed policy,
particularly
- Under Section E (Movement and Accessibility)
- i: Improved opportunities for multi-modal transfer from
road to rail or sea and inland waterway, and
- ii: improved facilities and railway freight capacity at the
port of Goole
In respect of the Goole and Humberhead sub area, the
role of Howden should not be diminished but enhanced.
There are further opportunities for employment and
housing development adjoining the town particularly to
the south west where it can contribute to the modest
and proportionate growth of the town over the plan
period. Additional land for employment and housing
should be identified at Howden in addition to merely
prioritising Goole.
Policy SS11 sets out the requirements for future
development in the Goole and Humberhead Levels Sub
Area and states that proposals should support Goole's
role as a key employment location and help deliver
development that improves the town as a place to live
and work.
The policy also states that support should be shown for
the expansion of Goole town centre to incorporate
further town centre uses and potential development
opportunities.
The supporting text within the document states that the
Council's Retail Study recommends that the town centre
is expanded to incorporate the approved Morrisons
scheme on Boothferry Road in order to strengthen its
role as a Principal Centre.
We support the continued growth of Goole and
improvements to the Town Centre.
Within paragraph 6.81 and Policy SS11 (Goole &

Support noted

Comment noted. Policy A4 identifies
that Howden will be a focus for both
residential and economic development.
Specific development sites will be
considered through the preparation of
the Draft Allocations Document, and
assessed against the Site Assessment
Methodology.
Support noted.

Comment noted. The policy and

Forward
Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Peter Ward, Peter
Ward Homes Ltd

Support

CSPA/1442

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Peter Ward, Peter
Ward Homes Ltd
Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr Peter Ward, Peter
Ward Homes Ltd

Object

CSPA/1443

Observations

CSPA/1444

Alex Willis, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Associated British Ports,
Associated British Ports

Object

CSPA/1069

Humberhead Levels Sub Area), it may be useful to clarify
the nature of the uses of Capitol Park.
My client supports the provision of housing growth in
Goole commensurate with the aspirations to regenerate
the town, and the recognition that urban extensions will
be required to deliver housing growth identified for the
town. The delivery of housing land in the town needs to
be flexible enough to reflect the realities of longer lead-in
times for larger sites. A plan, monitor and manage
approach is encouraged to ensure that a rolling five year
supply of land for housing is delivered in the town.
My client supports the area to the north of the town for
an urban extension (please refer to my clients'
representation to the Site Allocations DPD regarding
GOO6 - Land West of Carr Lane).
My client notes that at point 4) of section D to Policy
SS11 relating to flood risk and mitigation is incomplete
awaiting content from the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment. My client reserves the right to provide
further comment on this matter once this particular
aspect of the policy has been addressed.
It should also be noted that port activities by their nature
can often be noisy, and may also create dust and odours.
Sensitive development in close proximity to the port,
such as housing, may have a detrimental impact through
subsequent restrictions being placed on port operations
by the Council's Environmental Health Department, as a
result of complaints from residents over noise, dust, etc.
ABP therefore requests that the Core Strategy protects
its port operations at Goole, by specifically stating that
development that may have negative impact on port
operations will not be permitted.
Paragraph 5.10 of the RSS states that the development of
land close to the ports and estuary is a valuable and
limited resource, and it is important that it is available for
uses that genuinely need to be located there.
This is particularly true at the Port of Goole where the

supporting text have been amended to
reflect this comment..
Comments noted. The Delivery,
Monitoring and Reviewing Chapter of
the Draft Strategy Document sets out
how policies will be monitored.

Noted.

Comment noted

Noted. Policy A4 makes it clear that
plans, strategies and development
decisions should foster value-added,
port related activities and maximise
opportunities for intensification and
expansion around the ports and
wharves at Goole.

6.7 acres of land at the Old Goole Shipyard represents
the last real opportunity for port-related development
around the port. Opportunities to acquire land around
the port for future development are extremely limited.
This is due to the fact that the port is constrained by the
built-up area of Goole, the Doncaster and East Coast
Mainline to the north, the River Ouse to the east, the
Dutch River to the south and industrial development to
the west.
ABP therefore requests that the Core Strategy
specifically states that planning permission will not be
grated for development that would restrict current port
operations, or the future expansion / intensification of
the port. Consideration should also be given to the fact
that ABP is deemed to be a statutory undertaker. This is
in accordance with the definition of 'statutory
undertakers' in Section 262 (1) of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990, and through the duties and powers
vested in the Company through the Transport Act 1981
(and previous and subsequent legislation).
Consequently, under the provisions of Section 57 and 59
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, planning
permission is granted by the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (the
'GDO'),
Schedule 2, Part 17, Class B for: ?Development on
operational land by statutory undertakers or their lessees
in respect of dock, pier, harbour, water transport, or
canal or inland navigation undertakings, required ?
a) for the purpose of shipping; or
b) in connection with the embarking, disembarking,
loading, discharging or transport of passengers, livestock
or goods at a dock, pier or harbour, or with the
movement of traffic by canal or inland navigation or by
any railway forming part of the undertaking.?
Furthermore, development within the port, but outside
the permitted development rights in Part 17, may come

Alex Willis, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Associated British Ports,
Associated British Ports

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1078

Mr Alex Gymer,
Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Mr J R Everatt,

Support
Object

CSPA/1313
CSPA/1456

within Part 8 which authorises the extension or
alteration of any industrial building, and certain associated
development on industrial land (which includes a dock,
harbour or quay).
Importantly, the port land which is held by ABP at Goole
is either in existing use or available for immediate
development in response to the demands of existing and
prospective future port users. As such, the ability of ABP
to react promptly under the GDO exemptions to the
demands of potential port users for new and improved
facilities is therefore a vital factor to the success of the
Port of Goole, as well as the local and wider regional
economy.
These permitted development rights are vital to
commercial port operations, as well as more importantly,
to enable ABP to fulfil it duties as a Statutory Undertaker.
They are therefore an important land/use planning
consideration and as such, they should be appropriately
recognised and supported within the East Riding LDF,
including the Core Strategy.
Proposed Policy SS11 refers to improving railway freight
access to the Port of Goole. This is supported by ABP
and it is requested that Policy SS11 specifically refers to
the potential for the development of a multi-modal
terminal at or adjacent to the port specifically (see
Section 4 for more information).
I support this policy
Policy YH6 of the revoked RSS indicates that the Local
Service Centres have a key role to play as hubs for the
rural economy and as service centres, providing locally
based employment opportunities. They should also meet
locally generated needs for both market and affordable
housing. This approach is reflected in proposed Policy
SS2 which indicates that the LSCs should be the local
focus for housing, economic development, shopping,
leisure, transport, education, health, entertainment and
cultural activities for the town and its rural hinterland.

Policy A4 supports the provision of
improved facilities at the Port of Goole.

Support noted
A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). This is based on supporting a
sustainable pattern of new
development. The distribution of
housing development is now set out in
policy S5.

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Observations

CSPA/1481

Mr Pete Sulley, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Central Land Holdings,
Central Land Holdings

Object

CSPA/1720

We support the approach adopted in respect of Howden
in seeking to enhance the role of the settlement as a
market town and in acknowledging the constraints placed
upon Goole through flood risk. This will place constraints
on the level of housing growth which can be
accommodated within the Principal Town and as such a
higher level of growth should be focused upon Howden
in its supporting role as a Local Service Centre.
With regard to the evidence base and settlement profiles
Howden can be seen to perform well in comparison to
the other LSCs. Having regard to this, the constraints on
further development within Goole and the recommended
reduction in the proposed housing distribution to the
lower tier settlements, the proportion of housing growth
allocated to Howden can reasonably be raised to around
6%. This would remain in line with national policy and the
former RSS Core Approach and allow for greater
flexibility in accommodating growth
within the Allocations DPD.
The planned location of new development west of the
Goole will result in the expansion of the urban area on
prime agricultural land adjacent to industrial activities. It
could also result in considerable highway problems as
traffic would have to come out on to Rawcliffe Road
which already suffers from congestion problems at peak
times. Areas adjacent to and within Hook should be given
further consideration to complement sites else within the
town - Hook is already a suburb of Goole and focusing
development towards the north of the town would
provide easier access to leisure and retail uses by means
other than the private car.
Central Land Holdings broadly agrees with paragraphs
6.78 - 6.98 in relation to Goole and this is supported by
comments previously made in these representations in
relation to paragraphs 6.78 and 6.81 in particular, as well
as paragraphs 4.21 and Policy SS2 (F). The fact that Goole
has been identified as the prime location for storage and

Comment noted. Hook does not meet
the criteria for identification as a
Primary Village (as set out in policies
S3-4).

Comments noted. Policy A4 and the
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments. The
distribution of housing development is
now set out in policy S5. The Delivery,
Monitoring and Review chapter of the

distribution investment in the East Riding, based on the
Employment Land Review, is to be supported in
particular.
However, this isn't entirely reflected in Policy 5511, with
particular regard to criteria Al and B1. As Goole is the
prime location this should be stressed within the policy
so that employment opportunities within Goole are
shown appropriate weight, given the strategic importance
that they may have.
In terms of Policy SS11 B2i, Central Land Holdings
considers that this criterion should be more positively
worded, given Goole's role, the location of Capitol Park
immediately adjacent to Junction 36 of the M62 and the
Business Park's success so far; it is not considered that
'Supporting the development of Strategic Employment
Sites on the edge of Goole' (our emphasis) therefore
goes far enough to promote this key strategic site.
In addition there is scope for Capitol Park to be
extended into G001 on the north of Rawcliffe Road and
therefore the proposal to extend it 'in a westerly
direction' only is somewhat restrictive. This is more
prevalent given that the part of G001 that is adjacent to
the M62 is less appropriate for residential development.
Further comments on this matter are contained within
the accompanying Site Allocations DPD representations
document that should be read in conjunction with this
paper.
Finally in relation to Policy SS11, flexibility needs to be
factored in to the percentage distributions in Cl, so that
should certain areas under or over perform because
there is a demand from residents, future development
will not be constrained by rigid imposition of the
percentages currently proposed. This is relevant given
that Goole is in need of regeneration.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy SS11 to be considered sound it
needs to be revised as follows:

Draft Strategy Document sets out how
policies will be monitored and
reviewed if necessary.

Mr T Ross, Hull and East
Riding Rail Users
Association

Support

CSPA/2058

Mr Neil Manock, Neil
Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller,

Support

CSPA/1739

'A: Strategy and Places
Support Goole's role as a- the key employment location
within East Riding and deliver programmes and
development aimed at regenerating and improving the
town as a place to live and invest.'
'B: Economy
1. Make the most of the assets of the sub area, especially
at Goole in terms of its multi modal transport links,
position on the M62/M18/A63 corridors, its role as the
key employment location within East Riding and its
accessibility to the Regional Cities of Yorkshire.'
'C: Housing
2. Manage the scale and distribution of residential
development in line with proposed Policy SS4 by seeking
to deliver the following proportions of the East Riding's
housing requirement:
9% to Goole
4% to Howden
4% to Rural Service Centres, Supporting Villages and the
Countryside
Should the economic climate and/ or market conditions
and/ or other such factors determine that the broad
distribution outlined above or within other sub areas is
not deliverable then development proposals that will
result in, or accentuate, anomalies in the broad
distribution percentages will, in principle, be considered
favourably, in line with other policies within this Plan.'
We support the proposed policy, particularly
- Under Section E (Movement and Accessibility)
- i: Improved opportunities for multi-modal transfer from
road to rail or sea and inland waterway, and
- ii: improved facilities and railway freight capacity at the
port of Goole
Proposed Policy SS1I provide an appropriate framework
for responding to the key planning issues in the Goole &
Humberhead Levels sub area in that this is an acceptable
geographical area for assessment and policy purposes.

Support noted

Support noted

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/1871

Whilst our client generally supports policy SS11 as
currently drafted, it is noted that a significant proportion
of both Goole and Howden are within areas of high flood
risk (Goole more so). Part B 1 of proposed policy SS1
seeks to direct development away from areas of high
flood risk. Thus, in order for the Core Strategy to be
sound, policy SS11 needs to make specific reference to
flood risk, given the characteristics of the Goole and
Humberhead sub area.
As a consequence, policy SS11 needs to be clear that
housing should be directed to sites which only have a
small element of flood risk and where development can
be designed in such a way that housing can become
integrated within the existing settlement through
carefully selected urban extensions.
Planning Policy Statement 25 on Development and Flood
Risk advises on directing developing away from areas at
highest risk. It stipulates that LPA's should prepare and
implement strategies that help to deliver sustainable
development by only permitting development in areas of
flood risk when there are no reasonably available sites in
areas of lower flood risk and benefits of the development
outweigh the risks from flooding.
Given that the emphasis of the Core Strategy throughout
is to focus the majority of new development in the
Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and Local
Service Centres, it is considered that the policy should
make reference to both Goole and Howden.
Furthermore, in light of the major flood constraint that
applies to almost all of Goole, Howden should be
referred to in the policy as being responsible for
providing a large amount of development such as housing
in low flood risk areas. Thus, housing to the north of
Howden should also be promoted given that the north of
the town has the largest area of lower flood risk.
In order to policy SS11 to be sound and consistent with
the rest of the Core Strategy, we propose that part C 2)

Comment noted. The policy and
supporting text have been amended to
reflect this comment. Full details of the
approach to managing flood risk are set
out in policy ENV6. Also, the Site
Assessment Methodology, which will
inform the selection of sites for
development through the Draft
Allocations Document, includes
detailed criteria regarding flood risk.

of policy SS11 is redrafted as follows: [Part C2 add "...and
Howden" after "Goole" and add "...away from areas of
highest risk" after "...urban extensions". Also add "...and
to the north of Howden after "...(north of Rawcliffe
Road)".
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to
the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:? Criterion A.2 (protecting and enhancing the historic
environment of Howden)
However, in terms of the strategy for the management of
the heritage assets of the sub area, Policy SS11 needs to
be amended to take account of the following:? Criterion A.2 ? The requirement in national policy
guidance is to protect those aspects which contribute to
the significance of a particular heritage asset. Moreover,
this protection extends not just to the fabric of the
heritage assets, but also to their settings. It is suggested
that this criterion is amended accordingly.
? Criterion D.1 - Thorne and Hatfield moors are also
important because of their high palaeoenvironmental and
find preservation potential. This aspect should be
referred to within this criterion.
Key documents for the Goole & Humberhead Levels sub
area (p. 100)
Mention should also be made of the Council's adopted
Conservation Area Appraisals for the settlements in this
area.
Part E1i+ii - I support any policies that encourage the
carriage of freight by anything other than road vehicles.
These policies are therefore supported and there may be
others that I would support equally.
With reference to proposed policy SS11 D. Environment
1 (p99) I query the use of the word 'current'.

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2260

Mr Thomas Barnes,

Support

CSPA/2035

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/2302

Nature Of

Comment Response

Comment noted. The policy and
supporting text have been amended to
reflect these comments.

Support noted

The amended policy no longer contains
the word “current”.

Paragraph 6.99
Consultee

Officer Comments

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Response:
Observations

ID
CSPA/2225

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1258 For Section 6.102 the potential impact of coastal change
should be considered in relation to the roles of the
supporting villages identified for this sub area and their
ability to support development.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2226 Text change - P. 103, section 6.106, line 6: service,
without a 'd'.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/443
This Paragraph ought to make mention of the fact that
one of the defining features of the Holderness and
Southern Coastal area is its church towers and spires.
The church at Patrington is of especial importance. The
dominance of these elements in the landscape is coming
under increasing pressure from developments such as
wind turbines.
CSPA/2261 Environment section - This paragraph ought to make
mention of the fact that one of the defining features of
the Holderness and Southern Coastal area is its church
towers and spires. The medieval churches at both
Patrington and Hedon (respectively, the Queen and King
of Holderness) are of especial importance, not only
because of the quality of their architecture, but also
because of their visibility from miles around, within such

Officer Comments

Text change - P. 102, section 6.99, line 6: This has led??

Text changed

Paragraph 6.102
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Comments noted. The policy and
supporting text have been amended to
reflect this comment.

Paragraph 6.106
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Comment noted.

Paragraph 6.110
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

Comments noted. The policy and
supporting text have been amended to
reflect this comment.

Comments noted. The policy and
supporting text have been amended to
reflect this comment.

a flat landscape. The dominance of these elements in the
landscape is coming under increasing pressure from
developments such as wind turbines

Paragraph 6.112
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1087 This should be reworded to: ?There are several local,
national and international environmental designations in
the area. The Humber estuary is a SSSI, SAC, SPA and
Ramsar site. The SSSI and SPA designations also include
Easington Lagoons at the southern end of the Holderness
Coast. Further north Hornsea Mere is also a SSSI and
SPA and there are several other SSSIs in the area.?

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2224 P. 102, grey shaded box, last line: 'migration' or
'immigration', but not 'in-migration' which is a dreadful
neologism; if there are two perfectly good words within
the English language to describe this trend, then there is
no need to invent such an ugly word.:

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/98
Ask whether geographical isolation, unremarkable
topography and beach-scapes, and problems such as
coastal erosion make it sensible to encourage
regeneration of Withernsea.

Officer Comments

Support
Support

CSPA/296
CSPA/444

Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect this
comment.

Proposed Policy SS12
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Comment noted

Question 17
Consultee
Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council

Ingrid Barton,
Ian Smith, English Heritage

Y
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to

The level of development directed to
Withernsea is relative low when
compared to other areas, and will help
to strengthen its role as a town. The
Coastal Change Management Plan looks
to maintain coastal defences at
Withernsea.
Support welcomed
Support welcomed

Yorkshire Region

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Observations

CSPA/446

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Observations

CSPA/522

Mrs J. Moxon, Withernsea
Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/823

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus

Observations

CSPA/733

the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:Criterion D.4 (the maintenance and enhancement of the
built environment and public realm of Hornsea)
Mention should also be made of the Council’s adopted
Conservation Area Appraisals for the settlements in this
area.
Natural England considers that more emphasis should be
placed on the importance of Spurn Heritage Coast. The
national purposes of Heritage Coasts are to:
- Conserve, protect and enhance the natural beauty of
the coasts, their marine flora and fauna, and their
heritage features.
- Facilitate and enhance their enjoyment, understanding
and appreciation by the public.
- Maintain and improve the health of inshore waters
affecting Heritage Coasts and their beaches through
appropriate environmental management measures.
- Take account of the needs of agriculture, forestry and
fishing, and of the economic and social needs of the small
communities on these coasts.
Given the above, Policy SS12 should be extended to state
that development will not be accepted if there is likely to
be a detrimental impact on the Spurn Heritage Coast in
accordance with its national purpose.
This advice would also extend to the Tourism section of
the Core Strategy (Q25). Tourist proposals need to
ensure they consider the impact on the Heritage Coasts,
particularly as they are areas which are attractive to
tourism. Natural England looks forward to being
consulted on the Supplementary Planning Document
relating to the tourism accommodation and facilities.
A. Strategy & Places (2) says ‘Support the role of
Hornsea as a family seaside town and visitor destination?
We would ask that you include Withernsea in this
strategy as well.
The description of the sub area recognises the challenges

Comment noted. Supporting text
amended to reflect this comment.
Comments noted. Comments noted.
The policy and supporting text have
been amended to reflect these
comments.

Comment noted. Policy A5 has been
amended to reflect this comment.
Comment noted. Policy C1 looks to

Planning Group on behalf of
Mr K Warkup,

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)

Support

CSPA/621

of peripherality and isolation faced by this part of the East
Riding. In this context my client considers that it is
important the services and community facilities currently
located in Skipsea are sustained for the benefit of the
community. As set out above, the best way to achieve
the future sustainability of those services is to allow some
growth through course of the plan period.
Centrica fully supports Policy SS12's identification of the
need to support necessary infrastructure developments
associated with the gas terminals at Easington. This
should include support for not only the Easington
terminal itself but those developments that support the
terminal such as the operations at Centrica's office site in
Hedon.
The supporting text at paragraph 6.99 recognises that the
sub area plays a major role in the UK's energy industry
with strategically important gas terminals at Easington.
The supporting text should explain that the Easington
Terminal plays a critical part in supplying much needed
gas storage facilities to help to ensure the UK's security
of supply. Centrica welcomes the recognition at
paragraph 6.105 that renewable energy is an important
economic sector that operates in the sub area. However,
recognition also needs to be given to the fact that energy
production in general is an important economic sector
and not just renewable energy. Whilst the need to
increase the amount of renewable energy produced
within the UK is of vital importance, it needs to be
recognised that other energy supplies such as gas will
remain a considerable part of the UK?s energy mix for
the foreseeable future.
Suggested revision: 6.99 However, the sub area plays a
major role in the UK's energy industry with strategically
important gas terminals at Easington and underground
gas storage caverns at Adwick and Aldborough. [BOLD
TEXT] The Easington terminal plays a critical part in
supplying much needed gas storage facilities to help to

support community service and
facilities in rural areas.

Support welcomed. The supporting
text has been amended to reflect this
comment. The sectors identified in the
policy directly relate to those identified
in policy EC1 and the Council's
Economic Development Strategy.

Mrs J. Moxon, Withernsea
Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/821

Mr Peter Gleave, DPP on
behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd

Support with
conditions

CSPA/949

ensure the UK?s security of supply [END BOLD TEXT].
The recently constructed Langeled pipeline from Norway
to Easington has the capacity to supply around 20% of
[DELETE 'the'] Britain's peak gas demand.
6.105 A number of important economic sectors operate
in the sub area. These include agriculture and
horticulture, [DELETE 'renewable'] [BOLD TEXT] energy
including renewables [END BOLD TEXT] and tourism.
including renewables and tourism.
One of the areas to be used for housing should be
reserved for executive homes. If we are to attract
entrepreneurs and people with money to our town to
benefit our economy and increase the number of jobs
available, then we must have the appropriate housing
stock to tempt these people to move here. We do not
have very many of these types of properties - most of
our housing stock is council tax A or B. This does not
mean that we do not want affordable housing as well.
People living in our new houses will need to work as
does the town as a whole and this strategy could help
provide this balance.
Policy SS12 sets out the future requirements for the
Holderness and Southern Coastal Sub Area which
includes Withernsea and Hornsea.
The policy states that proposals should support the
regeneration of Withernsea and reduce the effects of
isolation by supporting initiatives which strengthen its
role in providing services and employment opportunities
for the South East Holderness area. We support this
proposal.
In terms of Hornsea, the policy states that there should
be an effort to encourage new development that enhance
job opportunities in the town, reducing the level of out
commuting and the effects of peripherality. We support
this proposal.
The policy also states, in an effort to encourage the
diversity within the sub area, there should be support to

Comment noted. A range and mix of
housing will be provided in Withernsea,
this is covered in more detail in policy
H1.

Comment noted. The Draft Strategy
Document will be read as a whole and
policy EC4 details the sequential
approach for retail development.

Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Observations

CSPA/828

Ms Felicity Clayton,
Hornsea Area Renaissance
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/937

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1086

Mr David Renwick, East

Object

CSPA/1088

expand Withernsea town centre and the intensify
development within Hornsea town centre. There should
also be an effort to encourage the development of retail
units which are of varying size to broaden the retail offer
and encourage a variety of businesses to set up in both
towns. We support this proposal.
We support the principle of this policy, but as with Policy
SS8 above we would suggest that recognition of the
possible need for development in edge or out-of-centre
locations where no in centre sites are available in
accordance with the sequential test, providing that they
have a wider benefit for the town.
The Spurn Heritage Coast is very important for nature
tourism and the Trust has a nature tourism officer
developing proposals for improving the experience and
facilities for tourists in the Spurn area. Developments
which may be detrimental to the Heritage Coast should
not be accepted.
A2 looks to encourage new development that enhances
job opportunities in the town, reducing the levels of out
commuting, but much of the employment land in
Hornsea is recommended for de-allocation in the
allocations schedule.

In Policy SS11 it says: ‘Avoid development that is likely to
have a detrimental impact on the Humber Estuary, River
Derwent and River Ouse designated areas'. Although this
duplicates national legislation (Conservation Regulations),
which effectively prevents any development that would
'adversely affect the integrity' of SACs/SPAs, we would be
keen to see this wording retained to emphasise this, but
it would be worth adding to the end of the text ?in line
with the relevant legislation?.
The wording for Policy SS12 should be tweaked as

Comments noted

Comment noted. While the
employment land review recommends
de-allocation of employment allocations
due to an oversupply of land and lack of
demand the supporting text to policy
A5 explains that some land will be
allocated for employment purposes in
Hornsea to support its town role and
regeneration objectives.
It is not necessary to stipulate that
development should accord with
legislation.

Comments noted, The supporting text

Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Mr Alex Gymer,
Chris Brake, Dalton
Warner Davis on behalf of
E.ON UK, E.ON UK

Support
Observations

CSPA/1314
CSPA/1514

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support

CSPA/2262

follows:
'Support integrated approaches to habitat and species
management with reference to the East Riding of
Yorkshire Biodiversity Action Plan. Safeguarding and
enhance current statutory and non-statutory nature
conservation sites and areas of high landscape value,
particularly at Spurn Head and on the banks of the
Humber Estuary.
I support this policy
Section 6 (Managing Change through a sub Area
approach) refers to the Holderness and Southern Coastal
Area, which it says "..plays a major role in the UK?s
energy industry with strategically important gas terminals
at Easington and underground gas storage caverns at
Atwick and Aldbrough. The recently constructed
Langeled pipeline from Norway to Easington has the
capacity to supply around 20% of the Britain's peak gas
demand' (paragraph 6.99).
Suggested change - for clarification the paragraph should
refer to 'salt cavern storage' (see below)
"..plays a major role in the UK's energy industry with
strategically important gas terminals at Easington and
[UNDERLINED] salt cavern storage [END
UNDERLINING] at Atwick and Aldbrough. The recently
constructed Langeled pipeline from Norway to Easington
has the capacity to supply around 20% of [DELETE] the
[END DELETE] Britain's peak gas demand.
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to
the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:Criterion D.4 (the maintenance and enhancement of the
built environment and public realm of Hornsea)
Key documents relating to the Holderness & Southern
Central sub-area (p. 106)
Mention should also be made of the Council's adopted
Conservation Area Appraisals for the settlements in this
area.

has been amended to reflect this
comment.

Support welcomed
Comment noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect this
comment.

Comments noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect this
comment.

Mr P J Gray, Hickling Gray
Associates on behalf of
Client Unknown,

Observations

CSPA/2103

However, in supporting the overall intention to promote
further development in and around Hornsea there is
some concern as to the final direction the core strategy
will take to achieve an appropriate pattern of growth.
The strategy seeks to make the role of the LSC stronger.
However, because inward investment into the area has
been limited the strategy proposes to de-allocate land for
employment purposes with no certainty of provision
being made elsewhere. This would seem to be a
backward step if further housing is to be provided on
land such as HOR19. In strengthening the role of
Hornsea and its sustainability credentials there needs to
be a suitable mix of development potential identified for
the settlement such that it does not become a purely
satellite settlement to Hull.
The strategy states that there is a large proportion of
large detached dwellings in the town and therefore a
need to provide smaller dwellings. Our clients consider
that there is also the potential for development of a `park
homes' type theme that would cater for those seeking a
quieter form of permanent residential accommodation in
landscaped surroundings. This would be similar in some
respects to the holiday home parks that have sprung up
across the area but being officially allowed to be occupied
as permanent dwellings. If the target densities for housing
growth are abolished along with the RSS and recently
issued PPS3 amendment, then a less dense form of
development on the edge of Hornsea but still in
proximity to all the services the town will offer would be
appropriate. This would go towards achieving the
objective of encouraging a greater mix of housing needs
in the sub area.
If the target densities for housing growth are abolished
along with the RSS and recently issued PPS3 amendment,
then a less dense form of development on the edge of
Hornsea but still in proximity to all the services the town
will offer would be appropriate. This would go towards

Comment noted. While the
employment land review recommends
de-allocation of employment allocations
due to an oversupply of land and lack of
demand the supporting text to policy
A5 explains that some land will be
allocated for employment purposes in
Hornsea to support its town role and
regeneration objectives.
Policies H1 and H4 provided further
detail on the mix and density of
housing.

Mr P J Gray, Hickling Gray
Associates on behalf of
Client Unknown,

achieving the objective of encouraging a greater mix of
housing needs in the sub area.
A further concern is over the level of housing
development that is being proposed for Hornsea. Policy
SS 12 indicates that a total of 2% of the East Riding
distribution of Housing will be directed to the town
(related to Policy SS4). This figure appears to be low
when one considers that Hornsea is one of the main
settlements on the coast. If it is to survive as something
more than just a visitor destination then an increase in
the level of proposed housing land should be made to
support the continued development of the town as a
sustainable settlement in its own right.

Object

CSPA/2104

A revised amount and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011). The number of dwellings
planned in Hornsea has increased.

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1091 Figure 14 - Designated site boundaries
The Humber Natura 2000 site needs to include Spurn
point and Eastington Lagoons, and the hatching for
Hornsea Mere showing the Natura 2000 designation is
not clear.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/764
Whilst further development may be both desirable and
inevitable, I think it is important to recognise that
development of the centre of Pocklington has not kept
pace with the enlargement of the surrounding estates
over the last decades. This is now starting to become an
issue. Congestion is a serious problem, particularly on
streets used by school buses. There are also insufficient
disabled parking spaces (and indeed all parking spaces) in
the town centre because there has been no increase in
capacity to reflect the growing population. Crossing the

Officer Comments

Figure 14
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Comments noted. The figure has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Paragraph 6.119
Consultee
Mr Richard Borrie,

Comment noted. The revised scale and
distribution of housing growth has been
informed by an Infrastructure Study
(October 2011). An Infrastructure
Delivery Plan is set out in the Delivery,
Monitoring and Review chapter of the
Draft Strategy Document which sets
out the infrastructure required to
support development, and policy A6
now reflects aspects of this. Policy C2

major streets in the town is increasingly dangerous for
pedestrians. I do not believe it is sensible to add more
and more houses to the outskirts of the town without
first making sure that the heart of the town is able to
cope. I believe a strategic re-think of the town centre
layout is now required, to ensure that Pocklington
continues to act as the market town for the surrounding
area, rather than just another commuter town for York
and Leeds.

also focuses on the delivery of
infrastructure where it is necessary to
support the delivery of new
development.
Specific development sites will be
considered through the preparation of
the Draft Allocations Document, and
assessed against the Site Assessment
Methodology.

Paragraph 6.124
Consultee
Mr Grahame Hicks,
Pocklington and Wolds
Gateway Partnership

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/589
iii) It is notable that existing developments (e.g. the
Sundora site) are allow to grow and that the housing
market for existing properties is almost stagnant with
some properties taking literally years to sell. The
development of new housing does not, therefore, seem
necessary. Whilst it is obvious that developers will only
develop when the market is right, it will not benefit the
essence for Pocklington to have a number of building
sites each with a few completed houses on them and we
would prefer to see development based on one site at a
time.
CSPA/2227 Text change - P. 109, section 6.124, line 6: “meet the high
level of high housing needs” Delete the second ‘high’, as
this is tautology.

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/447
The Vale of York sub area has some significant heritage

Officer Comments

The Draft Strategy Document sets out
the scale and distribution of residential
development over the period to 2028.
This reflects the anticipated long term
changes in the housing market.

Comment noted. Text has been
amended accordingly.

Paragraph 6.125
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment noted. Additional text has

Yorkshire Region

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2228

Observations

CSPA/2263

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/2301

assets. However, this Paragraph provides little
information about the historic environment of the sub
area, the issues that it might be facing, and what the LDF
might need to do to appropriately manage it over the
plan period. Of particular note is the Registered
Battlefield at Stamford Bridge which is extremely
significant in England’s history. However, it has been
identified as being at high risk. This portrait of the key
environmental assets of the area should be extended to
encompass the other key heritage assets of this sub area.
Text change - P. 109, section 6.125, last line: Areas’..are
protected?..
Environment section - The Vale of York was the subject
of a major English Heritage-funded National Mapping
Programme project, and the landscape of this sub area
contains a wealth of heritage assets, including examples of
both some nationally and regionally significant prehistoric
and Romano-British sites and deposits. However, this
paragraph provides little information about the historic
environment of the sub area, the issues that it might be
facing, and what the LDF might need to do to
appropriately manage it over the plan period. Of
particular note is the Registered Battlefield at Stamford
Bridge which is extremely significant in England’s history;
however, it has been identified as being at high risk.
Similarly, the crop-marks of a Roman town, just to the
south of Stamford Bridge are of major importance to the
region, but are at risk from some of the development
proposals outlined within this document and the
accompanying site allocation document.
This portrait of the key environmental assets of the area
should be extended to encompass the other key heritage
assets of this sub area.
LDF paragraph 6.125, (p109) 4th line, “.the ‘middle’
section of the River Derwent Valley” ought to read the
‘lower’ section of the River Derwent Valley.

been included to refer to the
Registered Battlefield at Stamford
Bridge and other significant heritage
assets in the sub area.

Comment noted.
Comment noted. Additional text has
been included to refer to the
Registered Battlefield at Stamford
Bridge and other significant heritage
assets in the sub area.

Comment noted. Text has been
amended accordingly.

Paragraph 6.126
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council
Angela Brown,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1089 Section 6.126; the area is ‘internationally’ important
rather than just ‘nationally important’ as the
SAC/SPA/Ramsar designations are all for international
importance.
CSPA/2131 Paragraph 6.126 (page 109) includes the sentence: “As a
nationally important area, the Valley is protected from
inappropriate development” I would like to add that the
valley is also of international importance.

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1090 In Section 6.127 before the last sentence ‘Proposed
Policy HQ 5..’ Add a new sentence as follows: ‘The subarea also includes areas of remnant heathland, the largest
of which is Allerthorpe Common, parts of which are
designated as SSSI and LWS.’
CSPA/2132 I have concerns regarding the content of LDF paragraph
6.127 (page 109) and make reference to the Natural
England document ‘Yorkshire and the Humber Green
Infrastructure Mapping Project’. From my knowledge of
the Pocklington Canal and Lower Derwent Valley and
understanding from the Natural England document I
make the following points:
- I feel the use of the words important and importance
within the paragraph 6.127 suggests a hierarchy of
importance which, with reference to Natural England’s
Mapping Project Methodology Step 4, does not seem to
be the case.
- It is my understanding that the hierarchy of GI
corridors, Strategic/Regional, Sub Regional and District is
based on a category of the number of particular functions

Officer Comments

Comment noted. Text has been
amended accordingly.
Comment noted. Text has been
amended accordingly.

Paragraph 6.127
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council
Angela Brown,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Observations

Comment noted. Text has been
amended accordingly.

Comment noted. Text has been
amended accordingly.

(green infrastructure assets) identified along the length of
a corridor and the number of local authority boundaries
the corridor is likely to cross.
- I understand the Derwent GI corridor is classified as
‘Regional’ as it crosses several local authority boundaries
and, along its entire length, demonstrates 13 to 15
functions. It is my understanding that the mapping
process was to identify particular functions within a
defined GI corridor to enable protection and
enhancement of existing assets and creation of new,
rather than to establish a hierarchy of importance.
- Pocklington Canal would seem to have been viewed in
isolation of the Derwent GI corridor and defined as ‘local
level’. However, ‘local level’ does not relate to level of
importance. Within the process of the Natural England
Mapping Project ‘local level’ corridors were identified as
being of small scale, contained within a defined locality
and had 7 or less functions. In isolation of the Derwent
GI corridor Pocklington Canal would seem to have fit
these categories.
- I am concerned regarding the suggestion of a hierarchy
of importance. In the context of planning applications and
planning appeals I consider this could be misleading and
open to misinterpretation. Within the decision process of
planning proposals hierarchies of importance can carry
different connotations.
- With regard to the Pocklington Canal, I am surprised it
has not been included, by Natural England, in the
Derwent Green Infrastructure Corridor; the Pocklington
Canal is an integral part of the Lower Derwent Valley
SAC, SPA, and Ramsar designations and an integral part
of the floodplain wetland landscape. However, within the
Mapping Project methodology Step 4, Natural England
encourages local authorities to log corridors on the local
level ‘and consider them further for inclusion in LDF’s,
particularly where they link to more strategic corridors’.
This would apply to the Pocklington Canal and perhaps

this should be the case? Unfortunately at present I am
unable to query the issue of Pocklington Canal with
Natural England due to staff leave.
- Previously, within the context of the Lower Derwent
Valley, the term ‘green corridor’ was associated with
reference to wildlife habitat corridors. I consider using
the term ‘green corridor’ in the context of green
infrastructure may create a level of confusion.
- I am pleased that the paragraph includes the sentence:
‘Proposed policy HQE5 seeks to protect and, where
possible, enhance green infrastructure in the East Riding’.
I consider there is definite need of emphasis of
protection of GI assets.
With regard to the above comments I ask that paragraph
6.127 be reviewed and make suggestion of alternative
wording: ‘The River Derwent forms a regional green
infrastructure corridor as defined through work led by
Natural England. Parts of the Wolds are classified as subregional whilst Pocklington Canal, Bubwith disused
railway line and the areas around the Foulness, have been
defined as local level green infrastructure corridors.
Proposed policy HQE5 seeks to protect and, where
possible, enhance green infrastructure in the East Riding’.

Paragraph 6.129
Consultee
Mr Grahame Hicks,
Pocklington and Wolds
Gateway Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/590
The infrastructure in the town has not been developed
and maintained in keeping with the growth of the town
over the last 15 years and there is great local concern
that there will be no or inadequate further development
and maintenance over the next 15 years.
The most obvious example of this is the provision and
maintenance of drainage in the town which appears to
have been a direct cause of the flooding in 2007.
Following the floods it took local pressure to have some
of this work done and there is no guarantee that this will

Officer Comments
Comment noted. The revised scale and
distribution of housing growth has been
informed by an Infrastructure Study
(October 2011). An Infrastructure
Delivery Plan is set out in the Delivery,
Monitoring and Review chapter of the
Draft Strategy Document which sets
out the infrastructure required to
support development, and policy A6
now reflects aspects of this. Policy C2

be monitored and followed up by agencies concerned.
The local main road, the A1079, has had no major
infrastructure development for 25 years. Road safety has
been improved by placing more and more restriction on
the road but nothing has been done to expedite the
movement of vehicles, including public transport,
between York and Hull. This is a key component of any
infrastructure development, will open up the Vale of
York region economically and will improve access to the
rest of the East Riding from the North and North East.
Local roads have not been developed to and from the
A1079. There is a maximum security prison at Full Sutton
and many of those who work there live in, or pass
through, Pocklington. Nothing has been done to develop
this road and, indeed, local back roads were significantly
damaged when they were used after the bridge at Spitall
collapsed in the floods leaving the road impassable for
months on end awaiting repairs.
Car parking, already under pressure in Pocklington,
cannot cope with any further development. The town
centre has less than 300 spaces available. For every house
that is built there are likely to be 2 extra cars in the
community. As developments will extend the radius of
the town, it is likely that more people will wish to drive
into the town to save time walking and to carry their
shopping home. As Pocklington is a service centre for a
wider area which will also be undergoing development,
this will add further pressure to the already limited
resource.
The local health surgery, while currently coping with the
number of consulting rooms, has inadequate parking
facilities, a difficult- some might say dangerous- access to
the car park and is close to one of Pocklington's most
awkward junctions where traffic often queues. Part of the
consulting facility is on the other side of the road. It is
time to build a new facility and we have described our
most popular option later in our submission.

also focuses on the delivery of
infrastructure where it is necessary to
support the delivery of new
development.
Specific development sites will be
considered through the preparation of
the Draft Allocations Document, and
assessed against the Site Assessment
Methodology.

Mr Richard Borrie,

Object

CSPA/765

There are general concerns regarding the supply of
electricity, gas and water. Will the current supply be
adequate for 1,000 more homes? Of equal importance to
many is Pocklington's Broadband link. This is of course
vital to business but is a major social resource for many,
including the elderly who keep in touch with distant (and
not-so-distant) relatives through it.
ii) The provision of emergency services in Pocklington is
a basic need in a modern society. If the population is to
increase then serious thought needs to be given to added
investment in fire cover for the town, ambulance support
and increased policing to ensure that the essence of
Pocklington as a peaceful town will be maintained. After
all, there will be increased council tax revenue from the
new homes and this should b directed back into the
community from which it came.
The Core Strategy proposes an ambitious expansion of
population in the A1079 corridor. This will have various
infrastructure implications, but the strategy will surely
stand or fall on the way it tackles the single issue of the
A1079. It is clear that the major population increases of
the past 15 years have left the road unable to cope with
current traffic volumes, let alone the impact of substantial
further population increases. I recall at a meeting perhaps
5 years ago, a representative from Dunnington stating
‘every new house in the East Riding is another car at
Grimston Bar’ - a statement that rings all too true.
Access on to the A1079 is already a serious problem for
all road users. It has also become extremely dangerous.
When we first moved to the area 15 years ago I used to
cycle along the A1079 with my baby daughter on the
back of my bike & that would clearly be madness now,
and indeed it is apparent from the recent spate of
accidents that the A1079 is no longer any place for
pedestrians or vulnerable road users. I believe the
Council must now set out a clear plan for the expansion
of the A1079 in order to provide the transport capability

Comments noted. Policy A6 has been
amended to reflect this comment and
supports improvements to the A1079.
The revised scale and distribution of
housing growth has been informed by
an Infrastructure Study (October
2011). An Infrastructure Delivery Plan
is set out in the Delivery, Monitoring
and Review chapter of the Draft
Strategy Document which sets out the
infrastructure required to support
development, and policy A6 now
reflects aspects of this. Policy C2 also
focuses on the delivery of
infrastructure where it is necessary to
support the delivery of new
development.
Specific development sites will be
considered through the preparation of

required by the rest of the Core Strategy. If the
necessary strategic investment is not forthcoming then it
will call into question the ability of the Council to deliver
the rest of the Core Strategy.

the Draft Allocations Document, and
assessed against the Site Assessment
Methodology.

Proposed Policy SS13
Consultee
Mrs Sarah J. Moody, Market
Weighton Town Council

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2054 Whilst Councillors were in agreement with the Core
Strategy they felt 809 was unrealistic in view of no
market demand or requirement by local people. Current
building in the town is being heavily advertised with
incentives to buy. Significant existing new builds remain
empty.
With regard to 'Spatial Strategy’ MWTC will agree that
Market Weighton be designated as a secondary urban
settlement and appreciate they should take more of the
brunt than villages but not as many as 809.
It was felt that if settlements such as Brough and Hedon
took a few more and the allocation was spread out more
it would make it more acceptable. There is a wind power
factory planned at Homsea which would create 3,000
jobs in that region which is currently not taken into
account by the planning for Hornsea

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/99
Exploit the proximity of this sub-area to the cultural and
socio-economic vibrancy of York by allowing a greater
proportion of the East Riding's housing development in
Pocklington and Market Weighton.
CSPA/143
We consider there should be some flexibility regarding
the scale of housing growth that is provided for in the

Officer Comments

Comment noted. The Draft Strategy
Document sets out the scale and
distribution of residential development
over the period to 2028. This reflects
the anticipated long term changes in
the housing market.
A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011).

Question 18
Consultee
Professor Ian Reid, Beswick
Parish Council
Mr Daniel Hatcher, Barton
Willmore on behalf of

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Observations

Support noted and welcomed.

Comments noted. Stamford Bridge is
identified in Policy S3 as a Rural Service

Church Commissioners,
Church Commissioners

Mr David Pennie,

Support

CSPA/129

Mr Martyn Coy, British

Support with

CSPA/115

Vale of York sub area, especially assessing possible
locations for major new development beyond the Core
Strategy period. The Core Strategy needs to ensure that
it is flexible enough to accommodate the likely increases
in housing numbers. Proposed policy SS13, paragraph A3,
aims to ensure small-scale development in Stamford
Bridge in order to sustain its role as a Rural Service
Centre. Development of Fair Field, Stamford Bridge
would ensure small-scale development and would
therefore increase patronage of local facilities and bus
services. Indeed, a moderate increase in the population of
Stamford Bridge would maintain and help sustain these
rural services and facilities, and alongside proposed
additional employment allocation, will help deliver a more
sustainable settlement.
Land at Fair Field, Stamford Bridge is included within the
East Riding Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) (2008-09), which identifies that
have the potential for residential development. The
SHLAA concludes that 'Land south of Stamford bridge
House' (SHLAA Site reference: Stamford Bridge 16) is a
potential site that is deliverable in 0-5 years.
[Response to Potential Sites Consultation - Allocations
DPD in support of site also provided]
I particularly support the safeguarding of the land needed
for the Hull/Beverley - York rail line.
But the reopening of this line should be regarded as much
more than "aspirational". Even though there may be
improvements to the A1079 which will benefit car
journeys, an improved public transport service is needed.
The reopened rail link will provide a much faster service
than the present bus and train services, providing
effectively for future commuting and shopping/leisure
needs and reducing carbon and traffic impact. Also, road
journeys to York needed for onward rail travel will be
much reduced.
Policy SS13 needs to acknowledge the Pocklington Canal

Centre. A revised scale and distribution
of housing development was consulted
on as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011).
Specific development sites will be
considered through the preparation of
the Draft Allocations Document, and
assessed against the Site Assessment
Methodology.

Comment noted. The re-opening of the
Beverley to York railway is not
identified as a scheme in the Council’s
Local Transport Plan and has not been
included in Policy A6. However, the
supporting text to policy S8 notes that
this remains to be a longer term
aspiration.

Comments noted. Policy A6 has been

waterways

conditions

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/239

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Support

CSPA/241

Object

CSPA/242

and the role it plays and could play in developing the
economic, environmental, recreational, tourism and
transportational opportunities.
The canal is currently only part navigable and there is
scope to develop this based on existing levels of usage.
However, the canal makes a significant environmental and
heritage contribution to the local area, and provides a
great educational resource for the local community. The
canal also provides great scope for outdoor leisure and
recreation for walkers and cyclists which attracts visitors
to the area and boosts the local economy.
Therefore, we would recommend that the policy looks at
measures to improve the canal infrastructure including
bridges, locks, interpretation boards and towpath to
encourage the increased enjoyment of this waterway.
Unlike the policies for other sub areas, policy SS13 fails
to direct where housing in Pocklington and Market
Weighton should be concentrated. For both Local
Service Centres, new housing should be through
appropriate urban extensions close to the existing
settlement and close to important local services such as
the town centre and key major facilities such as schools.
Pocklington is the largest LSC in East Riding and
therefore our client supports the approach of the Core
Strategy to ensure that it is apportioned the largest
percentage of development out of all the LSC’s.
18) We also object to part C 2 of policy SS13, which
applies to the whole of Vale of York sub area and seeks
to balance out the mix of housing by providing more
housing targeted at first time buyers, who may wish to
stay in the area but are currently priced out of the
market. It is considered that this matter could be dealt
with through a separate policy specifically addressing the
provision of housing for local people throughout the
whole of East Riding.
Our client therefore suggests that part C 2) of policy
SS13 should be re-drafted as follows:

amended to include reference to
improvements to Pocklington Canal.

Areas of expansion have not been
identified for the Towns. These will be
considered through the Allocations
DPD and assessed against the Council's
Site Assessment Methodology..
Support noted and welcomed.

Comments noted. Policy H1 identifies
that the mix of housing should reflect
the needs of all groups, particularly the
elderly and first time buyers. Areas of
expansion have not been identified for
the Towns. These will be considered
through the Draft Allocations
Document and assessed against the
Council's Site Assessment
Methodology.

Ingrid Barton,
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/298
CSPA/450

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Observations

CSPA/451

Joan Burnett, Conservation
Society of Yorkshire
Derwent

Object

CSPA/566

Proposed part c of Policy SS13: Vale of York sub area
C:Housing
2. Balance out the mix of housing in the sub area by
providing more housing targeted at first time buyers, who
may wish to stay in the area but are currently priced out
of the market. Manage the supply of housing in
Pocklington and Market Weighton through the allocation
of sites within the town and identified urban extensions.
The key area of growth will be to the east of Pocklington
and west of Market Weighton.
Y
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to
the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:� Criterion A.1 (ensuring new development respects
the unique character of Pocklington)
� Criterion D.3 (protecting and enhancing the built
environment of Pocklington and Market Weighton).
However, Policy SS13 also need to include reference to
the East Riding’s Registered Battlefield. Stamford Bridge is
a hugely significant site in England’s history. The latest
English Heritage ‘Heritage at risk Register’ identifies it as
being one of the most threatened Battlefields in the
Country. The Environment Section of this Policy should
include a Criterion which addresses the management of
this important area. Suggested amendment: Add a new
Criterion along the following lines:- ‘The Registered
Battlefield at Stamford Bridge and its setting will be
protected from inappropriate development and a
programme of access and interpretation implemented’.
Key Documents: Mention should also be made of the
Council’s adopted Conservation Area Appraisals for the
settlements in this area.
It is all very well stating that Pocklington is the rational
focus for service for outlying villages. However, what bus
services there are actually go to York, not Pocklington. I
suspect that many people who live in Pocklington work in

Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed.
Policy A6 has been amended to refer
to the protection of the Registered
Battlefield at Stamford Bridge.

Comment noted. Text has been
amended accordingly.
Comments noted. Policy A6 recognises
the sub area's relationship to York,
which provides a number of
employment opportunities for

Mr Grahame Hicks,
Pocklington and Wolds
Gateway Partnership

Object

CSPA/587

York, and I wonder if you have actually done any
research to discover what they do, and how they travel
to work. After all, buses will only take you to the centre,
and only during the day, and judging by the number of
cars using the A1079, they are not heavily used.
Pocklington and Wolds Gateway Partnership is dedicated
to improving the economic, social and environmental well
being of Pocklington and its hinterland. As such, the
members are passionate about the region and believe it
to be a jewel, the essence of which must be preserved.
That does not mean that the partnership is opposed to
development but that planners have a fierce responsibility
to meet this expectation. However, we believe that
developers should, within reason, bear the burden of
cost in providing facilities for the community and this
should not be passed on to new home owners- especially
first time buyers and those in affordable housing units.
We have set out local concerns. These are at the core of
any development proposal. However, we are also
delighted that this consultation process has given the
local people the opportunity to put forward their views
and offer ourselves for further consultation in the hope
that the new government's stated desire to see decisions
taken locally means precisely that. It is our wish to work
closely with the East Riding of Yorkshire Council for the
benefit of all.
Local benefit
It is recognised that there will be benefit from
development. There should be more customers for the
shops in the town and increased income for the Town
Council. An increased population can only help in
sustaining existing families such as Francis Scaife Leisure
centre, the new improved library and the Arts Centre
should benefit from increased patronage. Indeed, if the
Leisure Centre's pool was developed to meet a modern
standard (rather than the standard it was built to 30
years ago-funded by public subscription) this facility might

residents in the sub area.

Comments noted. Policy A6 has been
amended to include additional detail on
the infrastructure requirements in the
sub area. The Draft Strategy Document
Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies
where infrastructure provision will be
required and the sources of funding.
Policy C3 sets out the approach to the
provision of new open space.
Policy A6 recognises the importance of
providing new employment
opportunities in the sub area, including
at Pocklington Industrial Estate.

Mr Grahame Hicks,
Pocklington and Wolds
Gateway Partnership

Observations

CSPA/593

see even more use.
Local Concerns
The following concerns are among those that local
people have regarding further development of
Pocklington. Recognising that an infrastructure survey is
underway it is hoped that these local views will be taken
into account.
i) The group consider it absolutely vital that open spaces,
sports facilities and play areas are maintained and
improved. New areas should be made available as the
population grows. All too often in other parts of the
country planners have ignored this simple measure to
protect the well being of residents and this has led to
problems in the community.
ii) There are not enough jobs for the population of
Pocklington within the town and its hinterland. As a
result Pocklington has become a place where many
people commute to cities such as York, Leeds, Hull and
Doncaster. This is not environmentally or economically
sustainable in the near to medium term. On an
environmental level it detracts from the work that ERYC
is doing to reduce the carbon output of the County as a
whole and to encourage residents to recycle etc.
There is a concern that this may lead to a loss of
"community" for the town.
It is recognised that ERYC is investing almost £2million in
new junction infrastructure that should make the
industrial estate more accessible and therefore attractive
to business. However, we would prefer to see increased
local employment opportunities in terms of numbers and
range of jobs before any further development takes place.
Pocklington and Wolds Gateway Partnership was
Comments noted.
constituted by the East Riding of Yorkshire Council as a
regeneration partnership. The members are therefore
keen to work closely with the Council to assist in
achieving developments and aims that are both desired by
the council and acceptable to the community. It is

Mr Robert Falkingham,

Object

CSPA/403

Mr Robert Falkingham,
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Nobern Limited

Object
Support

CSPA/650
CSPA/680

recognised that in recent years there has been a positive
relationship resulting in a wide range of improvements in
the town from disabled access to new cycle routes. The
new library and service centre has the potential to be an
excellent facility to the town and we welcome Hodsow
Land Junction development.
Market Weighton is another example where the scale of
proposed development is disproportionate to the size of
the settlement. Increasing MW by 800 homes, virtually all
of whom will need to commute to work by car seems
ludicrous to me. The impact of such large development in
these towns will be enormous. Surely it would be far
better to have some of this development dispersed into
the surrounding villages where there is clear demand for
houses, and it will create less impact.
See response CSPA/403
My client supports the strategy in Policy SS13 for Market
Weighton to develop more employment opportunities in
the settlement to reduce out-commuting and ensure that
the settlement effectively serves its residents and
surrounding local community.
As a Local Service Centre with strong take up rates
observed in the wider context of the district (Stage 2
Employment Land Review); an established
business/employment cluster in the north west of the
settlement with capacity to expand, and sited upon the
strategic road network, Market Weighton is well placed
to contribute to the delivery of the district's economic
aspirations.
Without appropriate growth Market Weighton will be
unable to sustain its existing level of services which given
the strategic role played by the settlement, would be
particularly detrimental to the community. My client
therefore encourages the Local Planning Authority to
consider allocating employment land within Market
Weighton.
My client welcomes the intention in Policy SS13 to

Comments noted. A revised scale and
distribution of housing development
was consulted on as part of the Core
Strategy Further Consultation
document (October 2011).

See officer comment to CSPA/403.
Support noted and welcomed.

Mr Colin Butterfield,

Object

CSPA/684

support employment development at York Road, Market
Weighton. There are significant economic and social
benefits to be gained from developing the indigenous
employment cluster to the north west of the town which
would be of benefit to both Market Weighton itself, as
well as the overall sub area economy. Please also refer to
my client's representation in respect of the Potential Sites
Allocation document, which promotes land at Burma
Farm, off York Road for employment use.
Over the last few years, Wilberfoss has seen significant
growth:
1991-597 dwelligns
2001-734 dwellings
2010-798 dwellings
A number of Settlements identified in the DPD Potential
Sites Document have responded that they have 'had their
fair share of development' and have opposed the
suggestions for further development. Clearly, Wilberfoss
falls into this category and should respond accordingly.
The following extracts from the Borough Wide Local
Plan (1994) stated:
'Wilberfoss has experienced considerable growth over a
period of time. The older core of the village around Main
Street is substantially surrounded by estate development,
and whilst still retains some rural character is now in
danger of being swamped by the suburban nature of
recent development. Wilberfoss has limited local
facilities.'
The following extract from the Pocklington and Western
Parishes Local Plan Inspectors Report (2000) stated:
'Wilberfoss has reached its planned size and should not
be further developed. Wilberfoss has seen substantial
development over the past decade. The eastern sector of
the village should not be developed. Beckside, a country
lane is a very attractive containing boundary to a large
part of the housing in this part of Wilberfoss. To extend
the village North-Westwards to Storking and would be

Comments noted. A revised scale and
distribution of housing development
was consulted on as part of the Core
Strategy Further Consultation
document (October 2011). Wilberfoss
is identified as a Primary Village in
Policy S3.
Specific development sites will be
considered through the preparation of
the Draft Allocations Document, and
assessed against the Council's Site
Assessment Methodology.

Mr Colin Butterfield,

Object

CSPA/687

to enlarge the village in a manner which could damage its
rural character at Birker Land, the continuation of
Beckside.'
'Possible potential housing areas, the main road A1079
and the eastern and western boundaries and to break out
into open countryside would, I feel, require considerable
justification.
Wilberfoss is a charming rural village and, as the above
statements imply, in danger of losing this due to over
development in recent years. Further development would
be totally wrong and would clearly result in the village
losing its charm. The loss of open and green space would
be a disgrace and be detrimental to wildlife and habitats.
The Wilberfoss Parish Plan states that many people said
that the rural nature of the village was a reason they liked
Wilberfoss which would suggest that large scale housing
development would not be welcomed.
It has been stated by ERYC Forward Planning that 40% of
the 81 proposed developments will be allocated for
affordable housing and this will be council owned and
private landlord properties. This would not address the
priorities set in the Parish Plan for 'affordable housing for
first time buyers'.
The village is badly served by the hazardous A1079 which
has a high incident rate in terms of accidents and
fatalities. Increasing the size of the village by 81 dwellings
(even a staged development) will further exacerbate this.
The village is badly served by public transport and local
amenities. Therefore access to these amenities will put
further strains on these transport links and will
exacerbate the already significant dangers of the A1079.
Employment opportunities in the village are very limited
and therefore an increase in number of residents will
increase traffic commuting to places of work. 81
additional dwellings have the potential to introduce in the
region of 150 vehicles using the small country lanes and
trying to 'safely' access the A1079.

Comments noted. A revised scale and
distribution of housing development
was consulted on as part of the Core
Strategy Further Consultation
document (October 2011). Policy A6
has been amended to include additional
detail on the infrastructure
requirements in the sub area, and an
Infrastructure Delivery Plan is included
in the Delivery, Monitoring and Review
chapter.
Specific development sites will be
considered through the preparation of

Mr Paul Rouse,

Object

CSPA/708

Mr T Ross, Hull and East
Riding Rail Users
Association

Support

CSPA/1028

Wilberfoss parish Plan states- the current planning
guidelines do not envisage future medium/large scale
housing developments although there is an outstanding
planning application which could be used for 25
properties. The question needs to be raised why this has
now increased to 81.
Of the proposed sites only WILB6 would seem to be
appropriate for development.
I sincerely hope that in designating Melbourne as a
'supporting village', someone has taken into account of
the need to improve the roads, and services
infrastructure, before any further development takes
place.
The village shares a combined surface water and sewage
system with two other villages, served by a 5inch
diameter pipe laid when the population of those villages
was a third of what it is today and which in recent years
gas burst on a number of occasions.
Traffic from Melbourne inevitably heads to York across
the one way sutton bridge, currently closed to heavy
traffic and awaiting repairs, which is just not suitable for
the amount and size of vehicles it already has to take.
Last year gave evidence to a Select Committee of MP's
looking at flooding problems often caused by what seems
to be a lack of joined up thinking on the part of local
authorities and utility companies. All new development
provides additional income for both, and so it is only
reasonable to ask that the necessary investments are
made before any development takes place.
Q18. Answer: We support the proposed policy,
particularly
- Under Section E (Movement and Accessibility)
- 1: Measures to improve the potential re-opening of the
Beverley to York railway, including safeguarding land
where necessary

the Draft Allocations Document, and
assessed against the Council's Site
Assessment Methodology.

Comments noted. An Infrastructure
Study has been undertaken to inform
the Draft Strategy Document. Policy
A6 has been amended to include
additional detail on the infrastructure
requirements in the sub area, and an
Infrastructure Delivery Plan is included
in the Delivery, Monitoring and Review
chapter.

Comment noted. The re-opening of the
Beverley to York railway is not
identified as a scheme in the Council’s
Local Transport Plan and has not been
included in Policy S8. However, the
supporting text to policy S8 notes that
this remains to be a longer term
aspiration.

Mrs Sarah Wills, Wilberfoss Support with
Parish Council
conditions

CSPA/868

Mr G E Wright,

Object

CSPA/932

Mr Peter Gleave, DPP on
behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd

Support

CSPA/950

Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Support

CSPA/829

Mr David Renwick, East

Support

CSPA/1092

We agree partly. The support for first-time buyers at
section C2 is extremely welcome and supported by
residents’ responses to the Wilberfoss Parish Plan survey
carried out a number of years ago. More pressing are the
A1079 improvements (E1ii) which need to take priority
over any plans to resurrect the railway due to the likely
timescales and significant budgets that would be required
to re-open the Beverly to York link.
The approach to development provision in the Vale of
York should be reviewed. RSS sought to contain growth
so as to redirect it to the City of York. The City of York
does not seek to accommodate the scale of growth
which RSS demanded, but the locality does provide an
economic hot spot. Accordingly, the pressure points for
housing and employment growth along the A1079
corridor should be facilitated.

Comment noted. Text has been
amended accordingly.

Comments noted. A revised scale and
distribution of housing development
was consulted on as part of the Core
Strategy Further Consultation
document (October 2011). The
supporting text to Policy A6 has been
revised to recognise the links with the
City of York

Policy SS13 sets out the proposals for development in the Support noted and welcomed.
Vale of York and states that proposals should develop
more employment opportunities in Market Weighton and
Pocklington to reduce out commuting and ensure that
the towns effectively serve residents and the surrounding
rural community.
We support this policy as it identifies a requirement for
future development in both towns.
The Trust supports the policy to:
Support noted and welcomed.
‘In conjunction with neighbouring authorities, protect and
enhance habitats, particularly in the Lower Derwent
Valley, the River Derwent and the western escarpment of
the Wolds and support integrated habitat management
within these areas’.
The Lower Derwent Valley is an important resource for
the East Riding and very important for wildlife. The Trust
would hope that as well as ensuring development is
carefully controlled that resources are in place to ensure
that the area can be effectively protected and enhanced.
Policy SS13 states: ‘In conjunction with neighbouring
Support noted and welcomed.

Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

N Rowland, Savills on
behalf of British Heart
Foundation, British Heart
Foundation

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf

Support with
conditions

Object

Observations

CSPA/1051

CSPA/1104

CSPA/1164

authorities, protect and enhance habitats, particularly in
the Lower Derwent Valley, the River Derwent and the
western escarpment of the Wolds and support integrated
habitat management within these areas.’ We support the
wording of this policy.
We support the framework set out in Policy SS13, which
sets out a strategy for the location and scale of
development across this sub-area. However, the analysis
of this sub-area highlights that Stamford Bridge operates
within the York Public transport network and clearly in
doing so has a higher level of accessibility than the other
rural service centres within this sub-area. There is a case
that this settlement could therefore accommodate a
higher proportion of housing and a more important role
than other service centres in this sub-area.
Stamford Bridge contains a range of local facilities and
services and is of a size to be considered as a Local
Service Centre as it has a clearly defined hinterland which
is distinct from that served by Pocklington.
A reassessment/reappraisal of the role of the settlements
within this sub-area should be considered.
We consider that the Vale of York should be given a
higher proportion of the overall residential development
planned for the East Riding because of the high level of
need and demand and the relatively low environmental
constraints in the area.
We consider that the overall amount of development
planned for ‘the Rural Service Centres, Supporting
Villages and the Countryside’ should be increased bearing
in mind local housing needs. Most of this increase should
be directed to the Rural Service Centres and Supporting
Villages which are relatively unconstrained and provide
sustainable locations for new development. The increase
would also reduce pressure for large-scale development
around Pocklington and Market Weighton.
We consider that the Vale of York should be given a
higher proportion of the overall residential development

Comments noted. Stamford Bridge has
been identified as a Rural Service
Centre. The scale and distribution of
housing is set out in Policy S5. This has
not been duplicated in Policy A6. See
the officer comment to your response
to question 6 (CSPA/1049) for further
details.
A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011).
Comment noted. The scale and
distribution of housing is set out in
Policy S5. This has not been duplicated
in Policy A6. See the officer comment
to your responses to S3, S4 and S5 for
further details.
A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011).
The scale and distribution of housing is
set out in Policy S5. This has not been

of Mr Huddleston,

Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mrs Margaret
Jibson,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1195

Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Object

CSPA/1357

Mark Lane, DPP on behalf
of Mr Jonathan Atkinson, J
G Hatcliffe and Partners

Observations

CSPA/1202

planned for the East Riding because of the high level of
need and demand and the relatively low environmental
constraints in the area.
We consider that the overall amount of development
planned for ‘the Rural Service Centres, Supporting
Villages and the Countryside’ should be increased bearing
in mind local housing needs. Most of this increase should
be directed to the Rural Service Centres which are
relatively unconstrained and provide sustainable locations
for new development. The increase would also reduce
pressure for large-scale development around Pocklington
and Market Weighton.
We broadly support this policy but consider that a higher
percentage than 6% of the East Riding’s housing provision
should be delivered in Pocklington due to it being an
attractive place in which to live and work - the amount of
housing should be similar to Driffield which is 9% of East
Riding’s total provision. Even if 6% is maintained, this
equates to 71 homes pa (ie 6% of 1,190) and in total
1,285 over the plan period (2008-2026). As there were
only 157 outstanding commitments as at 01/04/2008 (2.2
years supply), then there is an urgent need to identify
land for at least a further 1,128 dwelling units
(approximately 35-40 ha at average density of 30 per ha).
We would urge inclusion of Barmby Moor within the
Pocklington LSC policy area, and Thorngumbald within
the Hedon policy area, under draft policy S13.
We have read chapter 6.0 and in particular the Vale of
York section and we note that paragraph 6.124 states
that "the absence of a Principal Town and the rural
nature of the sub area means that the amount of
development here will be relatively limited compared to
other sub areas Focusing development to these Local
Service Centres provides a greater opportunity to meet
the high level of high housing needs in the sub area." This
paragraph therefore implies the following;

duplicated in Policy A6. See the officer
comment to your responses to S3, S4
and S5 for further details.
A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011).

The scale and distribution of housing is
set out in Policy S5. This has not been
duplicated in Policy A6. See the officer
comment to your responses to S3, S4
and S5 for further details.
A revised scale and distribution of
housing development was consulted on
as part of the Core Strategy Further
Consultation document (October
2011).
A revised list of Rural Service Centres
and Primary villages is set out in Policy
S3. These have not be duplicated in
Policy A6.
The scale and distribution of housing is
set out in Policy S5. This has not been
duplicated in Policy A6. See the officer
comment to your responses to S5 for
further details.

� That more growth would have been directed to the
sub area if there had been a Principal Town within it; and
� That there will be an unmet housing need.
Given the above it seems strange to us that this area, of
high housing need, does not have a defined Principal
Town. Nevertheless and in the absence of having a
Principal Town in the sub area we can see no reason why
the sub areas housing need should not be meet by having
a greater proportion of the districts housing growth
attributed to the two Local Service Centres. Indeed as
we note in our submission to the Allocations DPD both
Pocklington and Market Weighton have capacity to
expand without harm to their essential form or
character. We would suggest that Pocklington, which has
a wide range of services, facilities and employment
opportunities and to a lesser Market Weighton should
have their proportion of the districts housing
requirement increased.
In the context of the above we note that despite the LPA
encouraging development in Goole development activity
has been relatively low. Moreover most of the areas that
might be suitable for future housing developments are
located in high flood risk areas. We would therefore
question whether Goole can deliver 9% of the districts
housing requirement. A more realistic figure would be 8%
and even this figure is optimistic. Furthermore
Bridlington is proposed to accommodate 15% of the
districts housing requirement. Our client accepts that
historically Bridlington has achieved high completion rates
but within this figure there is a high proportion of flatted
accommodation which is unlikely to continue to be
developed. We suggest that a more realistic figure for
Bridlington would be 14%.
Given the above we would suggest that Pocklington
should provide 7% of the districts housing requirement
and Market Weighton 5%.
These suggested amendments do not affect the spatial

Mr Alex Gymer,
Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/1315
CSPA/1482

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1549

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1550

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/1551

Mrs V. L. E. Cox, Barmby
Moor Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1999

Mr T Ross, Hull and East
Riding Rail Users
Association

Support

CSPA/2059

strategy or the principles set out in the settlement
network but would address the need and demand for
new housing in the Vale of York.
I support this policy
Support most of the issues raised within policy SS13 in
respect of the location of new development. Promotion
of employment opportunities and tourism development
would help support new residential developments. The
policy recognises the need to encourage the retention of
the existing population by targeting new housing at first
time buyers. It should also recognise the lack of provision
for our aging population; provision of new housing to
cater specifically for the aging population would free up
existing housing stock which would increase movement
within the housing market which may also increase the
number of properties that are achievable for first time
buyers.
Yes provided the indicated % builds are achieved.
Concerns surround the statement 1 ii. Where it indicates
improvements to the capacity of the A 1079 when there
is currently no proposals on the table to achieve these
objectives. How do you intend to fund these aspirations?
Secondly no mention is made of upgrading sewerage
capacity in the sub region, in particular in Melbourne
where current capacity is in adequate to prevent
sewerage feedbacks on a regular basis. How do you
intend to overcome these shortfalls?
Any improvements to the A1079 should take full account
and aggregate the development aspirations of the City of
York to ensure a balanced transport network is provide
Improvements to the A1079 must be a higher priority
(E1ii) over any plans to resurrect the railway. This is due
to the likely timescales and significant budgets that would
be required to re-open the Beverley to York link.
We support the proposed policy, particularly
- Under Section E (Movement and Accessibility)
- 1: Measures to improve the potential re-opening of the

Support noted and welcomed
Comments noted. Policy H1identifies
that the mix of housing should reflect
the needs of all groups, particularly the
elderly and first time buyers.

Comments noted. The Draft Strategy
Document Infrastructure Delivery Plan
identifies where infrastructure
provision will be required and the
sources of funding.
Comment noted. Policy S7 has been
amended to include reference to
supporting the provision of additional
sewerage capacity in Melbourne.
Comment noted.
Comment noted. Text has been
amended accordingly.
Comment noted. The re-opening of the
Beverley to York railway is not
identified as a scheme in the Council’s

Beverley to York railway, including safeguarding land
where necessary

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of Mr
Paul Butler, Barratt and
David Wilson Homes

Object

CSPA/1872

Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1897

Mr Dave Evans, Humber

Support with

CSPA/2264

Unlike the policies for other sub areas, policy SS13 fails
to direct where housing in Pocklington and Market
Weighton should be concentrated. For both Local
Service Centres, new housing should be through
appropriate urban extensions close to the existing
settlement and close to important local services such as
the town centre and key major facilities such as schools.
Pocklington is the largest LSC in East Riding and
therefore our client supports the approach of the Core
Strategy to ensure that it is apportioned the largest
percentage of development out of all the LSC's.
We also object to part C 2 of policy SS13 which applies
to the whole of Vale of York sub area and seeks to
balance out the mix of housing by providing more
housing targeted at first time buyers, who may wish to
stay in the area but are currently priced out of the
market. It is considered that this matter could be dealt
with through a separate policy specifically addressing the
provision of housing for local people throughout the
whole of East Riding.
Our client therefore suggests that part C 2) of Policy
SS13 should be re-drafted as follows: [Part C2 Delete
"Balance out the mix of housing in the sub area by
providing more housing targeted at first time buyers, who
may wish to stay in the area but are currently priced out
of the market."]
Contact with the RELU research programme at
Birmingham University could be worthwhile in
considering the development dilemmas of the rural-urban
fringe in such parts of the East Riding as the North-west
corner adjacent to the strategic route of the A1079.
We support those aspects of this Policy which relate to

Local Transport Plan and has not been
included in Policy S8. However, the
supporting text to policy S8 explains
that this remains a longer term
aspiration.
Ares of expansion have not been
identified for Towns. Specific
development sites will be considered
through the preparation of the Draft
Allocations Document, and assessed
against the Site Assessment
Methodology.
The need to provide a mix of housing,
including for first time buyers, is
identified in Policy H1.

Comments noted.

Support noted and welcomed.

Archaeology Partnership

conditions

the retention/protection of the historic environment,
particularly:? Criterion A.1 (ensuring new development respects the
unique character of Pocklington)
? Criterion D.3 (protecting and enhancing the built
environment of Pocklington and Market Weighton).
However, Policy SS13 also need to include reference to
the East Riding’s Registered Battlefield. Stamford Bridge is
a hugely significant site in England’s history. The latest
English Heritage ‘Heritage at risk Register’ identifies it as
being one of the most threatened Battlefields in the
Country. The Environment Section of this Policy should
include a Criterion which addresses the management of
this important area.
Key documentation for the Vale of York sub area (p.111)
Mention should also be made of the Council’s adopted
Conservation Area Appraisals for the settlements in this
area.
Part E1i - I particularly support the protection of a route
for this railway line. It is accepted that it is an aspiration
and unlikely to be built in the immediate or medium term
future. One day, however, it will be required and this is
the last opportunity to protect a feasible route.
Development on any section of the route would stop it
happening, as railways cannot easily avoid obstructions.

Mr Thomas Barnes,

Support

CSPA/2033

Mr Thomas Barnes,

Object

CSPA/2036

Part E1ii - I object to part of this policy, insofar as the
capacity of the A1079 should not be increased, since that
would militate against the rebuilding of a railway line in
the corridor. Safety improvements should, however,
continue to be made to the road.

Mrs Maureen Parker, Gate
& Upper Helmsley Parish
Council

Object

CSPA/1996

Increased traffic on the A166 which is already at full
capacity. The road infrastructure in this area is not
capable of additional traffic in its present state. The

An additional criterion has been added
to Policy A6 to refer to the protection
of the Registered Battlefield at
Stamford Bridge.

Comment noted. The re-opening of the
Beverley to York railway is not
identified as a scheme in the Council’s
Local Transport Plan and has not been
included in Policy S8. However, the
supporting text to policy S8 explains
that this remains a longer term
aspiration.
The Draft Strategy Document has been
informed by an Infrastructure Study
(October 2011), which includes an
assessment of the capacity of the
A1079. Policy A6 has been amended to
include additional details on
infrastructure delivery in the York sub
area.
The Draft Strategy Document has been
informed by an Infrastructure Study
(October 2011), which includes an

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/2299

A1079 is at capacity now and the proposed development
will cause traffic to find other routes namely the A166.
The extra traffic will cause more pollution due to extra
carbon emissions.
Traffic noise and road vibration will increase and is
already a major problem in Gate Helmsley.
Increased difficulty in access onto the A166 from the
Back Lane at Gate Helmsley at peak times.
Already a major problem trying to cross the A166 to the
bus stops and to the national cycle track to Scoreby Lane.
The Rural Villages of Upper Helmsley and Gate Helmsley
are now used as short cuts at peak times thus
endangering the lives of the school children as they board
school buses. There are no designated bus areas for
boarding in either of the villages. Speeding through the
villages is already a problem and likely to increase with
the extra traffic the development will cause.
I have concerns that, within the transition to the Local
Development Framework from the East Yorkshire Local
Plans and Joint Structure Plan (JSP), important landscape
and habitat protection aspects of the Lower Derwent
Valley, and wider area, may be being lost or devalued.
The Lower Derwent Valley features within the Joint
Structure Plan (JSP), and the East Yorkshire Borough
Wide (EYBW) Local Plan and the Boothferry Borough
(BB) Local Plan. I am concerned that there appears to be
important information in the JSP which has been
overlooked or devalued and inconsistencies within the
transition of information from the two Local Plans to the
LDF. The two local plans also incorporated habitat
protection areas outside the national and international
designated areas (EYBW Local Plan Policy EN4 and BB
Local Plan Policies EN34 and EN35) and whilst I initially
understood these were to be retained I am concerned
that this does not seem to be evident.
East Yorkshire Borough Wide (EYBW) Local Plan and
Boothferry Borough (BB) Local Plan and LDF Proposed

assessment of the capacity of the
A1079. Policy A6 has been amended to
include additional details on
infrastructure delivery in the York sub
area.

Comments noted. The relevant policies
and their supporting text have been
amended to reflect these comments.

Policies SS11 and SS13:
The importance of the habitat and landscape of the
Lower Derwent Valley is recognised and protected
through site specific policies in the East Yorkshire
Borough Wide and the Boothferry Borough Local Plans. I
have concerns that there appears to be inconsistencies in
information from the two local plans when absorbed into
LDF Proposed Policy SS13: Vale of York sub area and
Proposed Policy SS11: Goole and Humberhead Levels sub
area.
Please note the major sections of the River Derwent and
the Lower Derwent Valley lie within the Vale of York sub
area, with the smaller sections within the Goole and
Humberhead Levels sub area. These areas can be
identified on LDF Figure 13 and 15 (pp 101 & 112)
however different terminology is used on the maps.
Within Figure 15 the major section of the Lower
Derwent Valley (which includes sections of the
Pocklington Beck and Canal) is identified as ‘Natura 2000
Site (protected area)’ and within Figure 13 the smaller
section of the Lower Derwent Valley site (along with
Thorne and Hatfield Moors and River Ouse) is again
identified as ‘Natura 2000 Site (protected area)’.
Although the Lower Derwent Valley is one site sectioned
into two sub areas the sub area polices (SS11 and SS13)
treat the importance of the area with different emphasis.
The narrative for the larger section of the Lower
Derwent Valley seems to have less emphasis on the
landscape and conservation sites.
Proposed policy SS11 includes Section D. Environment:
1. In conjunction with neighbouring authorities, continue
to support integrated approaches to habitat management,
safeguarding and enhancing current natural conservation
sites and areas of high landscape value, particularly in the
Lower Derwent Valley and at Thorne and Hatfield
Moors.
This narrative would seem to appropriately reflect the

important landscape and habitat protection aspects of the
Lower Derwent Valley; however, the corresponding
proposed policy for the Vale of York sub area SS13 D.
Environment states:
1. In conjunction with neighbouring authorities, protect
and enhance habitats, particularly in the Lower Derwent
Valley, the River Derwent and the western escarpment of
the Wolds and support integrated habitat management
within these areas.
The important Lower Derwent Valley landscape
protection aspects and important reference to the nature
conservation sites, highlighted in proposed policy SS11,
are not included in proposed policy SS13.
Also, LDF Proposed Policy SS11 Section D. Environment
includes:
5. Avoid development that is likely to have a detrimental
impact on the Humber Estuary, River Derwent and River
Ouse designated areas.
Although this relates directly to the River Derwent, of
which the major section lies within the Vale of York, it is
not included in proposed policy SS13. Also, within
proposed policy SS13, avoidance of development likely to
have a detrimental impact would also be relevant to
Pocklington Beck and Canal designated areas.
I consider proposed Policy SS13 should include the same
landscape protection aspects and reference to designated
conservation sites as proposed Policy SS11. This would
also more appropriately reflect the content of LDF
paragraphs 6.125 and 6.126.

