Chapter 7
A healthy and balanced housing market
Consultee
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

Nature Of
Response:
Other

Comment
ID
CSPA/2205

Other

CSPA/2208

Response

Officer Comments

•

Comments noted

‘ Retirement population’ there is a need to embrace
this with regards to development
Raise housing above flood levels
Don’t build in flood risk areas ? all agreed
‘Need mixed housing’ not developers choice ? but can
this principle be achieved though?
• 1/7 people are on benefits in Bridlington but the
affordable housing is else where.
Some affordable housing has been bought and sub let
there should be some rules that are enforced against
this happening
Plenty of derelict housing - this should be targeted first.
• Percentage Greenfield v brownfield unbalanced ? more
available
• Don’t want high rise flats
Scale of development needs to be in keeping with the
existing buildings i.e. 2 storey etc
• Off street parking needed for new houses - big on the
street parking issues at present
• Shouldn’t be high density - terraced housing could be
acceptable if well designed - smaller properties could
help young people
• High density housing causes parking problems
Affordable housing should be targeted towards people that
need it. Residents documented a case on ‘The Crayke’
where individuals were buying up ‘affordable’ properties
and renting them out to unruly tenants. Highlighting that
the residents have an issue over who occupies new
properties, feeling that the current demographic should be

Comments noted

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

Other

CSPA/2196

protected, due to the lack of employment opportunities in
the town. Other residents displayed anger over the
availability of affordable properties for some individuals, yet
they had to pay full price for their own property, they feel
that such properties should be away from residents paying
full price.
Residents of Bempton Lane feel that the traffic is already
bad enough without the influx of further housing provision
adding strain on the already stretched road network.
Residents also feel that housing development should be
linked to employment opportunities, be suitable for the
local population and provide more affordable properties for
the elderly generations.
Want like to see people taking greater pride in their
properties, particularly those in affordable accommodation.
Also fearful of immigration from West Yorkshire and Hull.
The general consensus on the development of a new gypsy
site was heavily opposed with residents believing the
existing gypsy site should be favoured for expansion, as the
proposed new site created an eyesore on the way into
Bridlington.
One resident questioned the demand for development in
Bridlington.
Low income equals affordability issues
West Hill deprived area in Bridlington & Baptist Place &
former Gypsy Road
More sheltered / extra care housing / complexes
centrally located
Flooding, Skipsea & Ulrome (Erosion)
Do not use greenfield land
Rural exception sites a good idea
Open to development if infrastructure and services come
with it.
More socially rented housing
A problem with bedsit culture
Unemployed people coming to Bridlington in desperation ?
it’s a nice place to live.

Comments noted

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Partenership In
Enablement Group

Observations

CSPA/2160

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

Observations

CSPA/2175

Not in favour of high density housing, unless design and
management is good
Group 1
General points
- Shortage of affordable / suitable houses for disabled
people. There is a need for more choice and availability.
- Plenty of houses for pensioners
- No housing estates around Cottingham
- Housing list is massively oversubscribed
- Facilities are not adequate for disabled people in many
buildings.
- Equitable ? All buildings should be able to be used by
disabled people, as they are by ‘normal people’. This should
be a key written part of the Design Policies in forthcoming
ER Core Strategy.
Housing Type
- Up to 3 floors ok
- No high rises
- Single storey for elderly
- No back to back houses
General Housing
- Support Lifetime Homes (inclusion in housing design
policies).
- There should be more choice of sheltered housing.
- Single person easy to manage properties required.
Group 2
- Affordable houses are a good idea and also building new
affordable homes for first-timer buyers.
- Elderly require more independent homes, especially in the
form of bungalows and smaller buildings.
- Lifetime Homes are a good idea (consensus amongst the
audience).
- Support for affordable homes/shared equity/social housing
as a way of helping to get on the housing ladder and
catering for those who need help.
- There needs to be a way of replacing Council houses lost
through ‘right to buy’.

Comments noted

Comments noted

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

Observations

CSPA/2169

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

Object

CSPA/2183

- Some good examples recognised of Council houses being
brought up to modern standards - need more.
- Elderly people should have the right to sheltered
accommodation.
- First time buyers - Yes it is important to prioritise housing Comments noted
for this group.
- Should be help for elderly to buy as well
- Housing for elderly - should be more than care homes e.g.
sheltered accommodation. This should be across district
not just largest places.
- The majority of the audience want to own their own
home but financial difficulties will prevent us from
purchasing our own homes.
- There is a consensus amongst the audience about
sustainable homes.
- Concern about flooding of homes.
- Code for Sustainable Homes - Level 6 is necessary.
- Housing growth would be positive as long as there are
facilities and infrastructure built along with it.
- There should be an emphasis on affordable housing.
- Affordable homes. Pepper-potting, 30% is a suitable figure.
- Refurbish homes to make them affordable.
- Want affordable housing to be built in urban areas as
opposed to rural areas.
- 8 audience members agree that building new houses in the
principal towns is a good idea.
- There is concern about building new homes in the smaller
villages.
- 7 audience members agree that outer villages should be
developed.
- There should be a ‘lighting policy’ - lighting should be
turned-off between 12am and 4am.
- First time buyers should be priority
Comments noted
- Too much focus on elderly
- Affordable housing needs importance
- Need to avoid poor quality and ‘cheap’ housing, would
avoid segregation

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

Observations

CSPA/2188

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

Observations

CSPA/2143

Housing & Growth
General support for the following points was expressed
- Strong emphasis on the importance of affordable housing
for young people.
- Priority for first time buyers and elderly is important.
- Everybody wants to be able to buy their own home and
wants affordable housing to facilitate this in Local Plan
Policy.
- Agreed with rural exception sites as big affordability
problem in rural areas.
- Support fixed percentage of affordable housing with low
threshold in rural areas - i.e. a strong affordable housing
policy.
- Housing type - smaller houses and flats wanted - high
density development fine.
- Creating more houses will be pointless without providing
more community facilities.
- Build wide variety of housing types in each development
so people can live and stay in an area throughout their life.
Housing - Group 1
- Affordable
- Family houses
- Council housing ? most have been sold
- 500/600 rent for private housing
- Rents 60/70 per week more appropriate. 55 for single
occupancy
- Set prices per room so people know what they will have
to pay for
- 50% of new houses should be affordable.
- Low threshold for 2 houses in small villages. Most people
in the group thought that a low threshold would be good.
Some felt that the threshold should be 5 in particular towns
- Means testing problem
- Socially rented (H.A.s). Local Housing Trust interested
but concerned would not be heard.
- Focus on decent council houses ? restock
- Bridlington has a big problem with empty houses/absent

Comments noted

Comments noted

landlords on Hilderthorpe Road. Use compulsory purchase
powers to address this issue.
- Second homes shouldn’t be allowed - they ruin
communities and no chance for youngsters to buy houses.
But group realise that you can’t say that you can’t have a
second home.
- Rural exception sites - yes
- First time buyers and young people need the opportunity
to have or rent a house. They also want the opportunity to
buy. That is their aspiration.
- Older people - Not all housing consultation is suitable for
older people
- Lifetime homes standard should be in policy
- Adaptability valued
Housing - Group 2
- Vacant houses - need to look at these before building
more
Why doesn’t the Government look at housing stock?
- A1079 ?-Very dangerous road. There is new housing
planned for this area, but there have been no
improvements made to the road.
- There is no employment in Market Weighton - it is a
commuter residential centre
- There is an on street parking problem
- Beverley has a big traffic problem - Woodhall Way. The
planned housing and park would cause more traffic. And
the park may create anti social problems.
- Anti social problems need to be addresses with new
housing - designing out crime.
- A1079 - Planning permission given (Near market
Weighton). House was built 3 storey then cut trees down.
- Developers are just meeting minimum requirements
- Consultation problems with planned housing
- Removing garages from housing - this leads to on street
parking problems. There is no off street parking in new
development
- Developers are only meeting minimum parking

requirements
- No housing should be built in coastal erosion areas
- Flooding - causes panic - existing drainage needs
improving
- Affordable housing only seems to be affordable once. It
needs to be affordable for 2nd buyers and on - need to
have some control system in place to maintain affordable
price.
- Can’t control who buys the homes - end up with more
commuter areas.
- Housing type - there is too much over development
- Improve existing schools and hospitals - there is a new
hospital planned in Beverley
- Existing housing stock
Customer focus
Decent homes standard
November budget review
Want to keep going
Well respected - but there is a risk of propping up Hull
which is bad for resources etc.
- Closeness to Hull
- Lack of Demand
- 16,000 on waiting list for housing
- People in existing housing stock ? there are 1 or 2 people
in large houses. This is an on going problem
- What would encourage people to move to smaller houses
to free up social housing?
- Everyone left in limbo regarding new government etc
- Housing waiting list has increased as the rate of
repossession increases
- Right to buy problems - this reduces the housing stock for
Association
- When they have been bought, can’t afford them when
they come on the market again, at market value.

Paragraph 7.4
Consultee

Nature Of

Comment

Response

Officer Comments

Mr Malcolm Knowles,

Response:
Observations

ID
CSPA/71

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

I concur with the statement, but when was the last
development built in South Cave that met this aim? None
of the recent houses built in South Cave have offered a
"range of housing options" or been built to meet the needs
of the local young couples or the elderly.

Comment noted. The policy will aim
to ensure that a mix of housing is
provided on future developments.

Comment
ID
CSPA/1196

Response

Officer Comments

Housing Needs and Market Assessment (HNMA) - We
note that this report identified a huge backlog demand for
affordable housing and special needs housing, particularly in
the rural areas including in the LSCs. We are not convinced
that there are housing policies to deliver this type of
housing in the quantities needed due to policy constraints
placed on the amount of housing to be delivered in the
rural areas and LSCs. For example, in Pocklington there is
an annual need for 42 affordable houses. Even if a 40%
target of affordable homes were to be achieved (and this is
very high having regard to viability of new housing
developments), then at most 28 affordable homes would be
built annually over the plan period (based on total
requirement of 71 homes pa).

The Council recognises that there is
significant need for affordable
housing. However, the provision of
affordable housing needs to be
deliverable. If the policy requires too
much affordable housing then it will
have an unreasonable impact on the
economic viability of a development
and prevent development from
coming forward. Needs and viability
of development need to be
considered together.
Developing more affordable and
special needs housing by increasing
the housing requirement would not
meet the vision and objectives of the
Strategy Document.

Comment
ID
CSPA/100

Response

Officer Comments

My Client, McCarthy & Stone is supportive of this policy in
particular criterion C which fully recognises the increasing
need for older persons housing identified by the projected
demographics of the area and the HMNA 2007. The policy

Support noted

Paragraph 7.8
Consultee
Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on
behalf of Mrs Margaret
Jibson,

Proposed Policy HBHM1
Consultee
Mr Matthew Shellum, The
Planning Bureau Ltd. on
behalf of East Riding of
Yorkshire Council

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Tenants' Forum

in that respect accords with national planning policy
contained within PPS3.

Figure 16
Consultee
Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment
ID
CSPA/1767

Response

Officer Comments

8.5 It is noted that Figure 16 is of too poor quality to be
understandable. Our Client suggests that a higher
resolution image is used for this Figure. In addition, it might
be beneficial to show the locations of the Major
Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and Local Service
Centres on this diagram to aid its legibility.

Comment noted. This map has not
been included in the Draft Strategy
Document.

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment
ID
CSPA/1768

Response

Officer Comments

Whilst our Client agrees that this is a useful diagram to
include within the Core Strategy, it is considered that it too
could be improved by identifying the locations of the Major
Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and Local Service
Centres for greater legibility.

Comment noted. This map has not
been included in the Draft Strategy
Document, relevant information has
instead been included in the sub area
chapter of the document and
applicants should consider the
Strategic Housing Market Asessment.

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment
ID
CSPA/62

Response

Officer Comments

HBHM1 is OBJECTED to.
The policy states that new residential development should
contribute to the overall mix of housing, however the
information provided in Figure 17 of the summary of
housing market sub-area preferences provides a more
realistic view. Even where there is a predominant house
type or tenure there is often a need or preference for that
type of property. The policy needs to be amended to
recognise this so as to avoid imposing choices of house

The policy intends to meet the needs
and demands for housing in the
locality.
The revised supporting text aims to
give a clearer definition of what is
meant by specialist accommodation.
Though some forms of specialist
accommodation do not contribute to
the housing target they should still be

Figure 17
Consultee
Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Question 19
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

types on the local community.
It is unclear how specialist accommodation for older people
is being defined in the Policy. It is not explicit if this
accommodation is sheltered housing or formal institutional
provision or indeed both. The latter would fall outside the
C3 designation and while elderly care should be
encouraged this would not contribute to the Local
Authority housing targets or meet demand for traditional
accommodation.
The following amendments are suggested:
A. New residential development should contribute to the
overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the
development is to take place. The mix should reflect the
needs of all groups, particularly the elderly and first time
buyers, whose needs have been identified as a priority. First
time buyers should be a particular priority in areas where
income to house price multiple is higher than average for
the East Riding average (see Figure 16). The mix should
provide people with independence, choice and control over
their housing.
B. A mix range of housing on sites will be required on sites
of 5 or more dwellings or greater than 0.17 ha in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements, the Principal Towns & their
hinterlands and Local Service Centres and 3 or more
dwellings or greater than 0.10 ha elsewhere unless specific
circumstances (such as affordable housing need) dictate
otherwise. This should be a mix of sizes and types.
Proposals should over the threshold that do not intend to
provide a mix of housing (such as wholly affordable
housing) will need to justify why such a mix is proposed
should not be provided.
C. The provision of specialist accommodation especially for
older people will be encouraged expected, particularly in
those areas of greatest anticipated demand. Such
accommodation will be encouraged on large sites or on

determined under this policy as they
do meet peoples housing need.

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

Observations

CSPA/144

Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Support with
conditions

CSPA/116

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council
Caroline Searle, Entec UK
Ltd on behalf of Crown
Estate, Crown Estate

Observations

CSPA/379

Support with
conditions

CSPA/219

specific allocated sites identified in the Allocations DPD.
The development of land at Fair Filed, Stamford Bridge
could help to deliver a more balanced and mixed
community. The site could deliver a wide range of high
quality and well designed housing which will contribute to
existing communities and help maintain and enhance local
facilities. Whilst some guidance should be offered to
developers it is important that this is sufficiently flexible to
respond to changes in the market.
Need to recognise that people living on their boat as their
main place of residence is recognised by the Government
as a separate household group. ‘Strategic Housing Market
Assessments’ Practice Guidance, by DCLG published in
March 2007 to support PPS3, refers to barges used for
residential purposes as a different type of accommodation
and a minority and hard to reach household group, under
chapter 6 on ‘Housing Requirements of Specific Household
Groups’.
BW as the navigation authority is willing to work with the
Council’s as the local housing authorities to ensure that
people living afloat are taken into account as part of any
housing needs assessment. Where the supply of moorings
for residential use is identified as an issue within a particular
housing needs assessment, it is important that the
associated land use implications are addressed within the
statutory development plan as part of the plan preparation
process.
HBHM1 B - difficult to see how this can be implemented
particularly on a small site.
The Crown Estate supports HBHM1 A but suggest the
following amendment to the first sentence: New residential
development should contribute to the overall mix of
housing in the locality, taking into consideration the existing
housing stock in the settlement and the need in the housing
market sub-area where the development is to take place.
Decisions on housing mix should be based on the latest
Housing Needs & Market Assessment Study at the time of

Specific sites will be considered
through the Draft Allocations
Document.

The Council’s SHMA considered
household groups that are in need.
There was no significant need for
housing in boats identified within the
East Riding. This group has therefore
not been identified within the policy.

Comment noted. The policy has been
amended to consider all sites.
Comment noted. The policy is
flexible and not restrictive. It should
be used to ensure that a sufficient
mix is created. Policy HBHM1 does
not seek the provision of affordable
housing.

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

Support

CSPA/351

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

Object

CSPA/244

the development.
The Crown Estate is concerned that ‘HBHM1 B’ may
impact on the viability of some housing developments which
may restrict developments from coming forward. We
suggest that HBHM1 B be caveated with the words subject
to an assessment of viability taking into consideration
market conditions at the time of the development.
Development viability is of particular importance in
settlements such as Sutton upon Derwent where a highly
constrained development limit to the village means that
there could be limited opportunities for reaching the
threshold of market viability which would assist the
provision of affordable housing. Flexibility and pragmatism is
therefore needed to help achieve such aspirations, an
approach which might include the linking of a series of
development sites such that an appropriate viability
threshold is reached to enable the provision of affordable
units in conjunction with market housing i.e. the promotion
of a mix of housing which is encouraged in HBHM1 B. A
flexible approach could also include amendment of the
development limit to the village in appropriate
circumstances, enabling a comprehensive development to
proceed which might otherwise be stymied.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
1) It is important that the needs for particular groups are
only necessary where there is an identified need. PPS12
makes it clear that Core Strategies must be justifiable and
founded on a robust and credible evidence base. Therefore
for the purpose of clarity, we would suggest that part A of
policy HBHM1 is re-written as below:
Proposed part A of Policy HBHM1: Providing a mix of
housing on new housing development
A. New residential development should contribute to the

Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Comment noted. The Policy intends
to meet identified needs. Housing
need is identified in the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (2011).

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

Support

CSPA/268

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

Support

CSPA/388

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

Support
Object

CSPA/299
CSPA/347

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

Support

CSPA/498

Mr Robert Falkingham,

Observations

CSPA/552

overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the
development is to take place. The mix should reflect the
needs of all groups, particularly such as the elderly and first
time buyers, whose where such needs have been identifies
as a priority, First time buyers should be?..
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
Y
It is considered that the threshold for affordable housing is
overly low for both the large settlements and rural
settlements. We suggest that the thresholds should be
increased to the following;
- 8 units in large settlements e.g. Major Haltemprice
settlements, Principal Towns and Local Service Centres.
- 5 units in the smaller settlements e.g. rural settlements.
This will allow small scale developments to be financially
viable for landowners. Our experience suggests that if
schemes are not viable developments will not come
forward. This will result in a great housing deficit that
currently experienced.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
Also as I stated in my first letter, I believe that allowing
more ‘executive’ sized houses in the East Riding will

Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Comment noted
Thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.

Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
The size and type of housing will be
based on need and demand.

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

Support

CSPA/546

Ms Rachael Martin,
Colliers International on
behalf of KeyLand
Developments

Object

CSPA/495

Mrs Kathy West, Hessle
Town Council

Observations

CSPA/806

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

Support

CSPA/599

Mrs Maggie Whitlock,

Observations

CSPA/750

encourage more entrepreneurs and wealth creators to live
in the East Riding to the economic benefit of all.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
The proposed policy requires a mix of housing on sites of 5
or more dwellings or greater than 0.17ha in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns and Local Service
Centres. It is considered that sites of this size are too small
to successfully integrate housing types and affordable
housing which may therefore lead to segregated
communities and developments. It is considered that the
threshold should be increased to between 10 and 15
dwellings as was the most popular threshold of
respondents to the previous consultation.
With the Coailition Governments proposals to scrap the
Regional Spatial Strategy, future residential development
should be allocated locally on a needs basis rather than
responding to the demands of Developers and Landowners.
Policy HBHM1 does set out an appropriate framework for
achieving a suitable development mix and meeting the
needs of different households. Importantly it is not rigidly
prescriptive and contains the essential caveat that
developers seeking not to provide a mix of housing deemed
in accord with the policy have the opportunity to justify
their proposed approach with reference to viability issues.
The council house is a form of public or social housing,
primarily referred to in the United Kingdom and the
Republic of Ireland. Council houses were built and operated
by local councils to supply uncrowded, well built homes on
secure tenancies at below market rents to primarily
working class people. Council house development began in
the late nineteenth century and peaked in the mid-20th

Support noted

The threshold has been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.

The Allocations Document will
allocate sites based on the Site
Assessment Methodology and the
targets set in the Strategy Document,
which consider the capacity and
needs.
Support noted. The thresholds have
been removed though the flexibility
remains.

Policy HBHM2 deals with affordable
housing (which is often referred to as
council housing). Affordable housing
will be integrated into developments.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus

Support

CSPA/668

century. Mid-20th century council housing including many
large suburban "council estates", and also many urban
developments featuring tower blocks. Some of these
developments did not live up to the hopes of their
supporters, and now suffer from urban blight. Since 1979
the role of council housing has been reduced by the
introduction of right to buy legislation, and a change of
emphasis to the development of new social housing by
housing associations. Nonetheless a substantial part of the
UK population still lives in council housing. Approximately
40% of the country?s social housing stock is owned by local
authorities, 15% is managed by arm's length management
organisations, and 45% by housing associations, (Wikopedia
2010)
The design of the Council Houses in the 1950 consist
mostly of all the same design. This in the past stigmatised
residents- none of the houses matched the design of houses
within their village location.
The same can be said for elderly accommodation these are
usually of the same design clustered together. As a
consequence they are easy targets for criminals and the
residents complain that they do not see any one. In other
words there are geto’s for the elderly. All elderly residents
will require a varied accommodation ranging from one and
two bedroom bungalows with an alarm system as well as
sheltered accommodation with general carer that assists
with shopping and laundry as well as other household
needs. This individual must have a direct link to Local
Health and Social Services. This allows the elderly (over
55yrs) to remain in their own home.
It is therefore suggested that when houses are built in
villages they are sites of private and social houses including
accommodation for the elderly. There should also be a
designated play area for children located in a safe
overlooked area as well as meeting shelter for teenagers.
These areas should be well lit.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
Support noted. However the

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

Support

CSPA/734

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

Support

CSPA/613

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf
of Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,

Support

CSPA/641

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1265

Mrs J. Moxon, Withernsea
Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/824

There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
The aim to provide for a broad mix of housing on new
developments is supported but a degree of pragmatism is
required on small to medium sized sites to avoid
fragmented developments and a poor social mix. The
requirement under part C of HBHM1 to provide specialist
accommodation for older people, particularly in those areas
of greater demand is supported. This should be extended
to Care Homes and generally specialist elderly care. The
policy goes on to state that such accommodation will be
encourages on sites or on specific allocated sites in the
Allocations DPD and again this is supported.
Caravans. The documents main references to Caravan sites
are linked to tourism and visitor accommodation, though
occupancy covers a much wider range of uses. One of the
larger Withernsea sites has recently obtained consent for a
12 month occupancy. The occupants of such need
to be considered permanent residents in the town. They
are not considered as such at present, and need to be

thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Support noted. The policy supports
both general housing and specialist
accommodation for older people.

Comment noted. Though some
caravan sites now have 12 month
occupancy conditions they are for
holiday purposes only, those living
permanently on the sites would be
breaching the planning condition. The
Housing Needs Survey which has

considered with regard to their additional effect on the
local services and economy.

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

Support

CSPA/1037

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Support with
conditions

CSPA/869

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

Support

CSPA/1445

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

Support

CSPA/1224

Object

CSPA/1134

In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
The policy specifically refers to the elderly and first time
buyers, whose needs have been identified as a priority. It
may be prudent to incorporate some flexibility into the
policy to recognise that over the plan period, and through
updates to the Strategic Housing Market assessments, the
needs of other groups may also need to be recognised.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
Yes
We do not agree with the affordable housing thresholds of
over 3 dwellings or 0.10 hectares, these have not been
justified and there is not an evidence base to suggest that
this is required in the smaller settlements nor that such

been used to inform the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment and the
Local Plan was sent to a sample of
people on the Council Tax Register,
including those living in caravans
where they are paying council tax.
This means that the needs all
residents of the East Riding are being
considered through this policy.
Support noted

Comment noted. However, the
needs of the groups identified are
significant and are unlikely to be
matched by other groups in the
lifetime of the Local Plan. The needs
of other groups can be met by the
policy. Housing need is identified in
the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment.
Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Support noted
Affordable housing is considered in
HBHM2 Policy HBHM1 Considers
the mix of housing in terms of size
and type.

Simon Miller, Persimmon
Homes

Object

CSPA/1125

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

Object

CSPA/1052

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,

Object

CSPA/1105

Object

CSPA/1165

thresholds are economically viable.
The Council cannot introduce such an approach in the
absence of the Affordable Housing Viability Assessment.
Persimmon Homes strongly disagree with this policy and
consider it completely unnecessary. We find the wording to
be far too prescriptive and consider developers should be
able to use their own expertise on a site by site basis to
interpret the local market and build quality housing that
people actually want to purchase. Developers have to
appeal to a wide market to ensure satisfactory sales rates,
and on most developments there will be a wide range of
different house types suited to different sectors of the
market.
The Council should consult widely with HBF
representatives before considering to adopt policies which
directly affect and interfere with the market and thus
viability and deliverability issues on sites.
We do not agree with the affordable housing thresholds of
over 3 dwellings or 0.10 hectares, these have not been
justified and there is not an evidence base to suggest that
this is required in the smaller settlements nor that such
thresholds are economically viable.
The Council cannot introduce such an approach in the
absence of the Affordable Housing Viability Assessment.
The policy cannot be set until the evidence base is
completed and the Council has undertaken an Affordable
Housing Viability Assessment. This will need to inform
thresholds and justify why the Council is seeking to reduce
the thresholds in the rural areas of the district. This may
simply not result in the delivery of any affordable housing.
Proposed policy HBHM1 is overly prescriptive. There
should be greater recognition of local circumstances
(including income levels) and potential viability.
Proposed policy HBHM1 is overly prescriptive. There
should be greater recognition of local circumstances
(including income levels) and potential viability.

The policy has been made more
flexible. It responds to needs and
demands in the area. HBF were
consulted on the Preferred Approach
Core Strategy.

Affordable housing is considered in
HBHM2. Policy HBHM1 Considers
the mix of housing in terms of size
and type.

The policy has been made more
flexible whilst still considering the
needs and demands in the area.
The policy has been made more
flexible whilst still considering the
needs and demands in the area.

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

Support

CSPA/1518

In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
We broadly support this policy.

Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.

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

Support

CSPA/1203

Observations

CSPA/1204

We note that the evidence base to complete this policy is
not currently available. Consequently we await further
details of this policy before we comment.

Object

CSPA/1321

I support option B for consistency and equality.

Joanna Lee, Baker
Associates on behalf of
Dennis Wilkinson,

Object

CSPA/1148

Plan B Planning and Design
Consultants Ltd

Observations

CSPA/1426

We support the specific identification of elderly people as a
priority group to be catered for with the development of
specialist accommodation. Provision for elderly is a
significant and growing issue for the East Riding and the
Regional City of Hull. The Sustainability Appraisal
recognises this unbalanced demographic profile. There is a
clear need to achieve greater and more appropriate
accommodation for those seeking to maintain an
independent but supported lifestyle and for those who
would like sheltered and specialist accommodation.
We suggest that the Core Strategy and Allocations DPDs
should go further and start to specifically allocate sites for
this purpose. We would encourage the Council to identify
broad locations here and also carry this through into the
Allocations DPD.
Proposed Policy SS3 is supported, however the Council
should be aware of and cater for the benefits of retirement
villages. For example the Joseph Rowntree Foundation has
found that:
‘There has been a growing policy emphasis on promoting
independence for older people, offering them choices, and
improving their quality of life. Retirement villages appear to

This policy is not awaiting further
evidence. Evidence in being prepared
for affordable housing. Affordable
housing is considered in HBHM2.
Option B has been rejected for the
reasons set out in the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy.
Comment noted. The Allocations
Document will allocate sites. The
Policy supports the allocation of sites
for specialist accommodation. The
Draft Strategy Document sets out
locations where specialist
accommodation will be supported.

Mr Alex Gymer,

Support noted

Comment noted. It is felt that the
policy sufficiently considers older
people.

serve current policy agendas very well. They offer
purposefully designed barrier-free housing with its
associated autonomy, a range of facilities and activities that
are not care related which generate opportunities for
informal and formal social activity and engagement,
alongside a range of care and support services that can
respond quickly and flexibly to a range of care needs over
time. The benefits of retirement villages are not just
confined to those who live there. They bring opportunities
to address the current shortage of homes suitable for later
life, by developing housing that is purpose-designed to meet
the current and future housing needs of older people, and
releasing significant numbers of under-occupied properties
in the wider community. They provide employment
opportunities to local communities and enhance the
viability of local services.’
There is also considerable support for retirement villages in
the Planning Officers Society document ‘Continuing Care
Retirement Communities a Guide to Planning’. This found
that ‘It is essential that’ Local Development Documents..,
take full account of the circumstances of older people and
are flexible enough to respond to innovative solutions such
as continuing care retirement communities? (page 32
paragraph 5.2). However there is recognition that making
specific allocations may be difficult. To counter this
paragraph 5.4 sets out that planning policies in Core
Strategies should contain criteria based policies which:
- Address specifically the needs of the elderly
- Plan positively for this group and increase the range of
appropriate accommodation ? including continuing care
retirement communities
- Recognise that older people have specific needs
- Address sustainability considerations
Paragraph 5.5 cites examples of Core Strategy best practice
in the area of making provision for continuing care
retirement communities.
Given the recognition that there will be an increasingly

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

Support

CSPA/1492

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1483

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

Object

CSPA/1671

ageing population in the East Riding it is requested that
continuing care retirement communities are recognised as
playing an important role in the future provision for this
sector of the population. It is therefore suggested that
criteria based policies with regard to continuing care
retirement communities are made in the Core Strategy in
accordance with the recommendations of the Planning
Officers Society.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
In principle policy HBHM1 sets out an appropriate
framework for achieving a suitable housing mix and meeting
the needs of different households. However, the site size
thresholds will need further consideration, the house
builders already recognise that buyers are expecting more
for their money. With the withdrawal of the RSS and
changes to density requirements through PPS3 high
densities are a thing of the past. The delivery of new
housing needs to reflect the aspirations of the buyers.
Development over not more than 2 storeys with garden
sizes appropriate to the size of the dwelling. Lower
densities will also encourage house builders to provide
properties for our aging population. The proportional land
take for each new dwelling to meet these changing
aspirations needs to be reflected in policy HBHM1.
National Grid recognise the encouragement given within
PPS3 to provide a mix of housing typologies within new
development, however, feel that the requirement to
provide a mix of sizes and types of housing on all
developments which exceed just five proposed dwellings is
counter productive to making the most efficient use of
sustainable brownfield sites such as the National Grid
landholdings at Bridlington and Driffield.
The move away from minimum density requirements within

Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Comment noted. Housing density is
considered in Proposed Policy
HBHM4. HBHM1 has been made
more flexible.

Comment noted the use of
brownfield land is considered in
HBHM4. Proposed Policy HBHM1
aims to meet identified need and
demand in the locality, not just
consider sites individually . The policy
has been made more flexible.

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1661

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

Object

CSPA/1721

the revised PPS3 (June 2010) is noted. However, it remains
an obvious thread of sustainable development principles to
make efficient use of brownfield land resources,
where available, as recognised within Proposed Policy
HBHM4. The blanket requirement to provide a mix of unit
types on even the smallest of sites has the potential to
compromise the ability of developers to achieve these
efficiency objectives. Furthermore, it is considered that
availability of a mix of housing types should be considered
on a settlement or area basis, rather than on a individual
site by site basis, especially in respect of particularly small
scale sites.
Ensuring a Housing Mix and Meeting the Needs of Different
Households
7.1 Policy HBHM1 is to be supported in general but, as
previously mentioned, there is concern that the sub area
approach could be applied to rigorously. Representations
have been made on this matter elsewhere in this paper
therefore they are not repeated here.
7.2 Therefore the policy as currently drafted is unsound
and, in response to Question 19, an appropriate framework
has not been set.
Proposed Change
7.3 Consequently, for Policy HBHM1 to be sound it should
be revised as follows:
`New residential development should contribute to the
overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the
development is to take place. If a settlement is in close
proximity to another housing market sub area, or areas,
the need in that housing market sub-area, or areas, should
also be taken into consideration. The mix should reflect the
needs.........'
Policy HBHM1 is to be supported in general but, as
previously mentioned, there is concern that the sub area
approach could be applied to rigorously. Representations

Comment noted. The policy is now
more flexible.

Comment noted. The policy is now
more flexible.

Central Land Holdings

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1651

Mr Chris Taylor,

Support with

CSPA/1552

have been made on this matter elsewhere in this paper
therefore they are not repeated here.
Therefore the policy as currently drafted is unsound and, in
response to Question 19, an appropriate framework has
not been set.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy HBHM1 to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
'New residential development should contribute to the
overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the
development is to take place. If a settlement is in close
proximity to another housing market sub area, or areas,
the need in that housing market sub-area, or areas, should
also be taken into consideration. The mix should reflect the
needs '
It is important that the needs for particular groups are only
necessary where there is an identified need. PPS12 makes it
clear that Core Strategies must be justifiable and founded
on a robust and credible evidence base. Therefore for the
purpose of clarity, we would suggest that part A of policy
HBHM1 is re-written as below:
Proposed part A of Policy HBHM1: Providing a mix of
housing on new housing development
A. New residential development should contribute to the
overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the
development is to take place. The mix should reflect the
needs of all groups, [TEXT STRUCK THROUGH]
particularly [END STRIKE THROUGH] such as the elderly
and first time buyers, [TEXT STRUCK THROUGH] whose
[END STRIKE THROUGH] where such needs have been
identified as a priority. First time buyers should
be??????????????????????
Firstly does the statement (The mix should provide people

Comment noted. The Policy intends
to meet identified needs, the needs of
older people and 1st time buyers have
been identified. The SHMA identifies
the need for housing in the East
Riding.

The Policy intends to ensure that

Melbourne Parish Council

conditions

with independence, choice and control over their housing)
mean there is an intention to give greater power to Town
and Parish Council to determine approval/disapproval of
such schemes? If so then the proposal is welcomed.

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

Support

CSPA/1677

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

Object

CSPA/1693

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/2084

In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
Policy HBHM1 is to be supported in general but, as
previously mentioned, there is concern that the sub area
approach could be applied to rigorously. Representations
have been made on this matter elsewhere in this paper
therefore they are not repeated here.
Therefore the policy as currently drafted is unsound and, in
response to Question 19, an appropriate framework has
not been set.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy HBHMI to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
New residential development should contribute to the
overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the
development is to take place. If a settlement is in close
proximity to another housing market sub area, or areas,
the need in that housing market sub-area, or areas, should
also be taken into consideration. The mix should reflect the
needs...'
Overall the policy with a tiered level is supported and
South Cave, whether as a SV or not, requiring a mix of
housing for developments over 3 units and generally
identifying the elderly and first time buyers as target groups.
There appears to be no mechanism however for defining
what that mix should be, which appears to be a subjective
discretion of development control nor how preserving this

schemes consider the needs and
demands in the areas from sources
such as the SHMA. The policy does
not change who will determine
applications.
Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Comment noted. The policy is now
more flexible.

It is appropriate for the exact mix to
be considered on an application by
application basis based on the
evidence that is available, such as the
SHMA and other information
provided by the Housing Strategy and
Development Team. The policy will

mix is to take place. We are particularly thinking of elderly
bungalows for example, which upon onward sale, are
extended by young families etc and become unavailable to
the elderly group the housing mix originally provided for.

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1779

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1766

Policy HBHM1 is to be supported in general but, as
previously mentioned, there is concern that the sub area
approach could be applied to rigorously. Representations
have been made on this matter elsewhere in this paper
therefore they are not repeated here.
Therefore the policy as currently drafted is unsound and, in
response to Question 19, an appropriate framework has
not been set.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy HBHM1 to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
`New residential development should contribute to the
overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the
development is to take place. If a settlement is in close
proximity to another housing market sub area, or areas,
the need in that housing market sub-area, or areas, should
also be taken into consideration. The mix should reflect the
needs ..."
8.1 Our Client is generally supportive of the provision of a
range and mix of housing, which will aid in the creation of
sustainable, mixed communities (paragraph 7.6 of the Core
Strategy Preferred Approach document). It is considered
that this is in line with national planning policy in the form
of PPS3.
Proposed Policy HBHM1 - Providing a Mix of Housing on
New Housing Developments
8.2 Whilst overall, our Client supports Policy HBHM1, it
does have some concerns in relation to the

ensure that that mix meets the needs
and demands of the locality. The
policy does not intend to limit the
occupancy of particular properties
but aims to create a mix of housing
so that there is a choice of housing
available.
Comment noted. The policy is now
more flexible.

Comment noted, the policy is now
more flexible in terms of the
requirement of specialist
accommodation provision.

Mr Neil Manock, Neil
Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller,

Support

CSPA/1741

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton

Object

CSPA/1873

wording of part C of this Policy. Part C of Policy HBHM1
states that The provision of specialist I accommodation
especially for older people will be expected...": It is noted
that the elderly (as well as first time buyers) have been
identified as those having specific housing needs in the
Housing I Needs and Market Assessment (HNMA) of 2007.
8.3 However, our Client objects to the wording of part C
of the Policy and considers it to be too prescriptive to
expect specialist accommodation for older people to be
provided. It is also noted that not all sites will be
automatically suitable for specialist accommodation (defined
in paragraph 7.11 as including extra care facilities, sheltered
housing, nursing homes and so on) as such facilities will
have specific needs. Furthermore, economic viability will
also play a part in whether a site can be developed for such
a use.
8.4 Our Client therefore recommends that the word
`expected' within part C of Policy HBHM1 is replaced with
the word 'encouraged'.
8.7 On the basis of the comments made at paragraphs 8.1
to 8.4 (above), it is considered that Proposed Policy
HBHM1 does generally provide an appropriate framework
for achieving a suitable housing mix, subject to the minor
change suggested to part C of the Policy at paragraph 8.4
(above).
Proposed Policy HBHM1 sets an appropriate framework
for achieving a suitable housing mix and meeting the needs
of different households. It is essential that new residential
development contributes to the overall mix of housing in
the locality, taking into consideration the existing housing
stock and the need in the housing market sub-area in which
the development this located. HBHM1 reflects the evidence
base for this policy which informs that the mix should
reflect the needs of all groups, particularly the elderly and
first time buyers, whose needs have been identified as a
priority.
It is important that the needs for particular groups are only

Support noted

Comment noted. The Policy intends

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

CSPA/1615

necessary where there is an identified need. PPS12 makes it
clear that Core Strategies must be justifiable and founded
on a robust and credible evidence base. Therefore for the
purpose of clarity, we would suggest that part A of policy
HBHM1 is re-written as below: [Part A replace
"...particularly..." with "...such as..." and replace "...whose..."
with "...where such..."]
Support
Overall our client supports the objective of providing a mix
of housing on new housing developments to help deliver
mixed and sustainable communities, an objective of PPS3.
Objection
Whilst our client notes the need to deliver a range of type
and tenure of housing and supports the emphasis for
meeting the needs of first time buyers there is a need to
recognise the potential impact of market conditions and
how this may impact on the delivery of housing. It is noted
that the needs for elderly and first time buyers is already
identified and there is no need to repeat the need for first
time buyers in the following sentence.
Whilst again our client does not object to the principle in
delivering specialist accommodation, we do object to the
wording of ‘expected’ to be provided. It is also not clear
what is meant by ?specialist accommodation? and whether
these are actually nursing accommodation, Use Class C2. It
will be down to a site by site basis whether this can be
delivered, in terms of viability and also practicality as such
institutions will have specific needs.
Proposed Changes
Taking into account the above and to make HBHM1 sound,
we would recommend that it is amended as follows;
?Policy HBHMI ? Providing a mix of housing on new housing
developments
A. New residential development should contribute to the
overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the

to meet identified needs, the needs of
older people and 1st time buyers have
been identified.

Comment noted. The policy has been
made more flexible and examples of
specialist accommodation are given in
the supporting text.

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

Object

CSPA/1706

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

Object

CSPA/1791

development is to take place. The mix should reflect the
needs of all groups, particularly the elderly and first time
buyers (see Figure 16), whose needs have been identified as
a priority. The mix should provide people with
independence, choice
and control over their housing.
B. As drafted?..
C. The provision of specialist accommodation especially for
older people is encouraged, particularly in areas of greatest
anticipated demand.. Such accommodation is encouraged
on large sites or on specific allocated sites identified in the
allocations DPD.?
Policy HBHM1 is to be supported in general but, as
previously mentioned, there is concern that the sub area
approach could be applied to rigorously. Representations
have been made on this matter elsewhere in this paper
therefore they are not repeated here.
Therefore the policy as currently drafted is unsound and, in
response to Question 19, an appropriate framework has
not been set.
Proposed Change
Consequently, for Policy HBHM1 to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
`New residential development should contribute to the
overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the
development is to take place. If a settlement is in close
proximity to another housing market sub area, or areas,
the need in that housing market sub-area, or areas, should
also be taken into consideration. The mix should reflect the
needs...'
7.1 Policy HBHM1 is to be supported in general but, as
previously mentioned, there is concern that the sub area
approach could be applied to rigorously. Representations
have been made on this matter elsewhere in this paper
therefore they are not repeated here.

Comment noted. The policy is now
more flexible.

Comment noted The policy is now
more flexible.

Mr John Brown, East
Riding of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1892

Mr John Brown, East
Riding of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1894

7.2 Therefore the policy as currently drafted is unsound
and, in response to Question 19, an appropriate framework
has not been set.
Proposed Change
7.3 Consequently, for Policy HBHM1 to be sound it should
be revised as follows:
'New residential development should contribute to the
overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
consideration the existing housing stock in the settlement
and the need in the housing market sub-area where the
development is to take place. If a settlement is in close
proximity to another housing market sub area, or areas,
the need in that housing market sub-area, or areas, should
also be taken into consideration. The mix should reflect the
needs...'
As well as seeking to encourage the building of affordable
housing the LDF should encourage the increased supply of
sheltered accommodation in all its forms. Overall the rate
of increase in population of the East Riding is recognised as
being one of the highest in the United Kingdom, particularly
as a result of inward migration, especially of the 40-50 age
group, most of whom wish to continue working. See pp.58, Figs.2, 3, 4, 5 in ERYC Information Digest for illustrations
of the demography.
‘Mixed’ developments encourage ‘mixed’ income groupings
which should aid sustainability and avoid social segregation
to some extent. In the smallest settlements (ie, the most
rural of all areas) the ‘exceptions’ policy is of great
importance and needs strong endorsement.
The work of ‘housing enablers’ is central to the
implementation of such a policy and it is to be hoped that
such officers can be retained in the current economic
climate. Similar aims of mixed development to include
affordable/social housing need effective cross subsidy from
market housing.
The design of perimeter estates needs to include provision
of ‘open space’ and perhaps arrangements of house

The policy aims to provide for older
people in the mix of housing and
specialist accommodation.

Support noted

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support

CSPA/2265

Mr Richard Bryan,

Support

CSPA/1995

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1808

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2015

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

Observations

CSPA/2149

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

Observations

CSPA/2151

orientation that overlooks such open space and excludes
vehicle traffic. The coalition government/s encouragement
of Local Investment Plans for Housing is an important
development which The Partnership members will wish to
consider in detail as are the implications of relaxation of
planning controls if such comes into being.
We support the intention to allow densities of lower than
30dph, where it would be necessary to maintain the
character of an area, or where there are significant
constraints, such as the need to safeguard the character or
setting of heritage assets.
This reflects the advice in PPS3.
Try to ensure adequate affordable housing and some
smaller units ie. Bungalows, flats and 2 bed houses.

The proposed framework for achieving a suitable housing
mix is supported. The policy could be strengthened by
adding that new residential developments should reflect
housing need at that time; this adds some flexibility and
means the policy will still be relevant in 10-15 years time
when market demand may have changed.
In general the approach in Policy HBHM1 is supported.
There is a balance in the policy between setting a threshold
where a mix of houses will be sought and allowing flexibility
where particularly circumstances might justify not meeting
that requirement.
Q2. Do you think prioritizing new housing for first time
buyers and the elderly is right to meet future housing needs
in East Riding?
- Housing, especially for younger and young couples just
starting off and allowing them to stay local
Q4. The Council has proposed that potential development
sites above 5 houses in city areas and 3 houses in rural
areas should include a mix of housing types. Do you think
that all sites should include a housing mix?

Comment noted. However density is
considered in HBHM4.

Comment noted. Affordable housing
is considered in policy HBHM2. The
policy will determine the type of
housing dependant on the needs and
demands in the area.
Comment noted. The policy refers to
the SHMA or equivalent future
assessments.

Support noted. However the
thresholds have been removed and
the policy has been made more
flexible.
Comment noted

Comment noted

- Yes there should be a good mix of homes, with say a
minimum >10 homes

Question 20
Consultee

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment
ID
CSPA/63

Mr Matthew Shellum, The
Planning Bureau Ltd. on
behalf of East Riding of
Yorkshire Council
Tenants' Forum

Other

CSPA/101

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

Observations

CSPA/223

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

Response

Officer Comments

The policy in so far as it is drafted with the absence of
supporting information is SUPPORTED. However, further
comment pending the release of the background
information on percentages is reserved.
The need for more affordable housing was recognised in
the Council’s Housing Needs Market Assessment which
suggested there would be an estimated shortfall of 1,400
affordable homes per year over the next five years. The
development of rural exception sites can make a positive
contribution affordable housing provision.
The need for the scale of growth to reflect the objectives
of the rural renaissance and the provision of affordable
housing need with easy access to larger settlements offering
a wide range of services should also be encouraged.
Yes, given the identified need for specialised
accommodation for older people during the plan period the
Council should consider a lower percentage target for
specialised accommodation for older people. This would
encourage two forms of accommodation for which the
Council have identified a need.
The Crown Estate looks forward to formally responding to
East Riding of Yorkshire’s proposed policy on affordable
housing in due course. We support the Council’s decision
not to progress the policy until the evidence base is
complete.
The Crown Estate would suggest that, in line with PPS3,
any affordable housing targets suggested should be seen as
overall targets throughout the Plan period; the requirement
for affordable housing within individual schemes should
however be assessed against viability tests, market
conditions, tenure mix, and other developer contributions

Comment noted

Specialist accommodation is
considered under Proposed Policy
HBHM1.

Comment noted

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

Observations

CSPA/245

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/246

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

Observations

CSPA/247

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

Observations

CSPA/276

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

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/300
CSPA/600

required at the time of development.
Policy HBHM2 is incomplete and therefore it is impossible
to confirm whether or not the proposed policy sets an
appropriate framework regarding affordable housing. Thus,
our client reserves the right to comment on this policy
once all evidence based work has been completed.
3) It is recognised that PPS3 requires LDD’s to set an
overall target for the amount of affordable housing to be
provided. Our client welcomes the approach by the council
in that they will allow policy HBHM2 to be flexible to allow
for change in market conditions. However, we would also
add that the policy should be flexible to accommodate
exceptional circumstance on a site per site basis. For
example, there may be abnormal site infrastructure costs
which mean that a certain percentage of affordable housing
cannot be delivered on a particular site. Our client
therefore strongly requests that the proposed HBHM2
policy includes a ?subject to viability? clause.
4) It is important that the council undertakes an informed
assessment of the economic viability of any thresholds and
proportions of affordable housing proposed, including their
likely impact upon overall levels of housing delivery and
creating mixed communities as set out in PPS3. Otherwise,
unrealistic demand on developers will have a serious impact
on the delivery of future housing in East Riding.
Part A of the policy, which sets the % targets, threshold and
mix has not yet been drafted due to an incomplete
evidence base. My client reserves the right to comment
further on this aspect of the policy in future consultations.
Y
We are broadly supportive of policy HBHM2 in principle
albeit the key requirements for affordable housing provision
in the larger settlements are not vey advanced at this stage.
In offering support however, it is essential that the policy is
appropriately worded to reflect that there may be viability
considerations impacting upon the quantum or tenure of
affordable housing from an individual site and in such

Comment noted

Comment noted. The policy will
include a viability clause.

Comment noted. The Council has
carried out an Affordable Housing
Viability Assessment.

Comment noted

Comment noted
Comment noted

Mrs Pamela Austin,
Cottage Farm
Neighbourhood Watch

Object

CSPA/702

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

Observations

CSPA/669

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

Observations

CSPA/735

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf
of Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,
Mr G E Wright,

Observations

CSPA/642

Object

CSPA/924

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

Observations

CSPA/1267

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Observations

CSPA/870

circumstances a viability appraisal is necessary to support
any reduced affordable provision.
In Bridlington there is a surplus of small terrace Raising and
one bedroom flats etc so there is plenty of affordable
housing. The need is for larger privately owned properties
but in the present climate and how incomes in the area
these are not affordable.
Part A of the policy, which will set the % targets, threshold
and mix has not yet been drafted due to an incomplete
evidence base. My clients reserve the right to comment
further on this aspect of the policy in future consultations.
Part A of the policy, which will set the % targets, threshold
and mix has not yet been drafted due to an incomplete
evidence base. My clients reserve the right to comment
further on this aspect of the policy in future consultations.
Part A of the policy, which will set the % targets, threshold
and mix has not yet been drafted due to an incomplete
evidence base. My clients reserve the right to comment
further on this aspect of the policy in future consultations.
The Housing Needs and Market Assessment is not
compliant with PPS3 and is inadequate to underpin any
affordable housing policy. Taken with the absence of
viability testing prior to the publication of consultations
document, and the outcome of the subsequent evidence of
the DTZ draft summary report, it can only be concluded
that the affordable housing policies lack a credible and
robust evidence-base and are formulated within a policy
framework of RSS which no longer exists.
In the absence of the evidence base for the affordable
housing policy and the given the limits of its drafting at this
stage, we reserve our position to comment further through
additional consultation stages on affordable housing
provision.
Part A of the policy, which will set the % targets, threshold
and mix has not yet been drafted due to an incomplete
evidence base. We reserve the right to comment further
on this aspect of the policy in future consultations.

Comment noted. The Strategic
Housing Market Assessment shows
that there is a need for affordable
housing.
Comment noted

Comment noted

Comment noted

Comment noted. Since the Preferred
Approach a SHMA has been
produced and the Affordable Housing
Viability Assessment has been
completed.

Comment noted

Comment noted

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council
Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
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

Observations

CSPA/896

Observations

CSPA/1446

Object

CSPA/1225

Observations

CSPA/1246

Natasha Rowland, Savills

Observations

CSPA/1135

Simon Miller, Persimmon
Homes

Observations

CSPA/1126

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1263

We will comment on the affordable housing policy when
you consult on that separately and in due course.
Part A of the policy, which will set the % targets, threshold
and mix has not yet been drafted due to an incomplete
evidence base. My clients reserve the right to comment
further on this aspect of the policy in future consultations.

Comment noted

Miller Strategic Land is concerned that the detail of the
affordable housing policy is incomplete at the moment and
will be subject to a separate consultation. The outcome of
the evidence base and Strategic Housing Market
Assessment could affect the overarching strategy. The
footnote of the policy indicates that the detail will be
included in a Supplementary Planning Document. Miller
Strategic Land would like to highlight that SPD’s should only
elaborate on existing policies and not to instigate a new
policy approach.
The policy cannot be set until the evidence base is
completed and the Council has undertaken an Affordable
Housing Viability Assessment. This will need to inform
thresholds and justify why the Council is seeking to reduce
the thresholds in the rural areas of the district. This may
simply not result in the delivery of any affordable housing.
It will be vital the Council widely consults with HBF
representatives during the formulation of the evidence base
for this policy.
Current projections suggest that coastal flooding and
erosion will be exacerbated by climate change. In
anticipation of this, national policy advocates the need for
coastal communities to manage the resulting coastal change
through a range of adaptation measures. This approach is
consistent with the new PPS25 (development and flood
risk) and in particular the use of coastal change
management areas and the development of areas outside of
these areas to support coastal change adaptation.

Comment noted

Comment noted

Comment Noted.

Comment noted. An Affordable
Housing Viability Assessment has
been completed since the
consultation on the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy.
Comment noted. The HBF have been
consulted.
Comment noted. The policy aims to
increase affordable housing in areas
of need.

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

Observations

CSPA/1106

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

Observations

CSPA/1166

The Council is currently delivering a Coastal Change
Pathfinder project as part of a national programme funded
by Defra. The East Riding Coastal Change Pathfinder is
intended to develop and test innovative approaches to
assist coastal communities in adapting to the pressures
caused by coastal change. This process is already
highlighting the lack of suitable accommodation in coastal
areas to allow residents affected by coastal change to move
away from areas at risk of erosion to safer, more
sustainable locations.
Coastal residents at risk of coastal change along the
Holderness Coast are often reluctant to move away from
high risk areas because there is a lack of housing nearby
that they can move too whilst remaining in the vicinity of
the coast and the community they are part of.
Affordable housing schemes will continue to be required as
one mechanism for providing the capacity required to allow
coastal communities to adapt sustainably in the long term.
Because of the above we would like Policy HBHM2 to
reflect the need for affordable housing provision in coastal
settlements to support coastal change adaptation and that
this is also covered in the coastal sub-area policies.
Until the full policy is available for comments, we feel
unable to comment in detail on this policy. However, it is
important to recognise that the amount of affordable
housing which can be provided in rural areas will be very
dependent upon the overall level of housing provision made
there. Experience over the last decade has shown that rural
exceptions sites make only a limited contribution to
meeting the affordable housing needs of rural areas.
Until the full policy is available for comments, we feel
unable to comment in detail on this policy. However, it is
important to recognise that the amount of affordable
housing which can be provided in rural areas will be very
dependent upon the overall level of housing provision made
there. Experience over the last decade has shown that rural
exceptions sites make only a limited contribution to

Comment noted

Comment noted

E Morley,

Object

CSPA/1276

Mr David Hickling,
Hickling Gray Associates
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf
of Mr and Mrs Hudson,

Observations

CSPA/1373

Observations

CSPA/1519

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes

Observations

CSPA/1408

meeting the affordable housing needs of rural areas.
Threshold for Affordable Housing Provision in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements at 5 seems rather too low and will
make it impossible to develop any more exclusive
developments in this area. Demand for average to high
priced properties would inevitably be lower if they were
closely intermingled with social housing. Requirement for
bungalows for the elderly is fine but it is an unfortunate fact
that a signficant number of people requiring social rented
housing do have the kind of lifestyle that can make the
entire area less pleasant to live in for the rest of the
population (The Council apparently admits as much on page
119 when saying 'the mix of types of and size of housing will
impact on value and therefore the right mix could make
housing more affordable to first time buyers'.).
While I accept that the concept of affordable housing
provision on new developments is part of a wider policy I
do feel that where possible social rented housing tends to
be better located in a community on its own rather than
interspersed on an individual basis between privately owned
homes in the large developments. Integration is fine in
theory but in reality doesn't tend to work and leads to
dissatisfaction on both sides.
I know this will be dismissed as a non P.C. attitude but
really it is just common sense. People naturally get on
better with others who are in a similar situation to
themselves, forming better communities and thus
engendering greater contentment.
Care is needed on setting targets / thresholds in Part A.
Too high a requirement will make some schemes unviable.
Part A of the policy, which will set the % targets, threshold
and mix has not yet been drafted due to an incomplete
evidence base. My clients reserve the right to comment
further on this aspect of the policy in future consultations.
In the absence of a defined policy statement on site
thresholds, proportion and tenure mix of affordable
housing it is not possible to provide detailed comment. We

The threshold has not been set in the
preferred policy. Any threshold will
be based on evidence. National policy
requires affordable housing to be
provided on site where possible to
provide mixed and balanced
communities.

Comment noted. The policy will
include a viability caveat.
Comment noted

Comment noted. The target will not
be set in SPD. This could be seen as
policy.

(Yorkshire) Ltd

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

Support with
conditions
Observations

CSPA/1322
CSPA/1460

note that the Council is in the process of completing an
Affordable Housing Viability Assessment and that this, along
with the proposed wording for part A Policy HBHM2 will
form part of a separate consultation exercise.
The supporting text to the Policy restates two options for
the percentage of affordable housing provision within new
development, both of which hinge around the 40% guideline
set within RSS. Clearly in current market conditions such a
target will be difficult to achieve and it is notable that the
recent Affordable Housing Viability Study undertaken by
Selby District Council found that only 4% of those sites
tested would be viable with the full provision of 40%
affordable
housing. Whilst this will not be directly comparable to
circumstances within the East Riding in does highlight the
likely short to medium difficulties in affordable provision.
On this basis we would stress the need for a realistic and
flexible policy target for affordable housing which reflects
changing market conditions. This should be set as a
maximum target and balanced against overall scheme
viability and the level of other developer contributions.
Whilst the target is likely to be well below 40% in the short
term, reflecting market conditions, this figure can be
reviewed through SPD during the Plan period as market
conditions improve.
I support proposed policy provided it sets out a clear
target.
In the absence of a defined policy statement on site
thresholds, proportion and tenure mix of affordable
housing it is not possible to provide detailed comment. We
note that the Council is in the process of completing an
Affordable Housing Viability Assessment and that this, along
with the proposed wording for part A Policy HBHM2 will
form part of a separate consultation exercise. The
supporting text to the Policy restates two options for the
percentage of affordable housing provision within new
development, both of which hinge around the 40% guideline

Targets will be set in the next
consultation document.
Comment noted. The target will not
be set in SPD. This could be seen as
policy.

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

Object

CSPA/1462

set within RSS. Clearly in current market conditions such a
target will be difficult to achieve and it is notable that the
recent Affordable Housing Viability Study undertaken by
Selby District Council found that only 4% of those sites
tested would be viable with the full provision of 40%
affordable housing. Whilst this will not be directly
comparable to circumstances within the East Riding in does
highlight the likely short to medium difficulties in affordable
provision. On this basis we would stress the need for a
realistic and flexible policy target for affordable housing
which reflects changing market conditions. This should be
set as a maximum target and balanced against overall
scheme viability and the level of other developer
contributions. Whilst the target is likely to be well below
40% in the short term, reflecting market conditions, this
figure can be reviewed through SPD during the Plan period
as market conditions improve.
Proposed Policy SHC3 provides insufficient detail to allow
for a proper consideration of the potential impacts of the
policy upon the viability of new development. As currently
worded the Policy suggests that developer contributions
will be set having regard to the viability of the particular
development. Paragraph 10.37 confirms this, indicating that
development viability assessments will be used before
setting out the level of contributions required. Whilst this
approach is likely to beneficial where deliverability is
threatened by abnormal site costs such an open book
approach to all sites will be impractical. It suggests a
variable tariff level for contributions and this will lead to
uncertainty in the development planning process. This is
compounded by the absence of a clear schedule of
infrastructure requirements likely to attract a tariff.
Whilst it is appreciated that the detail of the Policy will be
provided through an SPD, as currently worded the Policy is
seriously flawed and will lead to uncertainty until such time
as the SPD is adopted. The evidence base for the Core
Strategy should provide an assessment of potential viability

The policy will set a requirement and
threshold that will give certainty. Any
SPD will give additional guidance on
how to interoperate the policy.

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

Observations

CSPA/1493

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Observations

CSPA/1484

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Support

CSPA/1817

Observations

CSPA/1421

impacts, considered in conjunction with the Affordable
Housing Viability Assessment, in order to inform
appropriate tariff levels and contribution mechanisms.
Part A of the policy, which will set the % targets, threshold
and mix has not yet been drafted due to an incomplete
evidence base. My clients reserve the right to comment
further on this aspect of the policy in future consultations.
Any affordable housing policy has to be flexible so as to be
able to respond to site specific abnormal costs. It should
also not be so onerous that new housing in smaller
settlements is prevented. There needs to be a mechanism
to recognise that development costs of brownfield sites and
Greenfield sites are considerably different. There should
also be recognition for the fact that the 40% provision is
not always appropriate depending upon the location of the
site. Other neighbouring authorities are looking to adopt a
settlement/site hierarchy for provision, which includes a
commuted sum for smaller developments in rural areas.

Comment noted

The Council will consider the
evidence in setting the requirement.

Support noted
In the absence of a defined policy statement on site
thresholds, proportion and tenure mix of affordable
housing it is not possible to provide detailed comment. We
note that the Council is in the process of completing an
Affordable Housing Viability Assessment and that this, along
with the proposed wording for part A Policy HBHM2 will
form part of a separate consultation exercise.
The supporting text to the Policy restates two options for
the percentage of affordable housing provision within new
development, both of which hinge around the 40% guideline
set within RSS. Clearly in current market conditions such a
target will be difficult to achieve and it is notable that the
recent Affordable Housing Viability Study undertaken by
Selby District Council found that only 4% of those sites
tested would be viable with the full provision of 40%
affordable housing. Whilst this will not be directly
comparable to circumstances

Comment noted. The requirement
will be set in the policy not in SPD.
The Council will consider the
available evidence when setting the
requirement.

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

Observations

CSPA/1672

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

Observations

CSPA/1662

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of

Observations

CSPA/1652

within the East Riding in does highlight the likely short to
medium difficulties in affordable provision.
On this basis we would stress the need for a realistic and
flexible policy target for affordable housing which reflects
changing market conditions. This should be set as a
maximum target and balanced against overall scheme
viability and the level of other developer contributions.
Whilst the target is likely to be well below 40% in the short
term, reflecting market conditions, this figure can be
reviewed through SPD during the Plan period as market
conditions improve.
It is noted that the main thrust of the policy setting targets
for site thresholds above which affordable housing will be
required, the proportion of dwellings on sites over that
threshold that should be affordable, and the proposed
tenure mix is yet to be determined, linked to ongoing work
on the evidence base. National Grid welcome the reference
within the policy to incorporation of an element of
flexibility within whatever targets are set to reflect changing
market conditions, and presumably the site specific
circumstances of each case (including viability). However,
they would wish to formally request that these affordable
housing details are subject to formal consultation at the
earliest possible opportunity, and not left to a separate SPD
and/or submission stage of the DPD where there will be
limited opportunity to respond to representations in
advance of EIP.
Question 29 - Does proposed policy HBHM2 set an
appropriate framework for ensuring an increase in
affordable housing? If not, please state why.
7.4 Given that the evidence base for affordable housing is
not yet complete Central Land Holdings reserves the right
to make representations on all aspects of this policy until
the evidence base has been produced. Consequently, it is
not possible to respond to Question 20.
Policy HBHM2 is incomplete and therefore it is impossible
to confirm whether or not the proposed policy sets an

Comment noted. The Further
Consultation includes draft
requirements.

Comment noted

Comment noted. It is intended that
the policy will include a viability

Stuart Evison,

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1553

Mrs V. L. E. Cox, Barmby
Moor Parish Council
Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Support

CSPA/2000

Observations

CSPA/2085

appropriate framework regarding affordable housing. Thus,
our client reserves the right to comment on this policy
once all evidence based work has been completed.
It is recognised that PPS3 requires LDD’s to set an overall
target for the amount of affordable housing to be provided.
Our client welcomes the approach by the Council in that
they will allow policy HBHM2 to be flexible to allow for
change in market conditions. However, we would also add
that the policy should be flexible to accommodate
exceptional circumstance on a site per site basis. For
example, there may be abnormal site infrastructure costs
which mean that a certain percentage of affordable housing
cannot be delivered on a particular site. Our client
therefore strongly requests that the proposed HBHM2
policy includes a ‘subject to viability’ clause.
It is important that the Council undertakes an informed
assessment of the economic viability of any thresholds and
proportions of affordable housing proposed, including their
likely impact upon overall levels of housing delivery and
creating mixed communities as set out in PPS3. Otherwise,
unrealistic demand on developers will have a serious impact
on the delivery of future housing in East Riding.
In principle the Parish Council supports affordable housing,
however this places all determination for social rented
housing within the remit of the ERYC and does not secure
in perpetuity the rights of the appropriate Parish Council to
determine the choice of social tenant. How do you propose
to redress this imbalance?
Pleased ERYC are addressing the problem.

clause and aim to create mixed
communities.

This is difficult to answer in that the policy is not complete
and currently as framed is contradictory. In part B
exception sites will be allocated in the Allocation DPD (and
therefore be within a development limit of a RSC or SV),
yet in part C exception sites may be adjacent to those
development limits? We are totally against and
development outside the existing development limits which

Comment noted. Exception sites are
intended to be sites for affordable
housing in locations where general
market housing would not be
allowed, this may be within the
development limits but of a larger
scale than would be permitted for

Comment noted. The Council’s
Housing Strategy and Development
Section has produced an Allocations
Policy which will be used to
determine suitable tenants for a
property.
Comment noted

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Observations

CSPA/1769

Mr Neil Manock, Neil
Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller,

Observations

CSPA/1742

Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton

Observations

CSPA/1874

is reflected in the Parish survey where 88.9% of
respondents did not want to see those limits extended.
8.8 Whilst our Client is pleased to see that paragraph 7.19
recognises that affordable housing can impact on the
viability of development schemes and that the Council is
undertaking an assessment to determine how much
affordable housing can be provided whilst a reasonable
profit is maintained, they have some comments in relation
to economic viability in general.
8.9 Whilst developer profit is indeed an important part of
any assessment of viability in relation to development, it is
also noted that there are other factors that influence
overall viability, especially abnormal costs that can be
associated with the development of previously developed
sites in particular. Our Client therefore considers that any
assessment of affordable housing and viability should take
these factors into account. It would be unjustified to
assume that affordable housing could be provided on any
site providing that the developer retains a reasonable profit.
8.10 Given that the evidence base for affordable housing is
not yet complete, it is not possible to comment fully on this
Policy at the present time. Our Client therefore reserves
the right to make representations to this Policy at the
relevant time.
As this policy is incomplete, the respondent's position
regarding the targets for the site threshold at which
affordable housing will be required, the % of dwellings on
sites over the threshold that should be affordable and the
tenure mix of affordable housing to be provided is
reserved. Furthermore it is essential that the eventual
policy includes provision whereby affordable housing
provision is subject to site specific assessments of viability.
Proposed Amendments;
Complete policy for public consultation, include provision
to enable viability assessments as part of development
proposals.
Policy HBHM2 is incomplete and therefore it is impossible

market housing or adjacent to the
development limits.
Comment noted

Comment noted

Comment noted the policy is

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

Mr John Brown, East
Riding of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1891

to confirm whether or not the proposed policy sets an
appropriate framework regarding affordable housing. Thus,
our client reserves the right to comment on this policy
once all evidence based work has been completed.
It is recognised that PPS3 requires LDD's to set an overall
target for the amount of affordable housing to be provided.
Our client welcomes the approach by the Council in that
they will allow policy HBHM2 to be flexible to allow for
change in market conditions. However, we would also add
that the policy should be flexible to accommodate
exceptional circumstance on a site per site basis. For
example, there may be abnormal site infrastructure costs
which mean that a certain percentage of affordable housing
cannot be delivered on a particular site. Our client
therefore strongly requests that the proposed HBHM2
policy includes a 'subject to viability' clause.
It is important that the Council undertakes an informed
assessment of the economic viability of any thresholds and
proportions of affordable housing proposed, including their
likely impact upon overall levels of housing delivery and
creating mixed communities as set out in PPS3. Otherwise,
unrealistic demand on developers will have a serious impact
on the delivery of future housing in East Riding.
The Partnership members are very concerned, as we know
the Planning dept. are, about the provision of affordable
housing, the more so in the light of recent pronouncements
from national politicians and from company reports (e.g.
WIMPEY, the second largest house building company in the
UK reported a return to profitability on the basis of
building fewer houses but at increased prices).
The Partnership hopes that the eventual final LDF seeks to
make very clear procedures which aim to improve the
supply of affordable housing. As is well recognised the
provision of affordable housing has a close relationship to
demographics; the increasing proportion of elderly people
in the East Riding is emphasised by the decreasing number
of young people (often who work in key rural sectors) who

intended to include a subject to
viability clause.

Comment noted.

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council
Mrs Maggie Whitlock,

Observations

CSPA/2048

Observations

CSPA/2027

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

Observations

CSPA/2016

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

Observations

CSPA/1809

Mr Mike Cole, Gregory
Gray Associates on behalf
of Wyevale Garden
Centres
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding of Yorkshire
Council Tenants' Forum

Support

CSPA/1810

Observations

CSPA/2152

find it possible to reside within the authority or those that
depart for higher education and choose not to return, thus
depriving us of the economic stimulus of young ambitious
workers.
We will comment on the affordable housing policy when
you consult on that separately and in due course.
Have issue on design of social housing should not be of the
same design
Part A of the policy, which will set the % targets, threshold
and mix has not yet been drafted due to an incomplete
evidence base. My client reserves the right to comment
further on this aspect of the policy in future consultations.
The proposed level of affordable housing should be fully
justified if the Core Strategy is to pass the test of
soundness. The policy should allow for reduced provision
where there is evidence that development is not financially
viable due to the level of affordable housing required.
The proposed rural exceptions policy is supported. It will
be important that the data sources for local housing need is
kept fully up-to-date so it can easily be established if there
is a need.
Q5. Do you think there is a need for affordable housing to
be built? Again the Council are using a threshold for
building sites. What should this threshold be? In rural areas
they are also proposing that green land next to existing
settlements should be used for 100% affordable housing
(Rural Exception sites). Do you think this is a good idea?
- Yes regarding affordable homes, but if the developer only
wants to build above a certain level say for larger families
depending on the area, then the Council should ensure that
the developer does build some affordable homes in a more
suitable area as part of the deal.
- Split the new housing developments according to the mix
and not one block of affordable, one block of family etc
- 100% Rural affordable was generally agreed but subject to

Comment noted
Comment noted. The policy aims to
integrate affordable housing with
market housing, including through
design.
Comment noted

Comment noted

Comment noted

Comment noted.
The council intends that affordable
housing should be well integrated
into the site.

Melanie Holland, Housing
Strategy

the area involved
As you will be aware the policy and funding regime
surrounding the delivery of affordable housing has radically
changed. Grant levels are to be minimised on the proviso
that affordable rents (set at 80% of open market rents)
allow for additional borrowing, along with the use of public
land at nil or very low cost and other subsidies. This model
is likely to prohibit the use of rural exception sites for
affordable housing as it does not allow for land costs
(unless they are minimal - say 5k or less per plot). In order
for Registered Providers (housing associations or the
Council itself) to be able to develop affordable housing on
rural exception sites, can consideration be given in the LDF
to the possibility of allowing a small number of open market
dwellings to be developed on exception sites as part of
wider affordable housing schemes. They would act as a kind
of 'enabling development', cross-subsidising development of
the affordable homes and helping to make the model to
work.
The small scheme developed at Low Catton some years
ago by Chevin Housing Association is an example of how
this could work. They built 10 houses: four for open
market sale (4 bedroom houses, but quite small and on
small plots to keep the prices reasonable); four for shared
ownership and two for social rent.

Other

CSPA/2286

Comment noted. The Draft Strategy
Document policy supports this
approach.

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment
ID
CSPA/382

Response

Officer Comments

There is a need for transit sites for travellers. There are no
sites between Cottingham and Bridlington.

Observations

CSPA/302

Not convinced that sufficient info on this subject has been
gathered.

No sites put forward to the Council
at the time of writing. Sites for
Gypsies and Travellers will be
identified in the Allocations
Document.
The Housing Act 2004, made an
amendment to the Housing Act 1985
in that local authorities are required

Question 21
Consultee
Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Ingrid Barton,

to assess the accommodation needs
of Gypsies and Travellers. The
Council appointed Arc4 to undertake
an independent assessment of
accommodation need, this research
was published in 2008 - it identified
the need for 32 additional permanent
pitches over the period 2008-15 and
44 over the period 2015-2016, the
report discussed the need for transit
pitches, but did not state a number.
Later that year an independent
regional benchmarking study was
undertaken by the Universities of
Salford and Birmingham for the
Yorkshire and Humber Assembly,
this confirmed the need for 32
permanent pitches and stated a need
for 5 transit pitches.
Mr Steve Staines, Friends,
Families & Travellers

Observations

CSPA/634

The overall framework of making allocations to meet needs
accompanied by a criteria based policy is an appropriate
framework.
However we have some concerns about the detail which in
our view would need to be addressed to ensure that the
policy is soundly based.
The policy indicates that the GTAA found a need for an
extra 32 pitches between 2008 and 2015. There are 51
pitches provided on RSL sites (reported in 2010) with an
occupancy of 56 caravans in Jan 2006. The 2008 and
subsequent counts do not indicate any caravans on these
pitches. We assume this to be an oversight.
The 2008 and 2010 count figures available indicate 28 and
29 caravans respectively on sites that are owned by Gypsies
without the benefit of planning permission. These caravans
alone would account for much of the 32 pitch need
identified. In any event a total of around 85 caravans were

The Housing Act 2004, made an
amendment to the Housing Act 1985
in that local authorities are required
to assess the accommodation needs
of Gypsies and Travellers. The
Council appointed Arc4 to undertake
an independent assessment of
accommodation need, this research
was published in 2008 - it identified
the need for 32 additional permanent
pitches over the period 2008-15 and
44 over the period 2015-2016, the
report discussed the need for transit
pitches, but did not state a number.
Later that year an independent
regional benchmarking study was
undertaken by the Universities of

present in 2008. There is an accepted convention (used for
prediction in the SW and East RSS partial reviews of Gypsy
accommodation) of using 3% compound growth factor for
estimating population growth.
The increase in pitch need calculated for pitches on the RSL
sites indicates an additional need of 17 pitches by 2015/6
for family growth alone. Assuming the number of pitches
indicated by the 29 caravans without the benefit of planning
permission is about 20 then need generated by family
formation over the same period would be of the order of 7
pitches. Hence family formation alone to 2015/6 would
produce a requirement of 24 pitches. To this must be
added the 20 pitches without the benefit of planning
permission taking the total to around 44 pitches by 2015/6.
This is substantially larger than the GTAA indicates and
should be catered for. There will need to be a small
increase on this total to take into account family formation
to 2018, the period which the policy plans for.
In any event our estimates must be considered to be an
underestimate of need because the GTAA is quoted as
saying that existing sites are overcrowded. There will have
to be an allowance to cater for this overcrowding.
The policy indicates that new proposals will be considered
against the most up to date needs assessment. This ignores
the fact that there may well be applications from people
who have not figured in the GTAA or are from our of
district. Circular 1/2006 is clear that applications must be
considered from anyone who submits them and that as
Travellers are nomadic they are likely to require new
locations on occasion. The policy should be aletered to
accommodate this. Circular 1/2006 certainly indicates that
criteria based policies will be used to meet unexpected
demand and the policy should ensure that this possibility is
not excluded. Otherwise the policy must be considered
unsound.
As to the criteria we have the following comments:
Crteria 2 and 3 ignore the advice in Circular 1/2006 that

Salford and Birmingham for the
Yorkshire and Humber Assembly,
this confirmed the need for 32
permanent pitches and stated a need
for 5 transit pitches.
Over the last few years the Council
has been very fortunate to have
received Homes and Communities
Agency funding to improve existing
local authority sites (please note that
East Riding does not contain any
housing association managed sites)
and provide opportunities to develop
additional permanent pitches to meet
identify need. Indeed, works to
provide modern, improved Traveller
sites are currently ongoing at two of
the Council's sites. In addition, the
Housing Strategy contains an
objective to review the provision of
stop-over sites, so as to provide
transit pitches.
The Council is satisfied that the two
pieces of research published in 2008
are reliable and take full account of
the needs of East Riding's Gypsy and
Traveller community. A revised
needs assessment will be undertaken,
the time scale is dependent on
changing Government guidance, but
at the latest would be during 201415.

Ms Linda Chambers,

Object

CSPA/714

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District
Civic Society
Mr Alex Gymer,
Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1226

Support
Object

CSPA/1323
CSPA/1554

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/2086

local authorities should be realistic about alternatives to the
car and that rural setting are acceptable in principle (see
para 54). Retention of these criteria will seriously impede
the chances of Gypsies and Travellers making provision for
themselves.
Criterion 6 is ambiguous in planning terms and if the
intention behind it is to promote peaceful coexistence then
it should state more clearly its aims and intent. As it stands
it can be held to open the door to NIMBY objections. In
our view it is superfluous and should be deleted.
I am also concerned that although Gypsey site provision is
mentioned there is no definite area(s) that have been
allocated. I also cannot understand why there is a
'preferred area' mentioned, surely the travellers should go
where they are allocated, or is a "preferred area"
mentioned, surely the travellers should go where they are
allocated - or is this just an excuse to keep them away from
the 'nice' areas of East Yorkshire.
Yes

No sites put forward to the Council
at the time of writing. Sites for
Gypsies and Travellers will be
identified in the Allocations
Document.

Support welcomed

Yes it does.
There seems to be double standards once again as it states
that sites should have all the modern infrastructure that
ERYC seems not to be able to provide in the villages, which
are populated with ratepayers. How do you intend to
redress this imbalance?
A6 could be usefully augmented to include (in line with
other polices e.g. SS4 A11 or SS2 H4), where; it does not
detract from the character and appearance of the
settlement and is appropriate to the village.

Support welcomed
Noted. Council Tax is chargeable on
Gypsy and Traveller plots. An
infrastructure policy is included in the
Draft Strategy Document.

Response

Officer Comments

Noted. The Gypsy and Traveller
policy has been revised in the Draft
Strategy Document. The plan should
be read as a whole so policy ENV1,
amongst others would be used to
determine applications for new plots.

Making the most efficient use of land
Consultee

Nature Of
Response:

Comment
ID

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

Observations

CSPA/2171

Green Field
- Greenfield development ? could destroy the character of
villages, also noise, traffic.
- In Hornsea building affordable housing on a field that
community use (Scout Group). But there are many other
fields they should build on first. Don?t allocate sites used by
the community
- Council should push for smaller sites rather than great big
ones, because when developer fails what?s left is an eyesore
and dangerous.
- Using brownfield sites is better than Greenfield. It?s like
recycling. You can?t rebuild a green field.
- Some landowners are being short sighted by selling for
housing. There is still money in agriculture.

The Council will ensure that a variety
of sizes of sites are chosen for
development in the Allocations. Sites
already used for community purposes
will be an important consideration
when assessing sites for development
in the Allocations Document. The
policy supports applications on
brownfield sites.

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment
ID
CSPA/2229

Response

Officer Comments

P. 129, section 7.49, line 2: less rigid (not ridged).

Comments noted

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment
ID
CSPA/2230

Response

Officer Comments

P. 145, section 8.50, line 1: Good Practice Guide. [The
noun is spelt with a ?c?, whereas the verb has a letter ?s?.]

Comments noted

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment
ID
CSPA/64

Response

Officer Comments

HBHM4 should be reviewed following the redefinition of
private domestic gardens as not constituting previously
developed land in accordance with Annex A of PPS3 June
2010 and the deletion in national guidance of minimum
density standards. The policy must then be OBJECTED to.
Part B) of HBHM4 requires 35% of new dwellings to be

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Paragraph 7.49
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Paragraph 7.50
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Question 22
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Mr Doug Jennings,

Object

CSPA/108

Mr Alastair McIntyre,
Government Office for
Yorkshire and the

Observations

CSPA/153

built on Previously Developed Land. The amendments to
that definition in PPS3 will reduce the scope of what areas
of land can contribute to the p.d.l. target. This needs to be
reconsidered through the Sustainability Appraisal as to the
implications and whether a 35% target is a suitable
approach.
The Sustainability Appraisal identified that a 40% p.d.l.
target was the most sustainable option but had a
detrimental impact on both affordability and the support of
the urban renaissance. The restriction in the availability of
brownfield sites (resulting from the change in definition) is
likely to trigger those negative impacts on affordability and
urban renaissance at lower percentage of development on
brownfield sites.
The Sustainability Appraisal should reconsider this situation
and in respect of this it is suggested that the p.d.l target be
reduced so as to not undermine locally agreed housing
targets and development objectives.
The density targets set out within the policy do no refer to
national guidance specifically within the policy however
consideration should be given to removing national
preferences from the supporting text.
The Society is concerned that the blanket requirement
throughout the East Riding for higher densities close to
transport and/or facilities could conflict with the character
and appearance in conservation areas. This would be the
case in Cottingham where some possible development sites
are close to the centre but where high density development
would be inappropriate given the character of the
conservation area. Whilst D3 allows exceptions the Society
believes that because the core strategy policy includes the
village within the regional city the wrong impression will be
given. The exception should be worded more strongly and
possibly place specific.
The PPS3 national indicative minimum density target has
now been rescinded (page 127, paragraph 7.43. Here are
links to the Ministerial Statement of 9 June and the re-

The revised policy allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in this type of circumstance.

Comments noted

Humber

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/383

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

Support

CSPA/224

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

Observations

CSPA/352

issued PPS3:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/statements/newsroom/pps3
statement
http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/plannin
g/planningpolicyguidance/planningpolicystatements/planningp
olicystatements/pps3/
There may be a conflict between the two aspects of the
same policy because public transport and facilities are in the
centre of Cottingham where some of the larger gardens are
potential development sites. Concerned whether D3 gives
sufficient control. These gardens provide Cottingham and
its conservation area with its special character and make an
enormous contribution to the village's biodiversity. They
should not be allowed to be developed. Where new
development does take place it needs to be of low density
to allow for space to safeguard and enhance biodiversity.
The Crown Estate supports HBHM4 A, C, D, E
The Crown Estate supports HBHM4 B ? whilst the 35%
PDL target is 5% lower than the RSS target it is clearly
based on local evidence gathered through the SHLAA and
an appreciation of the rural nature of much of East Riding.
In addition, current high PDL figures have been skewed by
the Greenfield moratorium, and such a pattern of
development is unlikely to be sustained in the long term. A
continuation of the moratorium may also result in reduced
levels of affordable housing as developer funds being put
towards land remediation costs reducing the availability of
developer contributions. As such, 35% would appear to be
reasonable and realistic target assuming the Greenfield
moratorium ceases to exist at some point in the near
future.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the. Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on

The revised policy allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in this type of circumstance.

Support welcomed, comments noted.
Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

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

Object

CSPA/249

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

Object

CSPA/251

brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.
Proposed Policy HBHM4 appears to conflate the issue of
density and the proximity of development to local services.
Density should be based on the character of the
surrounding area and not by how close it is to a town
centre or public transport corridor.
6) Also, the revised Planning Policy Statement 3 on Housing
produced in June 2010, has removed the need to provide a
minimum housing density. Therefore policy HBHM4 should
not set a minimum density and should be worded so that
housing density if based on a site by site basis. Such an
assessment should take account of the local area, the
housing market, housing needs and site characteristics. This
process will determine the most appropriate overall density
for a particular location. We suggest the following
replacement wording for policy HBHM4:
A. New residential development will make the most
effective use of land and buildings and will be designed to
deliver the optimum density level, depending on local
circumstances.
B. At least 35% of new dwellings will be built on Previously
Development Land.
C. A minimum density of 30dph will usually be sought on
housing developments. Proposals will be expected to
provide a density above 30dph where the site is within
close proximity (800m walking or 1.2km cycling distance) of
one or more of the following:
1. the main public transport corridors as identifies in Policy
SS7:
2. Rail and bus interchanges within the Major Haltemprice

The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.
The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.

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

Observations

CSPA/278

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

Observations

CSPA/390

Settlements, the Principal Towns and Local Services
Centre,
3. A Town or District Centre as identified in Policy SS6;
and
4. Existing employment uses or allocated employment sites
within an identified settlement.
D. A density below 30dph may be suitable in some
circumstances. These include:
1. If it would maintain the character of the surrounding area
(e.g. more rural locations)
2. If a certain house type is needed in the area (e.g. low
density executive housing)
3. If there are significant constraints to the site (e.g.
environmental or historic constraints)
E. Indicative density yields for housing allocations will be set
in the allocations DPD.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced Group to PPS3 (June 2010). The
amendment to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens
from the definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Ingrid Barton,
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support
Support

CSPA/303
CSPA/452

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

Observations

CSPA/501

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

Observations

CSPA/547

acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.
Y
We support the intention to allow densities of lower than
30dph where it would be necessary to maintain the
character of an area or there are significant constraints,
such as the need to safeguard the character or setting of
heritage assets.
This reflects the advice in PPS3.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
Group revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must
be supported by the evidence base.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
Group revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must

Support welcomed
Support welcomed

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support with
conditions

CSPA/525

Mr Richard Borrie,

Observations

CSPA/766

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/601

be supported by the evidence base.
Natural England is supportive of policies that demonstrate
the most sustainable use of land and are aware that
developing brownfield sites first is in accordance with
national housing policy. However, it must be ensured that
valuable habitats and species found on brownfield sites are
not lost as a result of the emphasis on brownfield
development. Brownfield sites can be vital for urban wildlife
and also for species isolated from former habitats.
Applicants need to be aware of this issue when applying to
develop a brownfield site ? perhaps this issue could be
including in the supporting text to the policy.
In my view, for the town of Pocklington, the key aspect of
HBHM4 is to ensure that housing density should be
consistent with existing estates ? which broadly speaking
means low-density. It is important that new developments
integrate with the town as a whole, and I think that means
section D of HBHM4 must have primacy over the other
guidelines. On a similar note, I think there should be a ban
on further 3-storey houses as there is no precedent for
them outside the central core area. I do not see anything
wrong with seeking to acquire ?green field? land in order to
achieve the necessary lower density. I think the Core
Strategy (and government policy) should be more honest ?
if you are going to increase population in the town by
nearly 30% then it will require a lot more land, and there is
no point trying to pretend it won?t.
We generally support the provisions of Policy HBHM4 to
secure the most efficient use of land in terms of securing at
least 35% of new dwellings on previously developed land.
We consider also, that allocations for residential
development within a subsequent Housing and Employment
Allocations DPD should contain mechanisms to prioritise
the release and development of previous developed sites
above greenfield sites within each of the sub areas, subject
to review procedures to ensure that this approach does
not unduly constrain the delivery of dwellings in line with

This issue is covered in Policy ENV4.

Comments noted

Comments noted

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

Observations

CSPA/670

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

Observations

CSPA/736

the District's housing trajectory.
The Council will be aware that recent revisions to PPS3
have deleted the minimum density requirements of 30
dwelligns per hecatre. In this context the Council will have
to consider whether within East Riding, a "normal"
minimum density threshold guidance has been deleted. The
scope for lower densities is catered for in section D of the
policy however the Council will need to reconsider
whether minimum densities of 30dph should continue to be
applied to the locations specified within section C of the
policy.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

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

Observations

CSPA/614

Mr Ian Owston,

Object

CSPA/681

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf
of Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,

Observations

CSPA/643

This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
Group revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must
be supported by the evidence base.
Policy HBHMD (3) states that lower densities (<30dph)
may be sustainable in some circumstances- inter alia
significant constraints (e.g. flooding) then a reduction from
>30dph to <30dph is irrelevant. There should be no
development on such sites.
Housing density cannot be traded for environmental
problems.
The solution is to reduce the size of the site so that no part
of it is subject to constraints. Then the remaining part could
be open for development. It may, of course, then be too
small to attract the attentions of a developer.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Issue dealt with by Policy ENV6

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Cllr Charles Bayram,
ERYC

Observations

CSPA/920

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

Observations

CSPA/1269

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

Observations

CSPA/1038

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Observations

CSPA/871

Following the loss of our RSS and changes made to the
definition of Garden Land, the Authority may be
considering reducing the present Brownfield target of 35%.
I will object if that target was to fall, as it is still important
to use Previously Developed Land, I would like to see more
encouragement to use that land before Greenfield Land.
Minimum density standards have now been removed from
PPS 3 and therefore the context of the Policy is now out of
date and incorrect, particularly paragraph 7.43. The policy
needs to be reviewed and further consultation undertaken
as lower densities may be a more favoured approach in
many settlements.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
Group revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must
be supported by the evidence base.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.
The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.
Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.
The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.

Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Support with
conditions

CSPA/830

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

Observations

CSPA/1447

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District
Civic Society
Mr Andrew Rose,

Support

CSPA/1227

supported by the evidence base.
It is noted that Policy HBHM4 introduces a minimum
density of 30dph, except in those circumstances where
development complies with the criteria in section d) of the
policy. Revised PPS3 has removed the indicative minimum
density and the requirement to justify densities below this
minimum. It may therefore be necessary to amend or
supplement policy HBHM4 to clarify this matter.
The Trust supports the efficient use of land for
developments. However some previously developed or
brownfield land may have very high biodiversity and be an
important habitat for wildlife. For example in York a
brownfield site previously the site of a factory has been
found to have regionally important populations of a rare
wasp. Buglife the invertebrate charity has further
information on brownfield sites and invertebrates which
shows how valuable such sites can be. Brownfield sites
need to be assessed on a site by site basis rather than
making an assumption that all such sites will not be valuable
for wildlife.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.
Yes

Support with

CSPA/1293

Miller Strategic Land support making the most efficient use

Comments noted. The Plan should be
read as a whole so policy ENV4 of
the Draft Strategy Document
(biodiversity and geodiversity),
amongst others would be used to
determine applications for new plots.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the SHLAA, taking
account of the redefinition of garden
land.

Support welcomed
The revised policy also allows for the

Spawforths on behalf of
Miller Strategic Land

conditions

Natasha Rowland, Savills

Observations

CSPA/1136

Simon Miller, Persimmon
Homes

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1127

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

Observations

CSPA/1053

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

Object

CSPA/1107

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

Support

CSPA/1167

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

Observations

CSPA/1520

of land, however the Secretary of State in June 2010
removed the element of PPS3 that referred to a minimum
density of 30 dwellings per hectare. Miller Strategic Land
considers that this should be reflected within Policy
HBHM4.
The Council may like to reflect on the latest revised PPS3
and the Council should explain and justify its own density
standards.

Persimmon Homes generally supports the policy although
would encourage more flexibility. In terms of setting the
policy on a site by site basis in the allocations DPD, it is
considered this is unworkable, and unnecessary.
The Council may like to reflect on the latest revised PPS3
and the Council should explain and justify its own density
standards.

We welcome the acknowledgement by the Council that
some two thirds (65%) of the new dwellings required by
2026 will need to be built on Greenfield land.
In the light of recent (June 2010) changes to the definition
of brownfield land in Annex A of PPS3, however, we would
question the Councils ability to deliver 35% of housing on
brownfield land, and consider that this position should be
revisited.
We welcome the acknowledgement by the Council that
65% of the new buildings required by 2026 will need to be
built on Greenfield land.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the

flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.
Density standards based on an
extensive analysis of recent housing
densities undertaken in 2011. A
reference to this has now been
included in the supporting text of the
policy.
Support welcomed. Comments
noted.
Density standards based on an
extensive analysis of recent housing
densities undertaken in 2011. A
reference to this has now been
included in the supporting text of the
policy.
Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.
Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,

Mark Lane, DPP on behalf
of Mr Jonathan Atkinson, J
G Hatcliffe and Partners
Mr Alex Gymer,
Joanna Lee, Baker
Associates on behalf of
Dennis Wilkinson,

Support

CSPA/1205

Object
Support

CSPA/1324
CSPA/1149

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

Observations

CSPA/1495

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1485

definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.
This policy is also supported. In particular we welcome
recognition that in certain circumstance developments
below 30 dwellings per hectare may be permitted.
Option B should be followed.
We support the Councils approach to ensuring housing
development makes most effective use of land. By basing
this policy directly on local circumstances the Council has
ensured that recent changes to PPS3 will not significantly
affect this policy. These changes state that gardens are no
longer being classed as previously developed land and
minimum densities have been abolished.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.
Policy HBHM4 would make efficient use of land, however
with the changes to PPS3, the withdrawal of the RSS and
the government’s move towards localism, increased density

taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Support welcomed
Comments Noted.
Support welcomed

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of

requirements as set out in C may no longer be appropriate.
There is no a greater recognition in national policy to
respect historical densities and protect the openness of
urban areas. These aims would not sit well with C which
may require conflict with existing densities and harm the
traditional character of a location. The 35% target for
development to be located on PDL would be welcomed
and would reflect the availability of such sites in a large
rural area.
Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Mr Dan Mitchell, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Stuart Evison,

Support

CSPA/1818

Object

CSPA/1653

circumstances.

Support welcomed
Proposed Policy HBHM4 appears to conflate the issue of
density and the proximity of development to local services.
Density should be based on the character of the
surrounding area and not by how close it is to a town
centre or public transport corridor.
Also, the revised Planning Policy Statement 3 on Housing
produced in June 2010, has removed the need to provide a
minimum housing density. Therefore policy HBHM4 should
not set a minimum density and should be worded so that
housing density is based on a site by site basis. Such an
assessment should take account of the local area, the
housing market, housing needs and site characteristics. This
process will determine the most appropriate overall density
for a particular location.
We suggest the following replacement wording for policy
HBHM4:
Proposed Policy HBHM4: Making the most efficient use of
land
A. New residential development will make the most
effective use of land and buildings and will be designed to
deliver the optimum density level, depending on local
circumstances.
B. At least 35% of new dwellings will be built on Previously
Development Land.
[TEXT STRUCK THROUGH] C. A minimum density of
30dph will usually be sought on housing developments.

The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf
of Mr A Naylor,

Support

CSPA/1555

Observations

CSPA/1678

roposals will be expected to provide a density above 30dph
where the site is within close proximity (800m walking or
1.2km cycling distance) of one or more of the following:
1. The main public transport corridors as identified in
Policy SS7:
2. Rail and bus interchanges within the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, the Principal Towns and Local Service
Centres;
3. A Town or District Centre as identified in Policy SS6;
and
4. Existing employment uses or allocated employment sites
within an identified settlement.
D. A density below 30dph may be suitable in some
circumstances. These include:
1. If it would maintain the character of the surrounding area
(e.g. more rural locations)
2. If a certain house type is needed in the area (e.g. low
density executive housing)
3. If there are significant constraints to the site (e.g.
environmental or historic constraints)
E. Indicative density yields for housing allocations will be set
in the Allocations DPD. [END STRIKE THROUGH]
C. Housing density should reflect the characteristics of the
surrounding area and consider the current and proposed
mix of uses.
The Parish Council concurs with the policy.
This policy requires reconsideration following the recent
changes introduced to PPS3 (June 2010). The amendment
to Annex B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the
definition of previously developed land may have a
significant impact on the Council's ability to meet the
proposed target in the policy for development on
brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see

Support welcomed
Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Observations

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2087

CSPA/1770

if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.
We generally agree with the principle of varying densities of
housing development to meet the local circumstances as
the ability to go below 30dph. It is important in locations
such as South Cave. We have some concerns in regard to
Policy C1 where the public transport corridor is fairly wide
and ill defined, to then place tight specific measurements for
which higher densities will be sought appears incongruous
as it is not clear what is being measured. For instance, just
because South Cave appears to be inside the public
transport corridor, there is little public transport available
(or likely to be) as seen by the statistics on car usage where
77.2% use private cars to travel to work and where on
average each household had 1.6 cars per dwelling and only
156 dwellings had no car (census 2001) It would be better
to rephrase this to "Rail and bus interchanges within the
main public transport corridors as identified in Policy. SS7"
We generally support the highest possible use of PDL and
would not support less that the 35% proposed and would
still favour the 40%limit. The problem with having reduced
targets is that it encourages developers to continue to
cherry pick the best and easiest sites to develop and lower
targets do not address the more difficult PDL sites. The
other solution is to have an area based approach which
then would account for a lower PDL target for rural areas
and higher PDL target for the more built up regions i.e. the
central Area.
Proposed Policy HBHM4 - Making the Most Efficient Use of
Land
8.11 Our Client Supports part B of Policy HBHM4 and
considers that this is a reasonable level given the
recognition in paragraph 7.42 that the East Riding has a
limited supply of previously developed land. It is noted
therefore, that up to 65% of new housing could be
delivered on greenfield sites.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the SHLAA, taking
account of the redefinition of garden
land.
Main Public transport corridor has
been redefined to include only the
parts of them that are within the
Major Haltemprice Settlements, the
Principal Towns and Local Service
Centres.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.
The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower

Mr Neil Manock, Neil
Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller,

Object

CSPA/1743

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

Object

CSPA/1875

8.12 It is noted that part C of the Policy refers to a
minimum density for housing sites of 30 dwellings per
hectare (dph). The Council will no doubt be aware that the
minimum density threshold of 30dph was removed from
PP53 in June this year, such that this Policy should be
amended. Our Client considers that Policy HBHM4 should
therefore incorporate greater flexibility, recognising such
factors as the character of the surrounding area, the need
for particular types of housing and site constraints in order
to be considered to be effective and therefore `sound'
under paragraph 5.42 of PPS12.
Question 22
8.13 It is considered that Proposed Policy HBHM4 partially
sets an appropriate framework for ensuring that housing
developments make the most efficient use of land as per
our comments at paragraphs
8.11 and 8.12 (above). Removing the minimum density of
30dph in line with PPS3 and incorporating greater flexibility
into the Policy would serve to help the Policy set an
appropriate framework for the efficient use of land.
This policy is not supported. In light of recent revisions to
central government planning guidance announced in June
2010, set out in the revised PPS3, it is no longer
appropriate to require minimum housing density targets in
the Development Plan.
Proposed Amendments;
Remove reference to housing density targets.
Proposed Policy HBHM4 appears to conflate the issue of
density and the proximity of development to local services.
Density should be based on the character of the
surrounding area and not by how close it is to a town
centre or public transport corridor.
Also, the revised Planning Policy Statement 3 on Housing
produced in June 2010, has removed the need to provide a
minimum housing density. Therefore policy HBHM4 should
not set a minimum density and should be worded so that
housing density is based on a site by site basis. Such an

densities in certain types of
circumstances.

The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.

The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.

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

Object

CSPA/1616

assessment should take account of the local area, the
housing market, housing needs and site characteristics. This
process will determine the most appropriate overall density
for a particular location.
We suggest the following replacement wording for policy
HBHM4: [Replace all of part C with "Housing density
should reflect the characteristics of the surrounding area
and consider the current and proposed mix of uses"]
Objection
Galliford believes the current wording of policy HBHM4
includes a significant of repetition and does not necessarily
reflect national guidance. In particular we refer to part C,
which includes a ?minimum density of 30dph?. The ERYC
will be aware that PPS3 was updated in June 2010, which
removed the minimum density requirements.
We also note that whilst parts C and D set out
circumstances for seeking to set out various densities, part
E then states that indicative density yields for housing
allocations will be set in the Allocations DPD. Galliford
believes that a more flexibility worded policy taking into
consideration local circumstances would provide the
appropriate framework for sites and considers that the
current wording does not adequately provide a consistent
and clear framework for sites.
Proposed Changes
Taking into consideration the above comments, to make
policy HBHM4 sound we recommend it is changed to read
as follows:
?Proposed policy HBHM4 ? Making the most efficient use of
land
A. New residential development will make the most
effective use of land and will be designed to deliver a viable
development which::
? reflects the character of the surrounding area;
? delivers house types that are needed in the area based on
up to date evidence;
? reflects site constraints.

The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.
Density standards based on an
extensive analysis of recent housing
densities undertaken in 2011. A
reference to this has now been
included in the supporting text of the
policy.

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

Observations

CSPA/2017

Mr David Hinde,

Observations

CSPA/2023

Indicative density yields for housing allocations will be set
out in the Allocations DPD, reflecting this;
At least 35% of new dwellings will be built on previously
developed land.?
This policy requires reconsideration following the changes
introduced to PPS3 in June 2010. The amendment to Annex
B of PPS3 to exclude private gardens from the definition of
previously developed land may have a significant impact on
the Council's ability to meet the proposed target in the
policy for development on brownfield land.
Although the re-use of previously developed land is
acknowledged to be one of the objectives of the Core
Strategy, the Council will need to revisit the SHLAA to see
if the proposed target is deliverable in the context of the
revisions to PPS3. The target in policy HBHM4 must be
supported by the evidence base.
In particular I am very concerned at the continued effect of
"garden-grabbing" in what was the historical core of Old
Bempton. There have been many inappropriate
developments allowed or proposed in back gardens which
pay little attention to their effect on neighbours living
conditions and outlook which are detrimentally affected by
such proposals. This contrary to new Government Policy
on Garden development which suggests a strong
presumption against.
CPRE have also made their views and opposition known on
this to the Council on individual applications.
Having recently been threatened by an oversized double
garage proposal, with a over-specification to allow easy
conversion to living accommodation, in our neighbours
garden, a development which if allowed to go ahead would
have had a " significant detrimental impact on our living
conditions at [Address].Fortunately the Govt Planning
Inspector refused this householder planning appeal stating
that the protection of our living conditions & outlook was
overriding and that such detrimental impact was significant
given the narrowness of the gardens.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land.

The supporting text to Policy H4 of
the Draft Strategy Document now
reads: ‘For example, the density of
new housing development within
residential gardens should ensure
that there is no adverse impact on
the character and appearance of the
area, or to the amenity of existing
residents.’

Mr Paul Obernay,

Object

CSPA/2037

I would be grateful if your Core Strategy rules that there
should be a presumption against rear garden development
even for single dwellings in line with proposed Government
Policy and that there should be sub-policies that say that in
Central Bempton the detrimental impact of developments
on neighbouring properties should be carefully assessed,
when new proposals are received.
In my opinion, new housing development in Bempton's
historic central core should not be allowed under the Local
Development Framework, as this has reached saturation
point and is unsustainable.
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 and dangerous, furthermore
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

Comments noted. The Draft Strategy
Document seeks to direct the
majority of development to the larger
settlements of the East Riding. Policy
S5 of the Draft Strategy Document
seeks to ensure that previously
developed land is used as much as
possible to help address the housing
requirements identified in the East
Riding.

Mr Mike Cole, Gregory
Gray Associates on behalf

Support

CSPA/1811

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
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 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 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.
The proposed framework regarding previously developed
land/Greenfield land and development densities is

Support welcomed.

of Wyevale Garden
Centres

Clive and Dorothy
Skinner,

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Partenership In
Enablement Group

Object

Observations

CSPA/2108

CSPA/2166

supported. The policy recognises that there is limited
previously developed land within the authority and
responds to this by setting a lower threshold which should
in turn lead to a more flexible and deliverable supply of
housing land.
I have one extremely strong comment that I would defend
at all costs. That is that NO development of any kind
whatsoever should be allowed on Greenfield land. It is very
important in my view to preserve Greenfield land not only
for ourselves but for MANY MORE GENERATIONS TO
COME.
People before us, in my early life, were arguing for
greenbelt and rules were put in place to preserve the same
and I believe we should continue their good work for what
was seen as for future generations.
I believe there is much scope within brown field sites. I
think there is much work and investigation required to
examine, for example derelict sites, sites within built up
area's and in particular the upgrading/extending existing
properties and more without the need to encroach into
green field.
It should be noted that at recent planning applications and
appeal on land between Cottingham and Willervy were to
"the land is designated as an Open Area of Strategic
Importance" and "To encroach would be contrary to policy
E4". The Council further stated "A sensitive rural location
would have a significant adverse effect on the area
character" and "Development would not protect the
openness of the area".
This was in my view a very well stated case by the council
resulting in refusal and thus preserving the open space.
I hope the Council continue to robustly defend this and
green sites in the future.
- Housing should not be built on Greenfield land ? only one
person said a small proportion of new housing should be
built on Greenfield land but should be limited as to how
many dwellings should be built.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
PDL capacity in the latest SHLAA,
taking account of the redefinition of
garden land to greenfield.
The Draft Strategy Document seeks
to direct the majority of development
to the larger settlements of the East
Riding. Policy S5 of the Draft Strategy
Document seeks to ensure that
previously developed land is used as
much as possible to help address the
housing requirements identified in the
East Riding.

Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
brownfield capacity, taking account of
the redefinition of garden land to

- Housing regeneration should be determined by a buildingby-building basis. If houses are going to be refurbished ?
How? and replaced ? what?

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

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

Observations

Observations

CSPA/2176

CSPA/2153

- Debate over the benefits of greenfield and brownfield
development ? everyone supports brownfield, only some
support greenfield.
- No views expressed on the subject of suitable housing
densities.

Q6. In order to ensure that new housing developments use
land efficiently it has been proposed that 35% of new
housing development should be built on previously
developed land. Do you agree with using previously
developed land or do you think it is ok to build on green
fields?
- Use previously developed land if possible until targets are
reached and then take green space if absolutely necessary.
- Each allocated site should be assessed as to whether it is
suitable for demolition, refurbishment or regeneration.

greenfield.
The Draft Strategy Document seeks
to direct the majority of development
to the larger settlements of the East
Riding. Policy S5 of the Draft Strategy
Document seeks to ensure that
previously developed land is used as
much as possible to help address the
housing requirements identified in the
East Riding.
Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
brownfield capacity, taking account of
the redefinition of garden land to
greenfield.
The Draft Strategy Document seeks
to direct the majority of development
to the larger settlements of the East
Riding. Policy S5 of the Draft Strategy
Document seeks to ensure that
previously developed land is used as
much as possible to help address the
housing requirements identified in the
East Riding.
Target for brownfield land changed
to 25% following reassessment of
brownfield capacity, taking account of
the redefinition of garden land to
greenfield.
The Draft Strategy Document seeks
to direct the majority of development
to the larger settlements of the East
Riding. Policy S5 of the Draft Strategy
Document seeks to ensure that

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

Observations

CSPA/2154

Q7. To achieve sustainable development it is proposed that
the minimum density should be 30 dwellings per hectare
(Wembley size football pitch is 1 hectare in size) going up
to 50 dwellings per hectare in city/town areas. Would this
provide the kind of housing you want to live in? Do you
think this is a good idea given that there is a growth in
households and elderly population?
- Whatever the density selected, the area must include
good size gardens and spaces and play areas for children,
not just blocks of houses and garages
- Plan for present and future occupiers
- The East Riding has a very large elderly population so plan
accordingly.
- Set a figure for LIFETIME HOMES and make developers
stick to it.
- Elderly people?s flats, homes are often built without
gardens and space, they should have gardens e.g. one lady
and her friend grows vegetables in a small garden for food
for the rest of the residents.

previously developed land is used as
much as possible to help address the
housing requirements identified in the
East Riding.
The revised policy also allows for the
flexibility to develop at lower
densities in certain types of
circumstances.
Site size and its effect on space for
parking and open space, the
character of the surrounding area or
settlement, the character of adjacent
buildings and the type of housing
proposed. Developments in
residential gardens will be closely
scrutinised to ensure that there is no
adverse impact on the character and
appearance of the area, or to
residential amenity.

Chapter 8

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

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

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Object

Comment Response
Officer Comments
ID
CSPA/254
1) Consulatation Draft PPS: ‘Planning for a Low Carbon
Comments noted.
Future in a Changing Climate’ (2010) suggest that local
planning authorities should assess their area for
opportunities for decentralised energy. The assessment
should focus on opportunities at a scale, which could supply
more than an individual building and include up-to-date
mapping of heat demand and possible sources of supply.
CSPA/2185 Economy
Comments noted.
- Beverley needs regeneration because there are only basic
facilities.
- Poor spending from the Council in Bridlington.
- Lot of day-trippers come to Bridlington.
- Nightlife in Beverley needs to be upgraded in terms of
facilities.
- Have more of ‘Scarborough-type’ tourism in Bridlington.
- Priority to improve public transport all over East Riding.

Question 23
Consultee
Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/189
In response to Question 23, Bourne Leisure considers
Policy PEI provides an appropriate framework for
supporting the East Riding economy and welcomes the
support for proposals for economic development where
the proposal: "(A.2) Develops and strengthens the East
Riding's key employment sectors and clusters including...
tourism ".
Centrica supports policy PE1 which encourages proposals
CSPA/624

Officer Comments
Support welcomed and noted.

Support welcomed and noted.

Real Estate on behalf of
Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)
Ingrid Barton,
Mr John Pilgrim, Yorkshire
Forward

Support
Other

CSPA/304
CSPA/445

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

Support

CSPA/591

which meet economic objectives including the development
of employment allocations and the expansion of existing
businesses. Centrica welcomes the recognition within
Policy PE1 that energy production is one of East Rising's
key employment sectors.
Y
Access to high speed broad band at a reasonable cost is
becoming an increasingly important component when
deciding where to locate a business, increasing business
start-ups, and in the delivery of Public services. Accessibility
to high quality telecommunications is also an increasingly
important element in determining which locations within
the District are best suited to accommodating new
economic growth. We would therefore urge East Riding
Council to consider how the Core Strategy might best
indirectly support the role-out of a high speed broad band
network and reduce the incidences of areas that do not
meet the Universal Service Commitment for Broadband as
set out in Digital Britain.
We support the approach taken by the Council in
supporting proposals for economic development which
meet the objectives of the Core Strategy.
Our previous comments have already referred to some of
these objectives, especially those relating to developing and
strengthening the East Riding's key employment sectors and
clusters (including logistics and port related activities).
We support the Council's approach to safeguard those
Strategic Employment Sites identified (inter-alia) at Policy
SS11 from non-economic uses. This is a fundamental
requirement to ensuring an adequate supply of employment
land over the plan period. Such safeguarding helps to
ensure that market values are not distorted as a result of
inadequacies in supply and will also provide prospective
investors with confidence in their ability to bring forward
new schemes over the plan period.
Again, the presumption in favour of retaining nonsafeguarded sites is also supported and demonstrates the

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. East Riding of
Yorkshire Council has prepared a
Local Broadband Plan (September
2012) which will address issues
relating to access to Broadband in
the East Riding.

Support noted and welcomed.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Nobern Limited
Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Heron Lakes (Routh) Ltd

Support

CSPA/692

Support

CSPA/744

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

Support

CSPA/622

Mrs Jill Gibson,

Observations

CSPA/707

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

Observations

CSPA/1271

Council's recognition of the role economic development
has to play in bringing forward renaissance and
regeneration to settlements across the Riding.
My client considers that the framework provided by Policy
PE1 shall support the East Riding economy. Please refer to
my client's specific comments in relation to Question 24.
My client considers that the framework provided by policy
PE1 shall support the East Riding economy. please refer to
my client's specific comments in relation to Questions 24
and 25.
Centrica supports policy PE1 which encourages proposals
which meet economic objectives including the development
of employment allocations and the expansion of existing
businesses. Centrica welcomes the recognition within
Policy PE1 that energy production is one of East Riding’s
key employment sectors.
Jobcentre Plus would like to see positive discrimination
towards planning applications that support local economic
well being in terms of jobs both in their construction and
later in their operation.
The policy for supporting economic development goes
some way to promoting the local economy however the
specific wording of the policy fails to recognise
opportunities for economic development outside
development limits which can positively contribute to the
local economy in some instances. The District contains
many examples where economic development has taken
place positively outside development limits and delivered
positive economic gains and this needs to be allowed for
relative to individual circumstances.
Again the growth and expansion of exiting businesses is
only allowed for within development limits, but in some
instances such growth is only possible by expansion beyond
existing limits. Current Development Plan policy allows for
both scenarios above and the Core Strategy should

Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed.

Support noted and welcomed.

Comment noted. Part A3 of policy
EC1 of the Draft Strategy Document
provides support for proposals that
contribute to reducing social
exclusion and provide employment
opportunities.
Comments noted. Policy EC2
addresses opportunities for
economic development outside of
development limits.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group
Mr John Holmes, Hull
Forward

Support

CSPA/873

Observations

CSPA/965

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Alex Willis, BNP Paribas
Real Estate on behalf of
Associated British Ports

Support

CSPA/1228

Support

CSPA/1068

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

Observations

CSPA/1108

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,
Mr Jason Tait, Planning
Prospects on behalf of Mr P
Martin,
Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates
Mark Jones, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Wykeland Group Limited

Observations

similarly allow for economic development both within and
outwith of development limits for both existing businesses
and inward investment.
It is broadly considered that the framework provided by
policy PEI shall support the East Riding economy.
For clarity we suggest that Part A of Policy PE1 (Supporting
the East Riding Economy) references the need to support
the role and regeneration of the Regional City for the
wider sub-regional economy's benefit.
Yes

Support noted and welcomed.
Policy S6 and A1 of the Draft
Strategy Document reference the
need to support the role and
regeneration of Hull.
Support noted and welcomed.
Support noted and welcomed. Policy
A4 of the Draft Strategy Document
provides support for maximising
opportunities at the Port of Goole.

CSPA/1168

Policy PE1 also aims to strengthen the port industry in the
East Riding of Yorkshire.
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 provision for future employment should reflect the
needs of businesses in line with PPS4.
Part A2 of proposed policy PE1 should make reference to
agriculture and the wider rural economy which are of great
importance to the East Riding.
See response to CSPA/1108.

Object

CSPA/1142

See response to CSPA/1271.

See officer comment to CSPA/1271.

Support

CSPA/1377

Support noted and welcomed.

Object

CSPA/1590

We support these policies intended to encourage
economic development in sustainable locations.
Chapter 8 of the draft document relates to a 'prosperous
economy'. We are concerned that much of the information
in this chapter, including the supporting text and the Policy,
is already included in the spatial approach (Policy SS2), the
distribution and the approach to economic development

Comments noted. The key sectors
for the East Riding have been
identified through the Council's
Economic Development Strategy.
See officer comment to CSPA/1108.

The East Riding of Yorkshire Draft
Strategy Document purposefully
includes both ‘Spatial Strategy’ and
‘Development Management’ policies.
The document is structured to

Mr Alex Gymer,

Object

CSPA/1343

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

Object

CSPA/1391

(Policy SS5), and the individual approach to each Sub Area,
including the identification of Strategic Sites (Polices SS8,
SS9 and SS11). As such, chapter 8 offers little new
information in respect of this spatial approach and could be
deleted from the plan.
The document drafted is already lengthy (at 250 pages) and
much of the information within the section is replicated.
The inclusion of this section also amplifies a previous point
raised in the representations. The Core Strategy as drafted
appears not to distinguish between spatial planning
objectives (the focus of Core Strategy Documents) and
detailed development control policies. We consider that
the document will be easier to read and follow if the spatial
planning themes and the detailed development control
points were separated. As an example, we note that the
table on page 152 provides detailed parking standards and
seeks to promote strict controls over development. It is
not appropriate to contain such specific details within a
Core Strategy document.
I propose option A.

In these representations we have demonstrated the value
and importance of economic development along the A1174
corridor between Hull and Beverley. However, the policies
do not recognise the importance of this area to the East
Riding economy. It would seem therefore that under Policy
PE1 C2 that the Council will be happy to support the
redevelopment of non-safeguarded sites where the
continuing use of the site for economic development would
give rise to justifiable complaint. Please can you confirm
that this is what the Council would wish to see happen at
Petunia Lakeside Employment Park which employs 450
people in a range of businesses, but which is not a

reflect this.

Comment noted. This option was
rejected following the ‘Issues and
Options’ consultation stage as it
would leave employment sites not
specifically identified for safeguarding
more vulnerable to changes to use.
Comments noted. Policy EC1 of the
Draft Strategy Document sets out a
presumption in favour of retaining
employment sites for employment
uses.

Mr Jon Los,

Observations

CSPA/1486

safeguarded employment site and where site activities can
give rise to complaints. We would rather that the site is
identified as safeguarded employment site. We need
certainty to invest for the future. This plan does not
provide that!
I would like to firstly to state that jobs existing and new,
seem very low on the priority list in the development plan
as (houses are occupied by people with jobs).
- Many site are not recognised as employment zones and
are being left out in the bigger plan (example
WOODMANSEY DUNSWELL,In this areas companies
have been creating jobs with no government help and have
been developing over some 50 years example Swift
Caravan/Keygrowing Site /Tokenspire site / Colletta&
Tyson / Various growing operations (these are employing in
excess of 3000-4000 people) WHY ARE THEY NOT
RECOGNISED .
- The letter from the government seems to put everything
on hold ( Eric Pickles )
- Suggestion that i wish to make * ALL SITE WHERE
THERE IS LARGE EMPLOYMENT GOING ON
RECOGNISING THEM AND PUT IN THE PLAN.
- These sites will help more and more in the future and
kick start innovation in Being Green /Sustainable/power
source /community building and creative
- Sites need to do deals. Some need to change brown field
to houses / industrial needs need addressing. (Site Swaps or
links in sustainability )THE MODEL HAS CHANGED .
Funding new developments without a core base in place is
going to be tough IE existing sites and development already
in place is now a serious growth and jobs that is there for
our taking ( have 4 companies wish to grow now not in 310 years ) GET A GRIP .
- Existing sites needs registered help and growth plans
needs to be accessed for businesses and site developers
and wider links to the community ,supported by
government not STOPPED . (RED TAPE /

Comments noted. While the Draft
Strategy Document does not
specifically identify all existing
employment sites, their value is
recognised and part C of policy EC1
looks to retain such sites in
employment use because of this.
Policy EC2 also provides a supportive
and flexible framework for existing
employment sites and businesses
outside development limits that need
to expand.

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1487

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

Support

CSPA/1722

OMBUDSMAN/EA ETC/DELAYS )
* Competitive new sites need to balanced with existing
sites (balance ,and growth plan) STOP MOVING BUSINESS
LET IT GO WHERE IT FITS AND HAS DEVELOPED, (Let
business say )
- The existing employment sites recognised and not
recognised Need to be confirmed (Woodmansey area
employ more people than some empty new town site ,they
have built and are in the wrong places .
- A partnership with EA /development control/ and
planning need massive changes (ITS NOT WORKING )
- Roads and access need to be more flexible to encourage
development “we will get a Solution together attitude”
- Jobs team needs setting up to handle the system (
Businesses team and councils)
In principle Policy PE1 provides an appropriate framework
for supporting the East Riding’s economy. In this weakened
economic climate there is, however, a much greater need
to support existing businesses, particularly those needing to
expand. The LPA should take into account that it is less
costly for businesses to expand on sites they already own.
The costs associated with buying a new site, carrying out
development and selling the old premises could result in
the failure of the business rather than its planned expansion
or could result in its relocation beyond the district. A true
Development Management approach to implementing the
council’s vision to secure implementation of approved
schemes should increase the potential for retaining
expanding businesses.
Central Land Holdings generally supports East Riding's
proposals in terms of Chapter 8 of the Core Strategy,
including the primary strategic policy, PE1, as it is wide
ranging and flexible enough to respond to changes in
circumstances. This must obviously be reflected elsewhere
in the Core Strategy for the implementation of this policy
to be effective.
Indeed, Policy PE1 A introduces sufficient flexibility so that

Comments noted. Policy EC1 and
EC2 of the Draft Strategy Document
are supportive of existing businesses
looking to expand.

Support noted and welcomed.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Mr Neil Manock, on behalf
of Lady Miller,

Support

CSPA/1556

Object

CSPA/1746

Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1901

'appropriate' employment uses will be considered in
principle if they meet the relevant objectives. This leaves
sufficient flexibility for bespoke solutions, such as the
prospect of a motorway service station at GOO1, which
would be a suitable land given its excellent location as well
as providing employment opportunities, including a
different employment offer, than that contained within
Capitol Park.
General comments in relation to introducing more
flexibility, including in relation to the distribution of
employment allocations, have already been made therefore
it is superfluous to repeat them here.
Consequently, it is considered that, in terms of Question
23, proposed policy PE1 does provide an appropriate
framework for supporting the East Riding economy.
The Parish Council concurs with the policy.
Whilst the promotion of employment uses with the East
Riding is supported, objection is lodged as PE1 as currently
drafted does not have adequate flexibility to respond to
market circumstances. The 'plan, monitor and manage'
approach must provide flexibility and scope for changes and
the Strategy must not include prescriptive detail on sites.
Proposed amendments;
Amend PEI to include the loss of existing employment sites
to non employment uses will only be supported where
such less will not lead to a shortage in supply for
employment uses, where the site is not identified for
strategic employment use and where amenity benefits will
arise.
The ERYC Information Digest and Importance of
Agriculture to the East Riding report gives a context for
this section.
Over the last decade economic activity has increased in
public administration, production, distribution, business
services and construction. The prospects for public
administration and other elements from now on are likely

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. Part C of Policy
EC1 of the Draft Strategy Document
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Comments noted. Policy EC2 of the
Draft Strategy Document looks to
support the growth and
diversification of the rural economy
(for example, business advice centres,
businesses in the green economy,
local food related businesses and

to be more gloomy.
In contrast, agriculture would appear to be counter-cyclical
with a decade of relative decline now being at least halted
(if not reversed)
The East Riding exhibits similar features to national trends
observed in rural economies i.e.:
- Some highly entrepreneurial elements with evidence of
business growth that is knowledge based, home based (the
more remote the locality the more likely businesses are to
be home based)
- Commonly micro-sized to sole traders, strongly featuring
creative/ recreational/cultural activities, significant research
and development interest
- Often but not exclusively arising from inward migration of
the 40-60 age group who are keen to downsize in
accommodation but notably add to the human and social
capital.
Collectively these seem beneficial trends which the LDF
could seek to encourage and some of the long standing
negatives of rural economies the LDF could help to
overcome for example;
LDF to encourage
- Localised access to business advice and centres (mobile
with shared use with other services?)
- Developing the green economy - businesses in water,
wood products, energy conservation and generation,
carbon reduction
- Encouraging the versatility of land use to add value (e.g.
bringing forward new markets and funding steams for the
supply of an integrated range of ecosystem services).
- Tourism and local food related business
- Farm diversification, off-farm employment
- Reduction in seasonality of employment.
Many of these positive opportunities for growth will
depend on the ability to convert existing farm buildings to
new uses. The LDF could make clear the parameters and
controls which determine such possibilities (e.g. linked to

farm diversification). It’s supporting
text has also been amended to
include reference to changes to the
Common Agricultural Policy.
Policy EC3 provides support for
proposals that would contribute to
the development and diversification
of the visitor economy, The
supporting text to both policies
explain how the policy will be applied
and what applicants would be
expected to demonstrate.
Policy S4 is supportive of
conversation of existing buildings to
for economic development uses
which may help to support
embryonic and home based
businesses.
Policy EC6 focuses on the Energy
Sector, and sets out the
requirements for energy generational
proposals.
The Local Plan, however, will not
directly be able to overcome
economic costs associated with
distance and the need for up-skilling
of the population. The Council's
Economic Development Strategy will,
in part, provide a framework for
addressing such issues. The Council
has prepared a Local Broadband Plan
(September 2012) which will address
issues relating to access to

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

Other

CSPA/2311

Economic Strategy for developing the green economy.)
LDF to help overcome:
- The added economic costs because of distance
- The need for up-skilling among some of the local
population which encouragement of the voluntary sector
could help to achieve
- Encouraging embryonic businesses to help reduce the
numbers on Job-seekers allowance and the number which
could qualify for JSA but for whom distance and
remoteness from job centres are a disincentive
- The uneven availability of good quality broadband in
remote areas (local authorities in some parts of the
country have chosen to provide this service in the absence
of a commercial provider. The role of schools in such an
enterprise could be explored further)
- The tendency for businesses to seek to expand through
acquisition rather than cooperative partnerships
- Fluctuations in the price and supply of wheat on the
world market intensified by the growth of using wheat as
the source of biofuel. The LDF may wish to recognise and
differentiate between the benefits/costs for the East Riding
of different types of renewables (e.g. encourage the
direction of biofuels towards non-wheat materials).
- Refer to the forthcoming changes to the EU Common
Agriculture Policy (from 2013) which could hold profound
implications for agriculture and land management in the
East Riding
Further to your recent telephone discussion I have now
been instructed by Mr Jon Los (Petunia Lakeside Business
park, Woodmansey) to write to you with regards to the
inclusion of policies relating to the identification and
allocation of employment land in the draft Core Strategy
and the emerging Allocations DPD. I understand that you
will be seeking Members approval to draft policies for Part
1 of the Core Strategy in October 2009, and will issuing
the Preferred Options Core Strategy and Allocations DPD
during Spring 2010.

broadband.

Comments noted. Policy EC1 of the
Draft Strategy Document sets out a
presumption in favour of retaining
employment sites, allocation or
premises in employment use. Policy
EC2 sets out a positive and flexible
approach to employment
development outside of development
limits.

You will be aware from previous representations and on
site meetings with Jon Los that Petunia Lakeside Business
Park at Woodmansey has been transformed in recent years
from a horticultural enterprise growing cucumbers and
tomatoes into a major employment park comprising B1, B2
and B8 uses including a Garden Centre, and employing over
400 people in a wide range of businesses, many with roots
in horticulture and agriculture and/or ancillary businesses.
These changes have been achieved against a background of
a declining horticultural industry, difficult investment
conditions, local amenity concerns and also a less than
positive planning policy framework, which has caused
uncertainty and resulted in the full potential of the site not
being realised.
As you know the land is regarded as lying in the
countryside where there is a presumption against
development, yet at the same time there has been a
compelling need to make best use of the significant
investment in the site’s infrastructure comprising
glasshouses, storage and packing sheds together with the
services infrastructure – the site has a first class
infrastructure which includes electricity supply, water
supply and sewage disposal. The site is also well located
along a strategic transport corridor between Hull and
Beverley with excellent public transport services, good
cycle/pedestrian links, with good access to the docks in
Hull, and also to the national motorway network via the
Beverley By Pass (A1079).
Over time your authority has granted planning permission
for a range of new buildings including B2 light industrial
units, B8 storage and distribution sheds and B1 offices,
although the securing of planning consents has not been an
easy process, and in many cases the applicant has had to
comply with onerous occupancy, hours of working and
access conditions. Although Mr Los has responded to these
conditions in a positive manner and worked closely with
neighbours and the Parish Council (a local consultation

forum has been set up), these conditions do serve to
undermine investment decisions, represent issues of
concern to financing institutions and therefore increase the
risks and costs to the developer and potential occupants.
Against this background we now consider that the LDF
presents a unique opportunity to regularise the status of
this site as an important employment park in the East
Riding of Yorkshire. We are therefore seeking the inclusion
of a policy in Part 1 of the Core Strategy aimed at the
Protection of Existing Major Employment Sites. A suggested
wording for such a policy might be as follows:
‘Existing major employment sites (over 5 ha) will be
protected from redevelopment for other uses, and the
expansion, conversion or redevelopment of land and
premises for employment uses in Use Classes B1, B2 and
B8 will be permitted provided the development would not
cause traffic, amenity or conservation problems. Existing
major employment sites covered by this policy will be
defined in the Site Allocations DPD.’
We consider that such a policy would be in accordance
with the government’s objectives for prosperous
economies as set down in the Consultation Paper on a new
Planning Statement 4 (PPS4) – Planning for Prosperous
Economies. These objectives include:
- Achieving sustainable economic growth;
- Raising the productivity growth rate of the UK economy
– by promoting investment, innovation, competition, skills
and enterprise and providing job opportunities for all; and
- Building prosperous communities by improving the
economic performance of cities, towns, regions, subregions and local areas, both urban and rural, and reduce
the gap in growth rates between regions, promoting
regeneration and tackling deprivation
Such a policy would also accord with some of the policies
set down in the Consultation Draft of PPS4, including:
- Policy EC1: Using evidence to plan positively - .....the
evidence base should underpin development plan policies

which support sustainable economic development in both
the urban and rural parts of their area, allow a quick
response to changing economic circumstances and inform
decisions on planning applications. However there is a limit
to the extent local planning authorities can predict the
future of their local economies and so a flexible approach
to the supply and use of land will be important.
- Policy EC2: Regional planning for prosperous economies –
Specifically draft PPS4 states:
- Support existing business sectors, taking account of
whether they are expanding or contracting and make
provision, as necessary, for the location, expansion and
promotion of clusters or networks of knowledge driven
industry;
- Recognise, and positively plan for, the benefits that can
accrue when certain types of businesses locate within
proximity of each other or with other compatible land
uses...,
- Policy EC4: Local planning approach to economic
development
- Positively and proactively encourage sustainable economic
growth in both urban and rural areas, in line with the
principles of sustainable development, based on a clear and
proactive locally specific economic vision and strategy
- Prioritise previously developed land which is suitable for
re-use, setting out criteria based policies. Where necessary
to safeguard land from other uses, identify a range of sites,
to facilitate a broad range of economic development
including mixed use to meet the requirements in the
regional spatial strategy; and perhaps most importantly
- Support existing business sectors, taking account of
whether they are expanding or contracting and make
provision, as necessary, for the location, expansion and
promotion of clusters or networks of knowledge driven
industry.
I trust that you will welcome this suggestion as making a
positive contribution towards ensuring a prosperous

economy in the East Riding of Yorkshire and one which will
provide greater certainty to entrepreneurs who are taking
risks in a difficult economic climate to succeed in creating
and safeguarding jobs for local people.

Paragraph 8.22
Consultee
Mr David Price,

Ms Laurie Norris,

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/76
This point is very contradictory..on the one hand it raises
the strategic issue of economic development in terms of
modernising rural delivery and the economic drivers
including food and drink..yet it seeks to remove prime
agricultural land from production, and shows no evidence
of anybody taking responsibility for modernisation..eg
infrastructure........ surely a missing part here is the beauty
of Rural East Yorks, for which this strategy appears to have
the aim of altering.. why develop the rural areas (fine as
they are) when the urban areas are in such need of
regeneration....... please take a look at the success of
regeneration in the London docklands, Manchester canal
area and Leeds canal areas..all providing both business and
living opportunities both incorporating affordable housing
and providing much needed urban economic regeneration,
without any environmental impact, rural impact all with
minimal infrastructure costs, so can ERC provide evidence
that rural areas have been FULLY evaluated versus urban
areas and which designated developments would ultimately
cost less for all of us..the Tax payer.
CSPA/103
Given the importance of farming and horticulture to the
rural economy and landscape maintenance, we are
surprised at the passive way in which farm-based
development and development needed to process and add
value to farm products is treated. While it considers all
economies including the rural economy, there is no
mention of the contribution of farming to the rural
economy. There needs therefore to be a clear statement
that a healthy thriving farming industry is a vital part of the

Officer Comments
The Draft Strategy Document seeks
to focus the majority of development
on urban areas. Policy EC2 seeks to
balance the need to protect the
countryside for the sake of its
intrinsic character and beauty with
the need to support the vitality of
rural areas through sustainable
economic development.

Comment noted. The supporting text
to policy EC2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been amended to
reflect these comments.

Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

rural economy, that with food security a major concern for
the current and future generations domestic food supply
needs to be reinforced.
Development Policies- Prosperous Economy, 8.22 add to
the sentence after protect the character and beauty of the
countryside “and the provision of a range of vital
ecosystem services”.

Observations

CSPA/1908

Comment noted. The supporting text
to policy EC2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been amended to
reflect these comments.

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/77
The agricultural sector is strong...what is the long term
future impact of removing xxx 00's of hectares of land for
buildings? also.. where does this end...................

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/78
Farm diversification is great..... not sure if property
developing forms part of farm diversification?

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/192
Bourne Leisure supports the principle of the Policy PE2
which states: "Proposals for economic development on
non-allocated sites will be supported which contribute to
the development and diversification of the rural economy...
".
However, in response to Question 24, the Company
considers both the policy and supporting text should be

Officer Comments

Paragraph 8.23
Consultee
Mr David Price,

Comments noted. The Site
Assessment Methodology which is
being used to assess sites for the
Draft Allocations Document takes
into account whether development
would result in the loss of the best
and most versatile agricultural land.

Paragraph 8.24
Consultee
Mr David Price,

The development of residential units
would not be considered as a farm
diversification proposal.

Question 24
Consultee
Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd,

Comments noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document focuses
more specifically on developing and
diversifying the visitor economy.

Mr Martyn Coy, British
Waterways

Object

CSPA/117

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

Support

CSPA/392

Ingrid Barton,

Observations

CSPA/307

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

Observations

CSPA/485

revised to specifically recognise the role that tourism can
play in rural areas in diversifying and strengthening the rural
economy. This revised approach would accord with
Government policy in PPS7: Sustainable Development in
Rural Areas, and PPS4: Planning for Sustainable Economic
Growth which highlight the specific importance of tourism
to rural economies by sustaining local businesses and
promoting prosperity in rural towns and villages, as well as
encouraging farm diversification and recognise the need for
tourism and visitor facilities in appropriate locations.
Appropriate tourism related businesses and recreational
uses in the countryside are akin to the waterways and can
provide support for rural communities. Access is provided
to the countryside and rural communities, and there are
opportunities for conservation, recreation and tourism
along the navigation. The canal infrastructure can connect
rural communities with urban areas and other districts.
Both expansion of existing facilities together with new
tourism related business e.g. waterside cafes and
information centres, waterside and floating hotels, feature
moorings and historic craft, cycle hire businesses, new trip
boat routes, hire boat centres, education and discovery
centres and watersports centres (rowing, canoeing etc.)
may be appropriate to the rural areas of the East Riding.
My client supports the framework set out in Policy PE2 for
the encouragement of economic development proposals on
non-allocated sites which will contribute to the
development and diversification of the rural economy.
It does but there is nothing here to indicate favouring
sustainable development.
Policy PE2 relates to encouraging growth and diversification
of the rural economy and states the following;
A. Proposals for economic development on non-allocated
sites will be supported which contribute to the
development and diversification of the rural economy

Comment noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document focuses on
developing and diversifying the visitor
economy.

Support noted and welcomed.

Policy S1 and S2 of the Draft Strategy
Document are overarching policies
which promote sustainable
development.
Comments noted. Policy EC2 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to ensure it does not
undermine the spatial strategy.
However, increased flexibility has

where they are of an appropriate scale to their rural
been introduced for sites that are
location, do not harm the amenity of local residents, can
within or adjacent to an existing
demonstrate that the need cannot be met on a nearby
employment site.
allocation, and where the proposal:
1. Is within or on the edge of a Rural Service Centre,
Supporting Village or other rural settlement, on an existing
employment site or represents the expansion of an existing
business; or;
2. Involves the conversion of an existing building if the
building is well located to fill a local employment need and
is within good proximity of local markets and labour; or
3. Is part of a farm diversification scheme, providing existing
buildings are re-used where possible and if new buildings
are required they are well related to the built form and
scale of the farm.?
Proposed policy PE2 applies to those locations below the
level of Local Service Centres. Proposals here must be of a
scale appropriate to their location, and demonstrate that
the need for the development cannot be met on a nearby
allocation. This will require the applicant to demonstrate a
“functional need” to be in that particular location - i.e. the
specific location is crucial to the operation of the business
and that the proposal could not be delivered on the
allocated site. Proposals must then meet one or more of
the remaining criteria set out in the numbered list.
H+H Celcon Ltd considers that the identification of specific
sites in rural areas may limit the ability of the market to
respond to opportunities, where they arise. A more flexible
criteria-based approach allows for the particular aspects
(benefits) of the proposal to be considered on their own
right.
Question 24 of the Preferred Approach Core Strategy asks
whether proposed Policy PE2 provides a suitable
framework for encouraging the growth and diversification
of the rural economy.
H+H Celcon Ltd consider that proposed Policy PE2 does
provide a suitable framework for encouraging the growth

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

Observations

CSPA/694

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/745

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

Support

CSPA/623

and diversification of the rural economy. However, it is also
considered that the wording of PE2 could go further and be
more flexible by including sites “close to or on the edge of
a Rural Service Centre, Supporting Village or other rural
settlements.”
It is felt that this policy in particular, or at least the
justification to it, would benefit from clarification on the
definition of economic development. PPS4 defines
economic development as development within the Class B
uses, public and community uses, main town centre uses,
and any other development which provides employment
opportunities; generates wealth; or produces or generates
an economic output or product. Should Policy PE2 apply to
all the types of economic development as defined by PPS4,
the wording of the policy should be amended to make
reference to the need to apply the criteria-based policies
PE3 and PE4 in relation to retail, town centre uses and
tourism uses.
It is felt that this policy in particular, or at least the
justification to it, would benefit from clarification on the
definition of economic development. PPS4 defines
economic development as development within the Class B
uses, public and community uses, main town centre uses,
and any other development which provides employment
opportunities; generates wealth; or produces or generates
an economic output or product. Should the policy concern
tourism development, this should be explicitly stated.
Policy PE2 applies to proposals for economic development
uses outside of established development limits. It states
that such proposals will be supported if they contribute to
the development and diversification of the rural economy,
where they are of an appropriate scale to their rural
location, do not harm amenity of local residents and can
demonstrate that the need cannot be met on a nearby
allocated site. Such proposals will need to:
- Be within or on the edge of a Rural Service Centre,
Supporting Village or other rural settlement, on an existing

Comments noted. The supporting
text to policy PE2 of the Draft
Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Comment noted. The supporting text
to policy PE2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been amended to
reflect these comments.

Comment noted. Policy EC1, EC2
and EC6 of the Draft Strategy
Document have been amended to
reflect these comments.

employment site or represent the expansion of an existing
business; or
- Involve the conversion of an existing building if the
building is well located to fill an employment need and is
within good proximity of local markets and labour; or
- Be part of a farm diversification scheme. Providing existing
buildings are re-used where possible and if new buildings
are required they are well related to the built form and
scale of the farm.
Centrica considers that this policy should also recognise
that some forms of development by their very nature
require a rural location and cannot be located within or on
the edge of towns and villages. Such development includes
essential energy development and related infrastructure.
Policy PE2 should therefore allow for such types of
economic development in the countryside.
Suggested revision: ?A. Proposals for economic
development on non-allocated sites will be supported
which contribute to the development and diversification of
the rural economy where they are of an appropriate scale
to their rural
location, do not harm the amenity of local residents, can
demonstrate that the need cannot be met on a nearby
allocation, and where the proposal:
1 Is within or on the edge of a Rural Service Centre,
Supporting Village or other rural settlement, on an existing
employment site or represents the expansion of an existing
business; or
2. Involves the conversion of an existing building if the
building is well located to fill a local employment need and
is within good proximity of local markets and labour; or
3. Is part of a farm diversification scheme, providing existing
buildings are re-used where possible and if new
buildings are required they are well related to the built
farm; or
[BOLD TEXT] 4. Comprises essential energy
infrastructure.? [END BOLD TEXT].

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1272

Policy PE2 is supported and goes some way to encouraging
rural diversification. Flexibility on scale needs to be applied
to the site, its circumstances and location. References
within criterion 1 should refer to being within or well
related to the Local Service Centres, Rural Service Centres
or Supporting Villages and not just adjacent to them. It
shouldn’t only relate to development on an existing
employment site.
See response to CSPA/694

Comments noted. Policy EC2 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to ensure it does not
undermine the spatial strategy.
However, increased flexibility has
been introduced for sites that are
within or adjacent to an existing
employment site.
See officer comments to CSPA/694

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group
Neil Watson, Rudston
Parish Council

Object

CSPA/874

Observations

CSPA/859

The major issue in rural villages is lack access to
employment, especially for young people. This is a much
bigger issue for us than affordable homes.

Support

CSPA/1229

Yes

Comment noted. Policy EC2 of the
Draft Strategy Document looks to
support proposals which would
contribute to the development and
diversification of the rural economy.
Support noted and welcomed.

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
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,
Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates
Mr Alex Gymer,

Observations

CSPA/1109

The provision for future employment should reflect the
needs of businesses in line with PPS4.

Comment noted.

Observations

CSPA/1169

See response to CSPA/1109.

See officer comment to CSPA/1109

Observations

CSPA/1143

See response to CSPA/1272

See officer comment to CSPA/1272

Support

CSPA/1378

Support noted and welcomed.

Object

CSPA/1345

We support these policies intended to encourage
economic development in sustainable locations.
Maintain option A.

Mr Geoff Prince, Geoffrey
Prince Associates Ltd on

Object

CSPA/1393

In future it would appear without amendments to the Core
Strategy that further development at Petunia Lakeside

Option A was rejected following the
issues and options consultation stage
as a more flexible criteria approach
allows for the particular aspects
(benefits) of the proposal to be
considered in their own right.
Policy EC2 of the Draft Strategy
Document and the supporting text

behalf of Mr Jon Los,

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support

CSPA/1488

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Mrs V. L. E. Cox, Barmby
Moor Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1557

Support

CSPA/2001

Employment Park will be considered under this policy. We
are very concerned that this policy will severely restrict the
true potential of this employment site to be realised, as it
requires:
- Development to be of an appropriate scale to their rural
location (a rather subjective statement, but presumably
meaning small scale!);
- Development to be within or adjoining a RSC, Supporting
Village or other rural settlement - it does not make
reference to existing employments sites in the countryside;
- Involves the conversion of an existing building; and is
- Part of a farm diversification scheme.
We wish to see large scale employment sites (say over 5
ha) in the countryside identified as allocated employment
sites where further expansion will generally be permitted
within the site boundaries. We also wish to see specific
mention of the Hull-Beverley corridor along the A1174 as a
suitable area for expansion of existing employment sites
and businesses.
Policy PE2 provides a suitable framework for encouraging
economic growth in rural areas. It would also allow the
market to identify suitable locations for new development
depending on customer bases.
The Parish Council concurs with the policy.

have been amended to reflect these
comments.

Support increase in the development of the industrial
estate but do not want to jeopardise the existence of the
Gliding Club. A1079 infrastructure must be developed first.

Comment noted.

Development limits will be defined
through the Draft Allocations
Document.

Support noted and welcomed.

Support noted and welcomed.

Developing tourism and the visitor economy
Consultee
Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/194
Bourne Leisure welcomes the supporting text to Policy
PE3: Developing and diversifying the visitor economy
(paragraphs 8.35 - 8.43) which recognises that, "tourism is
an important part of the East Riding economy" and that
despite tourism pressure moving to more rural locations,

Officer Comments
Support noted and welcomed.

Councillor Kevan Hough,
Withernsea Parish Council
On behalf of the
Withernsea Town Council
Tourism Committee.
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding of Yorkshire
Council Tenants' Forum

"coastal resorts continue to form part of a wider choice of
different types of destinations and experiences that people
look towards to satisfy their interests". The company also
supports reference to regional policy, that the "RSS
recognises the potential to develop tourism particularly in
coastal resorts, water ways, rural areas and towns and
cities" and "the East Riding Economic Development
Strategy sets a 5% growth target for tourism across East
Riding and Hull... ".
The consensus was that they were happy with it.

Support noted and welcomed.

Tourism
Tourism is currently the only industry, and is not working.
It only creates low paid, low skilled and poor quality jobs
so the young leave. There needs to be investment, new
opportunities and new quality work available to keep young
people there and to attract people to the new housing and
the area.

Comment noted. While policy EC3
of the Draft Strategy Document is
focussed on tourism and the visitor
economy, other policies, particularly
policy EC1, 2, 4 and 6 seek to
support other forms of economic
development.

Support

CSPA/2028

Observations

CSPA/2157

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/73
A new study by the Centre for Regional Economic and
Social Research for the British Resorts & Destinations
Association has just been published (Seaside Tourist
Industry in England & Wales 2010). This finds that the much
publicised terminal decline due to oversea holidays is a
myth, and that the seaside tourism industry has in fact been
growing over the last decade. It proposes that the industry
has much to add to the health of seaside towns and to the
overall economy. In smaller resorts, the industry is even
more important and worthy of support. For example, 59%
of jobs in Skipsea are directly supported by seaside
tourism, 24% in Withernsea, and 17% in Bridlington,

Paragraph 8.35
Consultee
Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Officer Comments
Comment noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

compared to only 6% in Greater Bournemouth and 2% in
Greater Worthing.
It is worth noting in relation to this Section that in 2009,
the year of the ‘staycation’, there was an uplift in the taking
of domestic holidays, which is contrary to the text.
These two Sections should be updated in light of the latest
research released in June of this year, showing that there
has been a shift in attitudes towards taking holidays in the
UK. Please see the suggested amended wording as follows
for these two sections:
Section 8.35 “Tourism is an important part of the East
Riding economy. The nature of tourism has changed
significantly over the past 20-30 years. There has been a
move away from long holidays being taken in the UK
amongst domestic visitors, which had a profound impact on
recognised coastal resorts like Bridlington, Hornsea and
Withernsea. However, over the last decade domestic
tourism has increased with more affluent consumers also
spending on domestic tourism as well as foreign holidays,
with a growing propensity for them to take second and
third annual holidays, day trips and short beaks. In 2009 (
the year of the ‘staycation’) there was a significant uplift in
domestic holidays.”

Observations

CSPA/1266

Observations

CSPA/1268

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1270 These two Sections should be updated in light of the latest
research released in June of this year, showing that there
has been a shift in attitudes towards taking holidays in the
UK. Please see the suggested amended wording as follows
for these two sections:
Section 8.36
“Long holidays (one to two weeks) are still more likely to
be taken abroad; with holidays taken in the UK more likely
to be second and short break trips. These trips tend to be
less focused upon traditional coastal resorts, are generally

Comment noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.
Comment noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Paragraph 8.36
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Officer Comments
Comment noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

less weather dependent and are more tied to experiences,
such as quaint market towns offering a cultural and heritage
experience; remote rural areas providing a sense of
escapism in the ‘great outdoors’; areas that offer
sporting/arts/indulgence/wildlife experiences or city breaks.
However it is worth noting that in Hull and East Yorkshire
the average overnight stay is 5.9 nights, as against 4.6 for
the region. (source: Yorkshire & Humber Regional Visitor
Survey 2009). This is probably due to the large number of
caravan parks in the East Riding, particularly along the
coast. Accommodation is now being developed to be a
‘destination’ in its own right, with boutique-style hotels (i.e.
individualised small hotels offering a luxury-type
experience) and Gastro-Inns (i.e. inn accommodation
accompanying a high quality culinary experience) now
actively being sought as the primary motivation behind
some visitor trips. Although in the longer term holidays in
England are unlikely to replace the ‘big’ foreign holiday; the
trend over the last ten years underpinned now by the
recession indicates a more permanent shift in attitudes;
almost half the population (and 70% of staycationers)
expect that beyond 2010 they will take more holidays in
the UK than they have in the past (source: Visit England
research summary June 2010).'

Paragraph 8.37
Consultee
Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/74
The word "pressure" has negative connotations in the
paragraph. The Council should view increasing demand for
accommodation and access to facilities in the countryside
as a positive opportunity to counteract the loss of income
from traditional farming and other rural economic
activities.

Officer Comments
Comments noted. The supporting
text to policy PE3 of the Draft
Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Table 5
Consultee
Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

Mr John Holmes, Hull
Forward

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/198
In terms of Table 5, which identifies where there is
potential for different forms of tourism accommodation to
be located, Bourne Leisure welcomes the recognition of
the need to "strengthen the tourism sector throughout the
East coast area (Bridlington Bay, North and South
Holderness).
However, for the Bridlington area, the types of
accommodation identified as being needed are currently
restricted to large scale (hotel) accommodation and high
quality B&Bs/ guest houses. In fact, paragraph 2.3.5 of the
draft 'Planning for Tourism Accommodation' guidance note
identifies that in the Bridlington area, the current provision
of B&B and guest house provision, "does not meet the
expectations of the growing sector of the overnight visitor
market, which is looking for a more predictable quality of
offer and more diverse choice, including self-catering flats,
caravans and hotels". The Company therefore considers
that Table 5 should be amended to specifically identify
holiday and caravan parks as an additional type of
accommodation needed in the Bridlington area. This would
also be in accordance with Policy SS9.B.3.iv. which
supports: “....the development of large scale serviced
(hotel) accommodation and smaller high quality guest
houses (and Bed & Breakfast) in Bridlington together with
small-scale accommodation, self catering units and tourer
provision in the rural parts of the sub-area".
CSPA/968
Point 5 of Table 5 (M62/A63 Corridor) should, for clarity,
note the sequential test requirement for business hotels (as
town centre uses) proposed in within Hull's economic area.

Officer Comments
Table 5 is based on the
recommendations of the East Riding
Tourism Accommodation Study. This
did not conclude that holiday and
caravan parks are being needed to
diversify the tourism offer in the
Bridlington area.

Comments noted. The supporting
text to policy EC3 of the Draft
Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Paragraph 8.48
Consultee
Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/75
One of the most important new trends is the growth of
interest in nature and wildlife, as exemplified by the peak
time TV programming for BBC's Countryfile, Springwatch
and Autumnwatch series. The coast and Wolds can fulfil a
demand to see iconic species like puffins, gannets, red kites
and barn owls, and even perhaps otters, where local
conditions now support some of the strongest UK
populations of these species. Reserves and neighbouring
communities and small towns in North Norfolk have been
encouraged to develop sensitively to provide the ideal mix
of spectacular and compelling views of wildlife, that is
generating significant income in a previously declining
economy.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/72
There is a significant opportunity to develop tourism in the
Wolds and on the coast, based on nature (or wildlife)
tourism, within which the relatively unspoiled landscape can
become an economic asset to offset the relative decline in
resort tourism. The 2009 Scott Wilson study (for ERYC)
pointed to this form of tourism having a similar potential to
North Norfolk (c 60m p.a.)
CSPA/196
Question 25 asks whether policy PE3 provides an
appropriate framework to improve and diversify the
tourism and visitor economy. Bourne Leisure welcomes
the policy's support for:
"(A) Tourism developments (attractions, facilities and
accommodation) which are needed to strengthen and
broaden the tourism offer, particularly in towns and coastal
and rural areas... ".

Officer Comments

Comment noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Question 25
Consultee
Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

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

Support with
conditions

Comment noted. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Comment noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Object

CSPA/118

The Company considers this policy to be in accordance
with of the Yorkshire and Humber Plan Regional Strategy
to 2026 (May 2008), which recognises that tourism is a key
component of regional economic activity and goes on to
state that "all parts of the Region would gain from further
economic benefit from tourism and most areas could cope
with more visitors" (paragraph 11.32).
However, the company considers that Policy PE3 should be
amended to specifically support the upgrading and
improvement of existing static and touring caravan or
chalet sites. This acknowledgement would be in accordance
with the CLG Good Practice Guide on Planning for
Tourism, which notes at paragraph 21 of Annex A: Tourist
Accommodation that planning provides an opportunity to
improve the attractiveness of holiday caravan sites/holiday
parks, both to those who visit them, and as a feature in the
landscape. In addition to environmental benefits, paragraph
22 of Annex A notes that,
“there may be valid reasons for extending or improving
existing holiday parks ... by virtue of their support for
successful local business and the provision of employment."
Moreover, Policy PE3 and the supporting text should allow
for site and park operators to undertake a phased
approach to the consolidation, improvement, upgrading or
extension of existing caravan sites and holiday parks over
several years, ensuring that the existing accommodation
and visitor operation is not disrupted and that each
proposal caters appropriately for current and forecast
needs and demands.
Bourne Leisure then supports Policy PE3 (E) which states
that "to allow the sector to diversify, proposed new
commercial accommodation (serviced, self-catering and
camping and caravan) that helps meet existing deficiencies
will be supported..."
With at least 11 million people visiting waterways every
year and more than 30,000 boats afloat, our canals and
rivers are busier now than they were at the height of the

Comment noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.

industrial revolution. The hire boat industry contributes
- 61 million to local communities every year and supports
1,521 jobs. And it’s estimated that every year, visitors from
overseas who are in Britain for a boating holiday, spend
- 16 million whilst they’re here. 980 million is spent during
277 million visits to the waterways each year. 22,000 jobs
are supported in local economies. 50 million visits are made
by children aged under15. 850,000 nights spent aboard
holiday hire boats a year. In 2009, over 250,000 visits per
week were recorded to waterways owned and managed by
British Waterways in the Yorkshire and Humber Region.
Therefore the policy needs to recognise the role that
canals and waterways can play in the promotion of the East
Riding as a tourist destination. The waterways can offer key
attractions for visitors, it can provide a link between
existing and new attractions, support the holiday industry
through water based activities, enhance the environment
and attract/increase visitor activity. The waterway can
contribute to the tourism product in the broadest sense by
enhancing the environment in urban and rural areas,
attracting increased overnight and day trip activity.
To develop waterways as a regional and local tourism
product that will attract local recreation visitors as well as
national and international tourists there is a need to
encourage the creation of new waterside destinations and
attractions. Also the development of new tourism related
business e.g. waterside cafes and information centres,
waterside and floating hotels, feature moorings and historic
craft, cycle hire businesses, new trip boat routes, hire boat
centres, education and discovery centres and watersports
centres (rowing, canoeing etc.). As well as the development
of facilities and recreational opportunities e.g. provision of
pontoons and moorings for the use of hire boat operators,
improved boaters moorings and other facilities at strategic
locations, cycle hire businesses with the potential for pickup and drop-off points and links to other navigable
waterways and docks, and the creation of additional

Ingrid Barton,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/308

Joan Burnett, Conservation
Society of Yorkshire
Derwent

Object

CSPA/571

circular walks. Links between waterside destinations via
walking routes and trip boats, link attractions on the
waterways with localised tourism trip boats.
Waterways are also non-footloose assets i.e. their location
and alignment are fixed. As such there needs to be
flexibility as certain types of development and uses are
dependent upon the location of waterway infrastructure
itself and the movement of boats along the waterway.
It is important that planning policies acknowledge that it is
not always possible to find suitable sites adjacent to the
waterways for some waterway-dependent uses, in or
around existing settlements for example:
- provision of facilities to support waterway-related visitor
attractions and
- essential facilities to support boating-related tourism and
leisure activity, such as marinas, boatyards and boat-hire
companies, and moorings, which are informed by
reasonable cruising distances.
A degree of flexibility within locational policies and in the
assessment of sites is crucial for the long term sustainability
of waterways. This is supported by national planning policy
in the form of the Good Practice Guide on Planning for
Tourism (2006). It is also consistent with PPS4. The Good
Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism raises the issue of
the ‘spatial characteristics’ of tourism and includes
waterways within the definition of ‘particular tourism
resources’, in recognition of their unique characteristics.
This is a contentious area where developers have, in the
past, sneaked in unsuitable developments under the radar.
While the policy appears OK policing it will need attention
and possibly clarification (and support) from the
Government on various fronts.
It seems silly to me to make a distinction between holiday
and leisure facilities provision, and the provision of
permanent homes. Both use the same infrastructure and
permanent residence would seem to me to be preferable,
and is the only thing that could lead to the growth of a

Comment noted.

Holiday Accommodation is
considered separately to permanent
dwellings as they cater for different
needs (i.e. temporary visitors rather
than permanent residents),

community, which may then lead to an extension of the
services available.
Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Observations

CSPA/524

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

Observations

CSPA/754

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/751

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.
Please note the following clerical errors within policy PE3:
Bullet E - "that helps meet existing deficiencies. Will be
supported..."
Bullet F - "This should take into account the cumulative
effect..."
My client welcomes the Authority's intentions to provide a
"positive and flexible approach to new tourism
development" however we have the following comments

contribute to the economy in a
different way and have different
impacts on infrastructure (i.e.
education and health facilities).
Comments noted. Policies A2, S6 and
ENV3 of the Draft Strategy
Document require proposals to
consider their impact on the Heritage
Coast.

Comment noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.
Comment noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect thee comments.

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/749

on Policy PE3:
- Whilst my client considers it appropriate to take into
account as part of proposals the impacts of new tourism
developments on local considerations, the inference of part
F of policy PE3 is unclear.
If the intention of the policy is to take into account the
impact on local infrastructure such as highways, sewer
capacity, etc. this should be explicitly stated. Furthermore,
how is the Local Authority proposing to quantify and
determine either the scale of this perceived "pressure" or
the cumulative effect of any existing tourism development
in the vicinity?
Otherwise the inference of the policy is that tourism
developments will be to the detriment of local amenities
and services and should be controlled by restricting the
scale of proposals, which we would object to. The Good
Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism is quite clear that
the revenue generated by tourism can help to support and
enhance local services and facilities such as shops and pubs,
particularly in rural areas. Furthermore my client's
experience is that tourism can often ensure the retention
of rural services and facilities which would not be sustained
solely by the local population, maintaining amenities that
people would otherwise not have access to.
My client welcomes the Authority's intentions to provide a
"positive and flexible approach to new tourism
development" however we have the following comments
on Policy PE3:
- My client notes the tourism character areas as set out in
Table 5 and the deficiencies in tourism accommodation
identified as needing to be met. Any policy intending to
address need deficiencies should be robustly based on
thorough evidence. LDF policy which reflects the changing
nature of the British tourism industry will have to be kept
as up-to-date as practical having regard to what may have
changed since the evidence was collected in order to
remain effective as defined by PPS12.

Comment noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/746

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Support with
conditions
Observations

CSPA/883
CSPA/886

My client welcomes the Authority's intentions to provide a
"positive and flexible approach to new tourism
development" however we have the following comments
on Policy PE3:
- My client suggests that the following re-wording for part
D of Policy PE3 to provide clarity:
"New buildings for tourism development will only be
allowed in the open countryside where they are adjacent to
or within the built form of an existing settlement; as part of
a comprehensive farm diversification scheme in accordance
with policy PE2; or in circumstances where they are
needed to support the function of an existing tourism
attraction or facility."
See response to CSPA/746

Comment noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Whilst appropriate to assess the broader impacts of new
tourism developments on local considerations, the
inference of part F of policy PE3 is unclear. If the intention
of the policy is to take into account the impact on local
infrastructure such as highways, sewer capacity etc this
should be explicitly stated. We do not consider, however,
that it will be possible to quantify and determine either the
scale of this perceived "pressure" or the cumulative effect
of any existing tourism development in the vicinity. How
would the Local Planning Authority propose to do this?
Alternatively the inference of part F of policy PE3 is that
tourism developments will be to the detriment of local
amenities and services and should be controlled by
restricting the scale of proposals. Pegasus Planning Group
would strongly object to this inference. The Good Practice
Guide on Planning for Tourism is quite clear that the
revenue generated by tourism can help to support and
enhance local services and facilities such as shops and pubs,
particularly in rural areas. Our experience in the District is
that tourism uses can often ensure the retention of rural
services and facilities which would not be sustained solely
by the local population, maintaining amenities that people

Comment noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.

See officer comments to CSPA/746

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/898

Mr John Holmes, Hull
Forward

Observations

CSPA/967

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support

CSPA/1230

Object

CSPA/1277

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1278

would otherwise not have access to. This also extends to
the creation of viable local employment within rural areas.
In addition to the comments above, there are also typing
errors in Part E and Part F of Policy PE3 which require
correction.
Whilst we understand (and welcome) tourist
developments, we feel policy PE3B would allow for the
building of hotels in the Haltemprice Settlements without
consideration of the effect on Hull City Centre. We would
like to see a reference to the need to adopt a sequential
approach to ensure that Hull City Centre is considered as a
location for the majority of tourist hotels. PPS4 and Hull’s
own evidence base identifies Hull City Centre as the prime
location for hotel development and this evidence should be
used to inform any sequential test for hotels in the major
Haltemprice settlements.
The 'Developing Tourism & the Visitor Economy' section
could reference joint working with Hull to promote urban
tourism, further supporting opportunities for Hull and the
East Riding to be seen as a short break destination.
Yes
The need for encouraging adaptive measures (including
rollback) to counter coastal change should be included.
This could be included in Section 8.40, as rollback has been
considered in the East riding Tourist Accommodation
Study. In addition Policy PE3 should acknowledge the need
for rollback in response to coastal change.
Within the justification of proposed policy PE3 a reference
to the reuse of buildings for tourism purposes is made and
that this would be the preferred approach over and above
new developments. This needs to be qualified in that
planning applications for some buildings will need to
consider protected species issues, especially in rural
settings or if the buildings are of a certain type or age.
Protected species such as bats, barn owl and nesting birds

Comments noted. The supporting
text to policy EC3 of the Draft
Strategy Document has been
amended to reflect these comments.

Comment noted. The supporting text
to policy EC3 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been amended to
reflect these comments.
Support noted and welcomed.
Coastal change, and ‘rollback’, is
addressed by policy ENV6 of the
Draft Strategy Document. As the
Draft Strategy Document will be read
as a whole, this does not need to be
repeated in policy EC3.
Comment noted. Protected species
issues are addressed by policy ENV4
of the Draft Strategy Document.

Mr Alex Gymer,
Joanna Lee, Baker
Associates on behalf of
Dennis Wilkinson,

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/1347
CSPA/1150

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/1558

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Support

CSPA/1771

need to be accommodated in line with the relevant
legislation and the core strategy biodiversity policy.
Yes it is
The policy is useful in that it encourages new tourist
accommodation in the Major Haltemprice Settlements and
in the countryside surrounding these settlements.
However, it is not clear how the character areas have been
devised and for what purpose. The policy does not make
clear how they will be used in applying the policy. We have
previously submitted comments on the Draft Tourism
Accommodation Guidance Note February 2010 which sets
out detailed concerns about how these areas have been
formulated on the basis of limited locations. There is a
significant danger that these conclusions will then be
extrapolated to the whole area with no justification.
We look forward to the publication and consultation on
the Draft Supplementary Planning Document on this issue
which should allow a more considered and detailed
assessment of areas and their intrinsic character.
The Parish Council has concern as to the restrictions to be
placed on the size of caravan sites, static caravan and chalet
sites and seeks to be fully consulted on these restrictions.
Can ERYC assure the Parish Council that this will be the
case?
9.1 As owners of the Ramada Hotel at Willerby, our Client
supports Policy PE3 and part B in particular, which allows
new buildings that improve the tourism offer, thereby
encouraging the growth of the visitor economy, within the
Major Haltemprice Settlements.
9.2 Our Client also supports part D of Policy PE3, which
states that "New buildings will only be allowed in the open
countryside where they are adjacent to... the built form of
an existing settlement...."
Question 25
9.3 Our Client agrees that proposed Policy PE3 sets an
appropriate framework to improve and diversify the
tourism and visitor economy.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comment noted. The tourism
character areas devised by the
Tourism Accommodation Study are
based on the main assets and
attractors that the areas contain.

Comment noted. Public Consultation
will be undertaken on any
Supplementary Planning Documents.
Comments noted. Policy EC3 of the
Draft Strategy Document has been
amended to ensure that it does not
undermine the spatial strategy.

Mr Martin Batt, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Object

CSPA/2022

Whilst the earlier Guidance document, we feel, noted the
key impacts and influences on the local tourism economy,
there is no subsequent reference in the Core Strategy to
the points made in the analysis in the 2009 Scott Wilson
study, which had outlined the potential for developing
wildlife tourism in the eastern coastal area and along the
Humber.
As you know, through our work in the LEADER funded
Nature Tourism project we are seeking to improve the
presentation and marketing of important assets such as the
Trust's Spurn Point and Flamborough Cliffs, as well as other
wildlife sites and relevant attractions not under our
ownership, with a view to increasing visitor spend and
overnight stays in the area.
Recent research for the Trust by the International Centre
for Responsible Tourism (Available at
www.ywt.org.uk/nature_tourism.php) points to the
potential for attracting more, and higher spending visitors
rather than the current heavy domination of the coastal
zone by less economically active owners of caravan type
accommodation. The Trust is very keen to work closely
with the local authority in developing a "joined up"
approach to promoting the area's tourism economy in a
way that supports, rather than threatens, the precious
habitats, coastlines and landscapes that we have in
Yorkshire. We believe that the economic benefit of nature
tourism could be trebled in real terms over 10 years, from
just over 9 million annually, to over 28 million, if we are
able to make strategic investments in assets such as visitor
centres and a dedicated website.

Comment noted. The supporting text
to policy EC3 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been amended to
reflect these comments.

Supporting Town Centres and the Retail Economy
Consultee
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group

Nature Of
Response:
Other

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2199 - Food shops only
- Shop out of town for everything else
- No pedestrianisation in town centre

Officer Comments
Comments noted

East Riding

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Partenership In Enablement
Group

Observations

CSPA/2167

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

Observations

CSPA/2177

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

Observations

CSPA/2189

- Poor Marks & Spencers
- Only shops for young people, not mature people
- Don’t mind out of town centre as long as there are
decent shops in the area
- Palm Island like Dubai
- Don’t try and make Bridlington too big. It’s nice as a small
place
- Is a yacht harbour going to work? Need good shops first.
- Gypsy Road. They seem to be building there, but fields
flood
- Let people build what style they like. Like in New Zealand
Shops and Services
- Empty shops in Beverley are becoming coffee shops, need
a more diverse range of shops.
- In Beverley there are good basic health facilities.
- Beverley can build on current range of festivals in the
town, especially free events.
- Riverside regeneration would help with the environment
and economy of Beverley. Check out English Heritage’s
England’s Historic Waterways.
Shops and services
- Too many food shops, not enough clothes shops.
- Need more independent shops in Goole. Howden given
as a good example of a more balanced town centre.
- More choice required.
- Tesco seen to have taken the market away from
independent retailers in Goole.
- Approve of the level of convenience stores in local areas.
- Goole town centre in need of regeneration in a major
way.
- Goole is a very walkable town, so if new development is
in the existing town or at the edge, it would be accessible.
- Improved facilities required to attract people to live in the
new houses that are planned for the town.
Shops & Services
- Shop in Beverley, Hull and Kingswood.
- More designer shops needed in Beverley.

Comments noted

Comments noted

Comments noted

Students

- Better nightlife needed in Beverley, such as nightclubs,
bars, etc.
- Need more shopping centres.
- More leisure facilities for children and youth.
Shops and Services
- Market Weighton new shops etc
- Costa Coffee in Beverley Retrospective
- Construction times
- Food enough
- Furniture, white goods etc travel to Leeds/Hull/York etc
- Lack of decent shops
- New housing will require facilities and shops
- Beverley has too many coffee shops and charity shops
- Public transport accessible to shops
- Lack of access / want internet
- New shops are conflicting with the existing shops
- Lack of original shops
- Older people need access
- New McDonalds was stopped on road to Beverley
- Out of town shopping centre is needed, nothing between
York & Hull
Shops
- Need a large supermarket in Brough area
- Bridlington shops are poor and need clothes shops for all
ages and more high quality shops.

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

Observations

CSPA/2147

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

Observations

CSPA/2156

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/794
Public transport is vital to any reduction in pollution,
congestion and associated health issues. Which comes first
? the public transport or the future need for it? Bold steps
needed. More publicity about current services in the shops
and offices, more park and ride type offers, more planned
car share schemes. Perhaps the buses could employ
conductors at night ? might need some subsidies from the
?back to work? schemes. A better approach to public

Comments noted

Comments noted

Paragraph 8.70
Consultee
Ms Diana Sandy,

Officer Comments
Comments noted

transport has to come first.

Question 26
Consultee

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/200
In response to Question 26, the supporting text to policy
PE4 should recognise the need to provide tourism
developments (attractions, facilities and accommodation)
and the role of encouraging tourist visitors, in order to
support the vitality and viability of town and district
centres.

Rose Freeman, The
Theatres Trust

Support

CSPA/562

Mr Peter Gleave, DPP on
behalf of Tesco Stores Ltd

Object

CSPA/951

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

We support parts E and F of this policy. Town centres act
as important cultural hubs for the arts and tourism. They
should make a significant contribution to the liveliness of
the centres by attracting large numbers of people,
especially at weekends. The challenge therefore should be
to build on existing strengths and broaden the appeal of the
town centre to a wider range of ages and social groups
such as families and older people. Evening and night-time
activities are also a fundamental part of the town centres
because they can ensure the vitality of centres beyond
normal working hours. A balance needs to be found
between the main function of a town centre as a shopping
and employment destination, the available amenities for the
residential population and the opportunities for people to
enjoy an evening out without having to go into Hull.
Policy PE4 is related to town centres and the retail
economy and states that developments for retail and other
town centre uses will be encouraged where they meet the
requirements of PPS4. We support criterion A - C
(inclusive) of the policy, as it echoes central government
guidance in PPS4.
We object to the floorspace thresholds defined under
criterion 1 which set out the requirement for an impact
assessment as set out in Policy EC16 of PPS4. We accept

Officer Comments
Comment noted. Policy EC4 of the
Draft Strategy Document applies to
all main town centre uses, including
relevant leisure/tourist facilities.
Additional supporting text has been
included to list the main town centre
uses. Policy EC3 covers the provision
of new tourist facilities/attractions.
Support noted and welcomed

The thresholds for Impact
Assessments were recommended
through the Town Centres and Retail
Study. These have been based on the
type and role of Centres, and
consequently the retail hierarchy,
that are present in East Riding. The
national practice guidance identifies
that the NPPF floorspace threshold is

Ray Williamson,
Regeneration Team, ERYC

Observations

CSPA/879

that PPS4 requires Local Planning Authorities to define such
thresholds, but consider that in this instance they fall short
of the threshold at which impact on the Primary Shopping
Area (PSA) will occur, even cumulatively.
In any event, we consider that threshold figures should
relate to net sales area. The assessment of need referred to
in Appendix B of the Practice Guidance is based on the net
sales area rather than gross floorspace. Furthermore, we
consider that the Core Strategy should draw differences
between comparison and convenience retailing in respect
of the scale of development requiring an impact assessment
and provide different thresholds in relation to comparison
and convenience retail floorspace.
Small scale convenience retailing which meets a qualitative
need outside a defined town centre for example should not
be required to demonstrate impact tests on a defined town
centre.
Para. 8.56 and Policy PE4, sub policy E. This requires all
office development, leisure and entertainment and cultural
and community facilities to be located within the
Town/District Centre Boundary, before edge or out of
centre sites are considered. I appreciate this reflects
national policy, but would severely restrict the possibility of
securing speculative office development on business park
and industrial estate locations where, from an economic
viability point of view, they are most likely to be developed.
Also, I think this policy should acknowledge the specific
needs and opportunities presented by seaside resorts
which have traditionally developed specialised areas to
locate leisure and cultural/community facilities, usually in
seafront locations, outwith the town centre.

a gross figure.
The thresholds defined in Policy EC4
of the Draft Strategy Document
recognise that smaller scale retailing
outside a defined Town or District
Centre is less likely to have a
significant impact on the existing
centre.

Policy EC4 of the Draft Strategy
Document reflects national planning
policy. It sets out that new town
centre uses, including offices, should
be directed to available sites in
existing Centres before other
locations are considered.
The supporting text has been
amended to acknowledge that some
developments may have operational
or market requirements that cannot
be accommodated in a Town or
District Centre location. Additional
supporting text has been included to
list the main town centre uses.
Policy EC3 covers proposals for
tourism, recreation and leisure
activities that utilise a seafront

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Support

CSPA/1231

Yes

Object

CSPA/1110

Proposed policy PE4 is overly prescriptive and onerous in
relation to Local Centres and other smaller centres.

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

Object

CSPA/1170

Proposed policy PE4 is overly prescriptive and onerous in
relation to Local Centres and other smaller centres.

Ms Cara Ware, Peacock
and Smith on behalf of Wm
Morrison Supermarkets plc
Mr Alex Gymer,
Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support

CSPA/1398

Support
Object

CSPA/1346
CSPA/1489

Finally, we support Policy PE4: Town and District Centres
as the policy is in accordance with national planning
guidance contained within PPS4.
Maintain current policy
Policy PE4 would raise concerns in respect of the floor area
thresholds set for the different locations. Producing these
kinds of assessment can be extremely onerous and costly,
which may well put off new rural retailers. The 100 square
metres threshold for the rural areas would probably ensure
that the majority of new proposals would need to provide
an assessment and it may prove difficult to demonstrate
that the new retail use would not impact on existing
services elsewhere. For example a farmer proposing a new
farm shop that predominantly sells his own produce but
also that of other local producers would a need a
reasonable sized display area, produce storage area,
refrigeration unit and a sales counter - fitting all this into a
10 x 10 metre space is unlikely. The application of the
policy and its justification offer no advice as to what the

location.
Support noted and welcomed
Policy EC4 of the Draft Strategy
Document reflects the
recommendations of the Town
Centre and Retail Study, which has
been prepared in accordance with
national planning policy and practice
guidance.
Policy EC4 of the Draft Strategy
Document reflects the
recommendations of the Town
Centre and Retail Study, which has
been prepared in accordance with
national planning policy and practice
guidance.
Support noted and welcomed
Support noted and welcomed
The thresholds for Impact
Assessments were recommended
through the Town Centres and Retail
Study. These have been based on the
type of centres, and consequently the
retail hierarchy, that are present in
East Riding. Additional guidance on
the preparation of impact
assessments is set out in national
practice guidance.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Support
Melbourne Parish Council
Penny Moss, Montagu Evans Observations
on behalf of Threadneedle
Property Investments,

CSPA/1559

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/2089

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

Other

CSPA/2209

CSPA/1499

appropriate assessment area would be either - this would
leave the matter open to uncertainty and could prevent
development coming forward.
The Parish Council concurs with the policy.
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
any town centre use over 250 sq m outside a town 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.
We would support the resisting changes of use from class
A1 retail uses in rural centres to maintain the retail offer.
- Beverley is seen as the principle town that gets all the
money.
- Residents are particularly angry about the downgrading of
Bridlington Hospital.
- Local facilities are closing down in the town centre, they

Support noted and welcomed
Comments noted
Policy A2 (Bridlington and Coastal
sub-area) of the Draft Strategy
Document has been amended. All
proposals above the thresholds in
Policy EC4 will be required to
consider the impact of the
development.

Comment noted. Policy C1 of the
Draft Strategy Document restricts
the loss of rural community facilities,
including shops.
Comments noted

feel that Bridlington needs high quality shops for both
tourists and locals. The town also needs more regular
street cleaning and maintenance to improve its appeal
(particularly North side and the Swimming pool).
- The majority of residents admitted to travelling to
Scarborough, Hull or York for their shopping due to far
superior facilities and their provision of car parking.
- Bridlington has two councillors and the residents believe
they are making decisions without paying heed to the view
and opinions or the local residents.
- The elderly community do not use Bridlington?s night
time economy at all, because they see it as a place where
outsiders come to drink excessively.
- One of the facilities that many residents said they liked,
‘The Spa’, has no parking and they feel this reduces its
usefulness as a venue.

Enhancing Sustainable Transport Options
Consultee
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Goole College Students

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

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2178 Transport
- Recognise that global warming is impacted upon by
transport choices.
- Currently need to travel to larger places for better shops
and services.
- Expensive to travel to larger towns and cities where
facilities serving younger people exist.

CSPA/2172

Transport
- More bus services to smaller villages and cheaper fares
- Important to reinstate the tram line to York, for the
towns along the line
- Bus fares are a big issue for young people ? paying adult

Officer Comments
Policy EC5 of the Draft Strategy
Document promotes development to
incorporate the use of sustainable
modes of transport through the
application of Transport Assessments
and Travel Planning.
The Draft Strategy Document also
seeks to reduce the need to travel by
locating housing development in
areas where there are existing
services, facilities and jobs.
Policy EC5 of the Draft Strategy
Document promotes development to
incorporate the use of sustainable
modes of transport through the
application of Transport Assessments

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

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

Observations

Observations

CSPA/2191

CSPA/2146

fares makes getting to college more difficult and puts
people off staying in education.
- Buses late, don?t always stop.
- If buses were cheaper more people would use them.
- Trains need to be more frequent
- Roads are good
Transport
- Driffield needs better public transport connecting colleges
and community facilities.
- There should be more student buses with more capacity.
- Transport improvements priority should be given to:
Restoring the Beverley to York Railway.
East of Hull Park and Ride.
Hull Docks branch line extension to Hedon Haven.
- Cycling not safe enough/ not enough facilities
- Most cycling facilities seem to be in the countryside
where you don't need them instead of in Beverley Centre.
- Everyones preferred method of transport would be cars
and therefore would prioritise better roads and less
congestion
- Public transport ? seems to be expensive and could be
better quality
- All students use buses everyday.
- The students feel cut off from Hull (Beverley based
students) there are only 2 buses a day to Hull.
- Buses are ok but expensive particularly Beverley to Hull �10 return to Hull
Transport
- Bridlington bus service is not good enough. Daytime
service is most important for older people.
- The culture of using public transport only occurs if the
buses are there to be used. There are only 2 buses per
evening
- More free buses for older people. Earlier services (i.e.
how to get to a medical appointment)
- More buses to country side
- Bridlington bus in & out improved

and Travel Planning.
Many of the issues raised here such
as bus fares and punctuality cannot
readily be influenced by the Local
Plan.
Policy EC5 of the Draft Strategy
Document promotes development to
incorporate the use of sustainable
modes of transport through the
application of Transport Assessments
and Travel Planning.
There are various elements here
which the Local Plan cannot readily
influence such as passenger fares and
frequency of bus services. The
Beverley to York rail line proposal
could not be carried forward in the
plan as sources of funding for this
proposal have yet to be identified,
which causes doubt over the
deliverability of this scheme.

Policy EC5 of the Draft Strategy
Document promotes development to
incorporate the use of sustainable
modes of transport through the
application of Transport Assessments
and Travel Planning.
Policy S8 supports initiatives to
improve accessibility in rural areas
including community transport
initiatives. The Draft Strategy

- Road links easily congested
- Buses should get priority
- Little businesses for transport research
- OK for facilities
- Beverley park & ride ? design like York one at each
entrance to town. There are significant problems as the
scheme was badly thought out.
- Everyone uses public transport into Hull
Paragraph 8.73
Consultee
Mr Ryan Penn, Local
Transport Projects
Paragraph 8.76
Consultee
Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Document promotes a general shift
to more sustainable modes of travel.

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/42
A well-prepared and appropriately monitored Travel Plan is
also a very important demand management measure.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/5
My response to 8.79 is relevant " In order for pedestrian
and cycling to be realistic options in new developments
cycle parking and pedestrian and cycling provision must be
planned from the initial stages rather than being an after
thought when car access has already been provided.
Pedestrian and cycle provision must also be provided to a
high and recognisable standards, for example Cycling
England provides extensive support for councils to provide
quality cycling provision see
http://www.dft.gov.uk/cyclingengland/engineering-planning/ .
A number of East Yorkshire towns are ideal for promoting
cycling to local facilities and if new developments are
planned around sustainable transport there is an
opportunity to control unsustainable growth in car traffic."
Car parking provision needs to be considered in relation to
other forms of transport so that for short trips walking and
cycling are fast, convenient, safe and enjoyable. By reducing
the number of short car trips congestion and air pollution
can be reduced.

Officer Comments

Comment noted

The parking guidance, which will be
provided as a Supplementary planning
document, sets out the provision
requirements for residential and nonresidential cycle parking provisions,
cycle access and further guidance on
the best practice for the design of
parking design.

Mr Ryan Penn, Local
Transport Projects

Paragraph 8.78
Consultee
Ms Diana Sandy,
Paragraph 8.79
Consultee
Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Mr Ryan Penn, Local
Transport Projects

The hard surfacing required for car parking also has
negative effects on wildlife and the amount of rainwater
runoff from developments. Porous surfacing can reduce
runoff and could be considered in development standards.
To encourage travel by sustainable modes to/from nonresidential developments as well as setting car parking
standards specific cycle and motorcycle parking standards
should be set by the Council. In addition, a requirement to
dedicate a proportion of car parking spaces as car share
bays should encourage car sharing, which is a more
environmentally-friendly mode of travel than single
occupant car journeys.

Observations

CSPA/43

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/795
Reducing congestion is an ideal that would be better served
if some of our current issues were addressed now.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/4
In order for pedestrian and cycling to be realistic options in
new developments cycle parking and pedestrian and cycling
provision must be planned from the initial stages rather
than being an after thought when car access has already
been provided. Pedestrian and cycle provision must also be
provided to a high and recognisable standards, for example
Cycling England provides extensive support for councils to
provide quality cycling provision see
http://www.dft.gov.uk/cyclingengland/engineering-planning/ .
A number of East Yorkshire towns are ideal for promoting
cycling to local facilities and if new developments are
planned around sustainable transport there is an
opportunity to control unsustainable growth in car traffic.
CSPA/44
How is the issue of garage parking considered within the
standards? Although many people have a garage many are

Officer Comments

Observations

The parking guidance, which will be
provided as a Supplementary planning
document, sets out the provision
requirements for residential and nonresidential cycle parking provisions,
cycle access and further guidance on
the best practice for the design of
parking design.

Comment noted

The parking guidance, which will be
provided as a Supplementary planning
document, sets out the provision
requirements for residential and nonresidential cycle parking provisions,
cycle access and further guidance on
the best practice for the design of
parking design.

In considering the number of parking
spaces to allow within residential

used to store household items/appliances rather than
vehicles. If a house has a garage is this classed as a parking
space within the proposed parking standards?
Is it proposed that the standards apply to all dwellings,
regardless of number of bedrooms? A 5-bedroom house
could be expected to have a greater parking demand than a
2-bedroom dwelling.
Proposed Policy PE5
Consultee
Mr Ryan Penn, Local
Transport Projects
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding
Table 6
Consultee
Mr Ryan Penn, Local
Transport Projects

Nature Of
Response:
Support
Other

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

developments, regard will be had to
expected car usage based on the
number and size of dwelling units.
The guidance to the policy also refers
to methods of best practice for the
design and layout of parking.

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/45
Agreed, a detailed Supplementary Planning Document
would be useful.
CSPA/2212 There is an over reliance on the motor vehicle and a
distinct lack of car parking facilities. Residents also feel that
they shouldn't have to pay for parking on the front during
the winter months. Seeing themselves as a cash cow for
Beverley.

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/46
In relation to the above orange box:
Policy A1 states that 'New development will be supported
where it produces a transport assessment and travel plan,
where a significant transport impact is likely'. It may be
useful to define a significant transport impact? In line with
the Department for Transport's guidance 'Guidance on
Transport Assessment' it is felt that for smaller
developments (which are likely to be more common within
the East Riding) a 'Transport Statement' should be
prepared assessing the impact of the proposals. For
relatively minor development proposals which may not
have major transport impacts but may raise highway access
issues, a 'Highway Access Appraisal' may be required. The
requirement to prepare either a Transport Assessment,
Transport Statement or Highway Access Appraisal is likely

Officer Comments

Comment noted
Comment noted. Car parking charges
sit outside of the remit of the Local
Plan.

Comment noted. The Local Plan
outlines some circumstances that
would result in a significant transport
impact. A supplementary planning
document is being produced to
provide further detail.

to ensure that the transport implications of all development
proposals are carefully considered.
Paragraph 8.81
Consultee
Mr Ryan Penn, Local
Transport Projects

Question 27
Consultee
Mr Ryan Penn, Local
Transport Projects

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

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/47
In relation to Table 6:
Some use classes are not considered in the above table.
Examples include A3 (Restaurants and Cafes), B8 (Storage
and Distribution) and C1 (Hotels).
It would be useful to provide cycle parking standards.
It maybe difficult to work out hospital parking standards as
it can be difficult to estimate the number of daily visitors.
Maybe a standard based on the number of beds would be
more useful?

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/48
In relation to A) Previous comments on the need for
robust and well-monitored Travel Plans is repeated.
In relation to B) Have the proposed parking standards been
compared to other similar areas to the East Riding?
In relation to C) Previous comments in 8.7.9 regarding
dwelling size and use of garages is repeated.

Officer Comments

Support with
conditions

CSPA/202

Comment noted - The Draft Strategy
Document recognises the importance
of tourism economy and the
application of the policy (EC5)
discusses the following; ' New
development proposals which would
act to unacceptably diminish the role

Question 27 asks whether policy PE5 provides a suitable
planning framework to increase overall accessibility and
reduce congestion in the East Riding. The policy states that:
"(A) The Council will work to increase overall accessibility,
improve safety, and reduce congestion (where this has
been identified as a problem) in the East Riding by ensuring
that new development is accessible by sustainable modes of

Parking guidance will be provided in a
Supplementary Planning Document
and this will include most uses and
cycle parking provisions.

Additional guidance will be provided
in a Supplementary Planning
Document, this will include:
- Travel Plan requirements
- Parking Guidance
- design principals
- cycle parking
- non-residential parking
- residential parking

Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Support with
conditions

CSPA/119

transport and by promoting the use of public transport,
cycling, and walking over use of the private car?".
Whilst Bourne Leisure supports the need to reduce
dependency on the car and encourage more sustainable
forms of transport including walking and cycling, the
Company considers it is important that policy
acknowledges that there is usually a necessary reliance on
the car for many leisure and holiday-related journeys, due
to the often rural, more remote and coastal nature of
tourism facilities.
The necessity of car travel in certain tourism-related
circumstances is recognised at paragraph 5.3 in the CLG
Good Practice Guide, which states that: "Planners will need
to recognise that the wide variety of developments that are
inherent in the tourism industry means that there are some
developments that are car dependent".
Paragraph 5.4 of the Guide continues, "There will be some
occasions where development for tourism is sought at a
location where it will be difficult to meet the objective of
access by sustainable modes of transport... Developers and
planners may find that in such cases there will be limited
opportunities to make the development accessible by
sustainable modes of transport or to reduce the number or
proportion of visits by car".
Bourne Leisure therefore considers that the Core
Strategy's transport policies should promote the use of
non-car modes where possible, but recognise the reality of
car-based accessibility, particularly for tourism uses in rural
and more remote coastal areas.
Waterways and towing paths play an important role in
widening travel choices for cycling, walking, freight and
pubic transport.The towpath network provides a motorvehicle-free environment in which to travel to work, school
or home, and 100 tonnes of carbon dioxide (CO2) are
saved per 1 kilometre of towing path upgraded?. (TCPA
Policy Advice Note: Inland Waterways: Unlocking the
potential and securing the future of inland waterways

and function of the Strategic
Transport Network by, for example,
creating unacceptable levels of freight
or people movements will not
normally be permitted unless there
are overriding benefits (e.g. in terms
of regeneration or road safety).’ It
may be that such tourism
developments which generate large
people movements on the road
network generate overriding
employment benefits to the area.

The Draft Strategy Document's
policy framework allows for the
upgrading of towpaths to link into
new development, where
walking/cycling facility offered by the
towpath would be directly related to
the development.

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Object

CSPA/389

through the planning system (2009)).
BW supports the use of the towing path as sustainable
transport routes for both walking and cycling. 'Planning a
Future for the Inland Waterways' (IWAAC, December
2001) states that 'waterways corridors have a useful role to
play in widening travel choices, providing opportunities for
cycling, walking, alternative public transport and green
routes. To ensure long term use of towpaths as sustainable
route, investment and maintenance are needed'. It should
be recognised that whilst waterside developments and
regeneration schemes benefit from their waterside
location, they can place extra liabilities and burdens on the
waterway infrastructure, such as towpaths. As such it is
important that policies are framed to support the
imposition of conditions or the requirements for planning
obligations to mitigate the impact on the waterway
infrastructure.
A - doesn't deal with congestion and environmental
pollution from vehicles. Similar versions of this policy have
been included in the LTP for years and the congestion
problems of Cottingham have not been resolved. If anything
they have increased. This has in turn increased the
environmental pollution as vehicles are stationary for long
periods waiting for the congestion (mainly caused by the
railway crossings) to clear.

The Draft Strategy Document sets
out how development should
facilitate the use of non-car modes of
transport. It would take a large
investment in a by-pass of
Cottingham or an overbridge at the
railway crossing to alleviate the
situation in Cottingham. Such
investment is unlikely to become
available during the lifetime of the
plan and is unlikely to be cost
effective when alternative routes
already exist into and out of Hull
without going through the village.
Cottingham remains a relatively
sustainable location for housing
development where existing services
and facilities already exist reducing
the need to travel further afield to
meet basic needs.

Mr Peter Godfrey,
Highways Agency

Support with
conditions

CSPA/380

HA supports the inclusion of the policy relating to
sustainable transport. It is requested that greater reference
is made to the policy throughout the document particularly
in the movement and accessibility sections of the sub area
policies.
Individual and Area Travel Plans are an integral part of the
planning process and an essential measure to mitigate the
impact of traffic generated by new development. A Travel
Plan will be used as the foundation for a Transport
Assessment prepared in accordance with the Department
for Communities and Local Government / Department for
Transport guidance and it should be in conformity with
prevailing guidance.
Travel Plans should demonstrate a firm commitment by
developers and occupiers to reduce the number of single
occupancy car trips generated by, or attracted to, their site.
They should set out mode options available to travellers,
identify interventions to enhance the availability and
capacity of sustainable transport modes (such as walking,
cycling and public transport), set mode share targets based
on those modes, identify a system for monitoring the
effectiveness of the plan and a programme for reviewing
and modifying it to ensure agreed outcomes are achieved.
Working with the Council the Highways Agency will advise
developers how to prepare, implement, monitor, review
and update Travel Plans to support their development and
will consider tri-partite agreements with the Council and
developers where appropriate. The Highways Agency has
developed toolkits of Active Traffic Management and
Integrated Demand Management which can be used to
regulate traffic on the Strategic Road Network. These
interventions are preferred to capacity improvements.
If after Travel Plan measures have been considered there is
still a likelihood of traffic from development having a
material impact, either in terms of safety or capacity, on
the SRN then the cost of any improvements deemed
necessary will have to be met by those developments

Comment noted. A supplementary
planning document is being produced
to provide further guidance on the
application of the Strategy
Document's travel planning and
parking policies. This should help to
ensure a robust approach to
promoting sustainable modes of
travel for developments likely to have
a significant transport impact.

Ingrid Barton,

Support

CSPA/311

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

Support

CSPA/348

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support

CSPA/527

materially contributing. Where the cost of such
improvements are beyond a single developer the HA would
expect the Core Strategy to identify the need for a
?Ringmaster? approach to procure the improvement.
Operational conditions on the SRN and its interface with
the local highway network and the potential implications of
new development will be kept under review and the most
up to date information will inform decisions about
proposals for development.
Parking is a critical issue for the Highways Agency as the
availability of car parking has a major influence on the
means of transport people choose for their journeys. Some
studies suggest that levels of parking can be more significant
than levels of public transport provision in determining
means of travel. Reducing the amount of parking in new
development is essential, as part of a package of planning
and transport measures, to promote sustainable travel
choices. It is therefore requested that parking standards be
considered in the context of the Highways Agency
comments above regarding the predicted impact of
development on the SRN and the need for demand
management.
a) A romantic aim, but it might work
b) Y
c) possibly
We support Policy PE5 as it aims to tackle congestion,
deliver accessibility and provide safer roads. Congestion
and accessibility is currently considered to be a major
problem within the East Riding and Hull area. Development
of new transport facilities such as Park and Ride schemes
are supported.
Natural England supports part 1 of the policy, which
ensures new development proposals are accompanied by a
transport assessment and travel plan. In addition, we
welcome the reference to developing and protecting public
transport, cycling and footpath networks. Travel plans
should also seek to link to identified local and sub-regional

Comment noted
Comment noted

Comment noted. The Strategy
Document seeks to promote linkages
between new development and green
infrastructure, and has identified a
number of green infrastructure
corridors to help with this process.

GI corridors (as shown in Fig.21), as well as links to other
aspects of local GI outside the identified network, such as
greenways and quiet lanes. Such infrastructure provides an
essential framework for a non-motorised transport
network through an urban area, linking homes to schools,
places of employment, recreation areas and the
countryside.
There are opportunities to minimise parking provision
through initiatives such a park and ride, car sharing and
provision of cycle bays.
Any future major residential development could have a
serious impact on highway infrastructure, with particular
reference to 'rat-running' through unsuitable residential
areas, and insufficient public parking areas in Hessle serving
the car-borne retail and business sectors.

Mrs Kathy West, Hessle
Town Council

Observations

CSPA/805

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support

CSPA/1232

Yes

Object

CSPA/1280

Though cycling is promoted through the plan there is no
attempt made to set minimum standards of cycling facilities
such as secure storage and showers in non-domestic
developments. A minimum cycle storage space provision
should be allocated and in larger developments showers
should be included. This is key infrastructure to promote
cycling.
Given the projected growth in electric vehicles over the
coming decade is there scope to include electric vehicle
charging infrastructure within the parking element of the
core strategy?
We would want to see an explicit reference to the
availability of public transport and walking / cycling routes
as an extra bullet point under point D of this policy. Parking
provision in new developments, both residential and nonresidential, should be reduced if there is reasonable access
to non-car forms of transport.

Comment noted - the requirement
for the production and
implementation of Travel Plans and
Transport Assessments together with
the design guidance for parking
standards will consider the issues you
raise.
Comment noted
The transport Supplementary
Planning Document will provide
guidance on the parking requirements
for car, cycle and other facilities.
The accessibility of public transport
to a site has been added as something
to take into account in determining
the amount of car parking on new
development. The availability of
walking and cycling routes has not
been added as something to take into
account in determining parking
provision as these forms of transport
cannot accommodate longer journeys
which need to be undertaken from
time to time.

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

Support

CSPA/1111

It is considered that this policy provides an appropriate
framework.

Comment noted

Support

CSPA/1112

Comment noted

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

Support

CSPA/1171

We agree that a pragmatic approach should be taken and
the level of car parking should reflect that East Riding is a
predominantly rural district with a high reliance on car
usage.
It is considered that this policy provides an appropriate
framework.

Support

CSPA/1172

Comment noted

Mr Alex Gymer,
Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support
Observations

CSPA/1348
CSPA/1560

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1561

We agree that a pragmatic approach should be taken and
the level of car parking should reflect that East Riding is a
predominantly rural district with a high reliance on car
usage.
Maintain current policy.
Q27a If development is permitted within rural areas that
do not realistically offer modal choice then the parking
policy permits additional car parking spaces to be provided.
The reliance on car born travel can only result in increased
level of congestion on the primary transport network and
in and around local centres.
Q27b The generic parking standards do not compliment
other stated policies in particular employment development
in rural areas that may not offer modal choice. This then
results in the under provision of parking on site creating
overspill parking on local roads.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/1562

Q27c The policy promotes developments in rural
environments that are car dependent. When a travel plan

Comment noted

Comment noted
Development proposals which would
act to diminish the role and function
of the Strategic Transport Network
will only be supported where there
are overriding social, economic, or
environmental benefits.
A guide to parking standards in the
East Riding will be provided in a
Supplementary Planning Document
(SPD). New developments will be
expected to provide the appropriate
amount of car parking necessary. For
example, a development in a Town
Centre would provide a reduced
provision compared to a similar
development in a rural settlement
where it can be proven it would
make use of facilities, such as, high
frequency public transport or public
parking facilities.
Comment noted. Development in
rural areas is managed by other

demonstrates that no realistic alternative exists then
additional car parking spaces will be permitted.

Mrs V. L. E. Cox, Barmby
Moor Parish Council

Object

CSPA/2002

A1079 must be a priority to be improved.

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Support

CSPA/2090

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Object

CSPA/1772

We would support D1 and welcome the relaxation of
parking space provision to accommodate the reality of rural
car ownership requirements.
9.4 Our Client is supportive of the aim to increase overall
accessibility, improve safety and reduce congestion in East
Riding by ensuring that new development is accessible by
sustainable modes of transport and by promoting the use of
public transport, as set out at part A of Policy PE5.
9.5 However, our Client considers that the criteria that are
set out at A.1, A.2 and A.4 are too prescriptive and
therefore objects to these parts of the Policy.
9.6 Part A.1 supports new development where it "Produces
a transport assessment and travel plan, where a significant
transport impact is likely. Our Client's objection to this is
twofold. Firstly, there is no definition of a 'significant
transport impact'. Whether transport assessments and
travel plans will be required as part of planning applications
should be scoped at the pre-application stage with the
Local Authority. We note that paragraph 8.81 recommends
early engagement with the Council's Highway's Control
Section to establish the likely travel planning requirements.
9.7 Similarly, as the requirement for transport assessments
and travel plans is to be discussed at the pre-application
stage, the Council should not be seeking to 'support' those

policies and strategy in the Plan.
Where development does taken
place, without acceptable public
transport services a more pragmatic
approach is necessary to prevent
parking and road safety issues from
occurring.
Comment noted. The Council has
assessed the capacity of the A1079 to
accommodate proposed
development and has proposed a
number of improvements listed in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
Comment noted
Comment noted - Part A sets out
how new development should
facilitate the use of non-car modes of
transport. It includes a requirement
for travel planning to support new
development that could have a
significant transport impact which
may include development that falls
below the DfT thresholds for
requiring a transport assessment and
a travel plan. Location specific
factors, as well as the scale of the
development may dictate whether a
transport assessment and travel plan
are required. The transport
Supplementary Planning Document
will provide guidance on Travel Plans,
Transport Assessment and how the
process is implemented.
Requirements for travel planning
need to be written into the policy so

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of

Object

CSPA/1617

developments which have a transport and travel plan, nor
should it be seeking to oppose those that don't. As part of
the development control process, this does not need to be
reflected in the Core Strategy. Our Client therefore
requests that part A.1 of Policy PE5 is deleted.
9.8 Part A.2 of the policy seeks that new developments
"Help develop and protect integrated, safe and attractive
public transport, cycling and footpath networks..." It is
considered that this part of Policy PE5 is not flexible
enough to be considered sound under paragraph 4.52 of
PPS12 because it may not always be possible for such
requirements to be taken into account in the development
of some sites due to their characteristics. Our Client
therefore recommends including the words `Where
possible' at the beginning of this part of the Policy.
9.9 In relation to part A.4 of Policy PE5, it appears that the
Council is seeking to impart all responsibility for the
implementation of transport infrastructure, which is
necessary to facilitate the development, to the developer.
We note that the developers of a site are not necessarily
the only parties in bringing forward new transport
infrastructure. Often close liaison with the Local Authority
and other parties (land owners for example) will be
required to deliver such infrastructure. In recognition of
this, our Client recommends that part A.4 is reworded to
read; "Brings forward other necessary transport
infrastructure to facilitate its development in conjunction
with other relevant parties."
Question 27
9.10 Our Client considers that amendments to parts A.1,
A.2 and A.4 of Proposed Policy PE5 (in accordance with
our comments at paragraphs 9.6 to 9.9 above) are required
in order for it to be able to provide a suitable planning
framework to increase overall accessibility and reduce
congestion in the East Riding.
Support
Galliford supports the emphasis on increasing the overall

that the Highways Agency, the
Council, and other consultees and
wider public can be assured that
additional traffic and pollution from
new development is minimised in line
with national planning policy.
The wording of the policy has been
changed so that development is
required to 'support and encourage'
sustainable modes. This makes the
application of the policy more flexible
as it widens the application of the
policy beyond developing and
protecting sustainable transport
networks.
The policy relates to what the
'development' should do rather than
any particular party. Even where the
other transport infrastructure is
provided for by a third party, it is for
those planning for the development
to ensure that there is commitment
from relevant third parties for the
infrastructure to be put into place
where necessary for the development
to take place.

Comment noted - Part A sets out
how new development should

Galliford Try (Strategic)
Land, Galliford Try
(Strategic) Land

accessibility in the East Riding by ensuring that new
development is accessible by sustainable modes of
transport. Our client notes that this can only be achieved
by concentrating development in those locations which are
already served by a range of services and have the capacity
to
accommodate development. This includes the Principal
Town of Beverley whose focus for housing growth is
entirely consistent with national guidance and adopted
regional policy.
Galliford believes that by encouraging development
towards such places will hel; the Council meet its
overarching sustainable development objectives and
improving accessibility overall.
In response to question 27 c), Galliford supports part D.1
which provides the necessary flexibility for residential
development on the expected car ownership. Our client
believes that by properly planning for the sufficient amount
of spaces required, would help create an environment for
future residents, whilst improving safety and reducing
congestion within developments.
Objection
Whilst our client does not object to the objectives of the
policy, Galliford believes that the policy is too prescriptive
in what it should include. This includes at part A.1 the need
to produce a transport assessment and travel plan.
Galliford notes this is part of the planning application
process, which would be confirmed through the validation
of planning applications and therefore does not need to be
reflected in the Core Strategy planning policy.
Our client also believes there is a need for flexibility when
assessing development proposals, where at A.2 it outlines
to ?help developed and protect amongst other things
cycling and footpath networks. In some case this may not
be possible due to possible on site circumstances.
Therefore a policy needs to reflect some ?realism?.
With regards to part A.4 this needs to ensure that it is

facilitate the use of non-car modes of
transport. It includes a requirement
for travel planning to support new
development that could have a
significant transport impact which
may include development that falls
below the DfT thresholds for
requiring a transport assessment and
a travel plan. Location specific
factors, as well as the scale of the
development may dictate whether a
transport assessment and travel plan
are required. The transport
Supplementary Planning Document
will provide guidance on Travel Plans,
Transport Assessment and how the
process is implemented.
Requirements for travel planning
need to be written into the policy so
that the Highways Agency, the
Council, and other consultees and
wider public can be assured that
additional traffic and pollution from
new development is minimised in line
with national planning policy.
The wording of the policy has been
changed so that development is
required to 'support and encourage'
sustainable modes. This makes the
application of the policy more flexible
as it widens the application of the
policy beyond developing and
protecting sustainable transport
networks.
The Council believes that the
reference to other 'necessary'

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2231

correctly worded to meet the tests outlined in Circular
05/05 and CIL Regulation 122 as necessary to make the
proposed development acceptable in planning terms
Proposed Changes
We would therefore recommend the following:
? Delete part A.1 and then renumber the proceeding parts;
? A.2 to read: Where possible help develop and protect
integrated, safe and attractive public transport, cycling and
footpath networks; as well as promote their integration
with public transport
Amend A.4 to read: Brings forward other necessary and
reasonably related transport infrastructure to facilitate its
development
P. 155, shaded grey box: Relevant Evidence Base and Best
Practice. [As above]

transport infrastructure is sufficient
to comply with national planning
policy and CIL regulation
requirements which it is not obliged
to repeat within the Local Plan.

Comment noted
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A high quality environment
Consultee
Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/976
Water Resources
A number of key water resources issues are included within the Core
Strategy and overall we are satisfied with how water resources are
covered.
We are particularly pleased that rivers and water issues are considered
in their own right, outside flooding. The recognition of water as a
resource which needs protecting, and its value as green infrastructure,
is also a welcome inclusion.
Commitment to safeguarding water resources and minimising the

Officer Comments
Noted. References to the Water
Resources Strategy and Humber
River Basin Management Plan
have been added. The Draft
Strategy Document commits to
implementing these documents’
local authority-related actions,
for example in policies that
require sustainable design and

impact of any new development is supported, as is encouraging water
efficiency measures in new developments. This is particularly important
given the large amount of proposed residential development within
East Riding.
Our Water Resources Strategy sets out how we believe water
resources should be managed to 2050 and identifies areas where
action is required. We would like to see reference made to this
important document, and the Core Strategy to make a commitment to
and adopt appropriate actions where Local Authorities have been
identified as a lead organisation.
These actions include:
- Require sustainable drainage schemes to be incorporated into new
developments in England;
- In areas where resources are under pressure, include measures that
support water neutrality where new development is planned and
require developers to produce water cycle studies where housing
developments are proposed;
- In areas where water resources are under pressure, adopt water
efficiency standards in planning conditions that are tighter than the
default standard identified in building regulations;
- Increase mandatory standards for fixtures, fittings and appliances to
improve the water efficiency of homes and businesses;
- We would like to see greater recognition that current water
availability for any new abstraction licences is limited within East Riding
which may impact on and should be taken into consideration for any
new water dependent developments or industry.
Water Quality
The Core Strategy covers a number of relevant water quality issues
through the Sub Area and High Quality Environment Chapters (6 & 9)
which we support, particularly the use of sustainable drainage systems,
addressing the ecological impacts of land drainage and reducing impact
on protected areas such as the Hull Headwaters and Hornsea Mere.
A key part of our guidance for LDFs is to see strong links between
them and other relevant plans. We would therefore like to see direct
links to the Humber River Basin Management Plan which is a key plan
for the protection and improvement of the water environment and
also contains measures which have a role for local authorities.

construction, and SuDS. A
reference has been added
regarding the limitations on
water abstraction. Also, the
suggested text in relation nonmains drainage has been
incorporated.

The Water Framework Directive sets out consistent standards for the
water environment which all EC countries are now required to meet.
Under this directive River Basin Management Plans have been
produced setting out plans for the protection, improvement and
sustainable use of the water environment. We are the competent
authority in England and Wales for implementing the directive;
however the necessary actions require the involvement of many
stakeholders including local government.
The majority of water bodies in the East Riding area are currently
failing to meet the Water Framework Directive classification standard
of Good Ecological status. Common pressures on water quality
identified in this area are to diffuse pollution from agriculture, over
abstraction of water, physical modification for flood defence and land
drainage, barriers to fish migration, and point-source discharges from
the water industry and other sources.
Annexe C of the Humber River Basin Management Plan identifies
pressures and actions where local authorities have a role. These
include the promotion of sustainable drainage systems, tackling
drainage issues in areas without mains drainage (village drains, septic
tanks, avoiding proliferation of private sewage treatment etc), street
and drain management, promoting ecological awareness, control of
non-native invasive species and habitat improvements in river
corridors.
We broadly support the environmental measures in the Core Strategy
but in the interest of the protection and improvement of the water
environment would like to see direct reference to the Humber River
Basin Management Plan and adoption of the appropriate measures
from Annex C into the strategy.

Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1913

The recent Commission for Rural Communities report on the future
for England’s uplands makes strong points about the uplands providing
‘public goods’ to the nation particularly environmental benefits and
biodiversity.
The communities living in the uplands (the Wolds in the case of ER)
are seen as the custodians and stewards of the landscape, as indeed are
the communities in the lowlands (especially vital in ER along the Lower
Derwent Valley). The LDF needs to recognise the value that the
‘stewards’ contribute ,(1) through the potential enhancement of
Biodiversity (wildlife corridors, hedgerow maintenance and protection,
regard for protected sites), (2) sequestering of carbon, (3) producing
distinctive foods, (4) sites for renewable energy production with due
regard for AHLV, (5)recreational and tourist services.
The Partnership supports all this in the LDF.
However we wish to draw attention to the recent report ‘Making
Space for Nature’ (lead by Sir William Lawton) which raises concerns
about meeting 5 bench marks for protected sites.
There is some concern about the dominance of high intensity arable
farming and worries over possible soil quality depletion. Similarly, the
depletion of water quality in the aquifer under the Wolds. The LDF
could encourage moves towards a robust set of arrangements in the
East Riding.
In the wake of the Flooding & Water Bill, the LDF should recognise the
growing importance of the ERYC in taking a leadership role in the
stewardship of local water resources and assets.
More generally, the LDF could recognise more widely how
Partnerships (such as this) can contribute to achieving wider
stakeholder engagement in mitigating and adapting to environmental
change. We have several times in this response suggested there is a
need to drill down deeply in to cartographic and statistical evidence
and thus identify very precise areas with particular needs.
Some members of the Partnership attended the recent research
seminar arranged by Hull University Geography Department to
consider current work on Governance and Risk in relation to recent
and future floods. There was considerable emphasis on Hazard Risk
Identification but also strong support for identification of high human
and land vulnerability. We suggest the LDF takes careful account of

The Strategy’s ‘High Quality
Environment’ policies cover the
themes listed regarding the
role/contribution of the area’s
rural landscapes. A reference
about the contribution that the
Rural Partnership has in
delivering these has been added
to the Green Infrastructure
policy section, as this section
promotes the multi-functional
benefits of integrated green
infrastructure planning (e.g.
climate change mitigation, flood
risk management) and refers to
the organisations / stakeholders
that are instrumental to
implementing them. In relation
to hazard and vulnerability
assessments, the Council’s
Climate Change Strategy and
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment,
which both identify these, have
been fully taken into account.

both these approaches to planning and seeks to closely identify such
areas and communities.
The recent Audit Commission report on East Riding’s Climate Change
Strategy raised some concerns as well as some recommendations both
of which the LDF will no doubt account of.

Paragraph 9.4
Consultee
Mr Colin Butterfield,

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/685
The proposed documents in Wilberfoss do not comply with the
principles of the ERYC Development Policies:
A High Quality Environment. The proposed development sites would
adversely affect enhancement of habitats. In addition- many of the
proposed sites are high risk flood development areas.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2232 Text change - 160, section 9.16, line 1: a site’s potential [apostrophe]

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:

Comment Response
ID

Officer Comments

The Site Assessment
Methodology, which will inform
the selection of specific sites for
development (in the Allocations
Document), includes detailed
criteria to ensure that
environmental considerations,
such as biodiversity and flood
risk are fully considered.

Paragraph 9.16
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Comment noted

Paragraph 9.18
Consultee

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/1984

The bullet point 'views of outstanding natural features' includes specific
areas. I consider the 'intimate' views of the Lower Derwent Valley
should also be included in this listing.
Justification:
- The outstanding natural features of the Lower Derwent Valley are
flower-filled meadows, grasslands and natural and manmade
watercourses, sustaining a wide variety of insects, birds and mammals,
and the naturally flooded winter landscapes attracting huge numbers of
swans, geese, duck and waders. The natural environment set in
brightening spring skies, high summer sun, autumn mists and
spectacular winter sunsets.
- These outstanding natural features are viewed from various villages
and points along the Lower Derwent Valley by foot, cycle and car. The
valley landscape is renowned in the circles of naturalists, ornithologists
and photographers.
- Within the East Cottingwith Conservation Area Appraisal, page 4,
paragraphs 4 & 5, extensive views of the surrounding landscape are
acknowledged as important, going further to say that views of the Ings
should not be obstructed by development.
- Inclusion in the listing will highlight the importance of the views.
- Highlighting the importance of these views in the listing will help
safeguard the views. This is commensurate with proposed policy
HQE1 Section A3 (page 160).
- Appropriate design, and control of design, is of paramount
importance.
- Inappropriate designs, impacting on views, would seem to have
already slipped through the existing 'net' of criteria, policy and planning
condition. (I consider evidence to support this opinion can be
identified within the relevant planning files).
- Highlighting the importance of the lower Derwent Valley as views of
outstanding natural features ought to be adopted 'cross boundary'
(Landscape Policy Recommendations, page 14, paragraph 4.5).
- Consideration of impact on cross boundary views, within a recent
development, would seem to have been ignored. [I consider evidence
to support this opinion can be identified within the 'Officer's Report'
(Selby District Council)].
- Incongruity over distance, across the valley and cross council

Specific reference is made to the
need to respect and enhance the
existing landscape character of
the River Derwent Corridor and
Lower Derwent Valley within
Policy ENV2 of the Draft
Strategy Document.

boundary is easily and detrimentally underestimated.

Question 28
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/65
The policy itself enables a range of development however the concern
is that part A) will be used to override part B) which would stifle the
provision of modern design and potentially more sustainable built form.
With this in mind, and given that the RSS has been abandoned, the
following suggested amendments to the policy are put forward:
A. All development proposals will contribute to safeguarding and
respecting the diverse character of the area. Developments will be
supported that:
1. Achieve a high quality of design that optimises the potential of the
site and contributes to a sense of place (including the Spatial Strategy's
visions for settlements). This will be accomplished by:
i. having regard to the site’s wider context and its specific
characteristics and to optimizing the potential of the development and
the lifetime of its use,
ii. having an appropriate use (or mix of uses), scale, density, massing,
height and material,
iii. having a layout that takes into account potential users,
iv. incorporating hard and/or soft landscaping to, where possible,
enhance public space and views,
v. promoting equality of access, movement and use,
vi. having regard to features to minimise crime and the perception of
crime,
vii. including public art on significant sites, where the sense of place and
public access or view would justify it; and
viii. ensuring infrastructure and other requirements such as flood
mitigation are well integrated into the development.
2. Pay particular attention to the possibility of using local materials,
architectural styles and features that have a strong association with the
area’s landscape, geology and built form types, particularly in
conservation areas.
3. Safeguard the views and settings of outstanding built and natural
features and skylines within and adjoining the East Riding.

Officer Comments
Comments noted, policy ENV1
of the Draft Strategy Document
has been amended accordingly.

Mr Daniel Hatcher, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Church Commissioners

Support

CSPA/145

Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Support with
conditions

CSPA/120

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/391

B. Innovative design incorporating new materials and technologies will
be supported, where the local context and sub areas with their diverse
landscapes, geologies, historical background and built form have been
fully considered as part of the design process.
A Supplementary Planning Document will be prepared that gives more
guidance on the application of design issues.
We support and recognise that all new development must be designed
to a high standard. The development of land at Fair Field, Stamford
Bridge would help deliver a more balanced and mixed community. A
wide range of high quality and well designed housing is proposed which
will contribute to existing communities and enhance local facilities.
Whilst some guidance should be offered to developers it is important
that this is sufficiently flexible to respond to changes in the market.
This more specific development policy should promote high quality
design for waterside development in order to ensure that relationship
between development and waterway is realised in the most beneficial
way.
BW promotes key urban design principles that could underpin any
specific design policy for local environments within a waterway
corridor. The urban design criteria could include ensuring where
development is proposed adjacent to the waterway, development
should be sited and orientated to face the waterway and should
enhance the waterway's edge and define external waterside spaces.
Create attractive mixed use waterfront development, integrate and
utilise the waterspace and the towing path, create active edges to the
waterspace. Respect the topography, relate to the waterspace and
design to a human scale, improve access to and, where possible, the
use of these waterways. Improve pedestrian and cycle access as well as
public transport provision both within the development and from
adjoining areas and improve the appearance of the site from the towing
path and from the water at boat level and of the waterway corridor as
a whole.
No objections. However, nowhere in this chapter relating to 'A High
Quality Environment' do we see reference to improving air quality and
controlling air and noise pollution.

Comment noted

Policy ENV 1 of the Draft
Strategy Document promotes
key urban design principles and
supports development that
would have regard to the site's
wider context. Whilst the policy
does not refer specifically to the
water corridors, it is considered
that the policy could and would
be used to implement the
improvements you refer to.

The amended policy ENV1 of the
Draft Strategy Document
discusses the requirement for
developments to safeguard the
amenity of residents and the

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

Support

CSPA/243

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

Object

CSPA/355

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

Support

CSPA/281

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

Support

CSPA/393

The Crown Estate supports policy HQE1 and will seek to ensure
development at Skirlaugh (and development of other landholdings
within East Riding) is of a high quality design respecting the existing
character of the settlement.
Appropriate access, movement (vehicular, cycle, and pedestrian) and
parking will be considered at an early stage. Provision of open space,
recreation, and play space will form a critical element of the overall
scheme.
Design proposals will be discussed with the local community prior to
development and will be the subject of pre-application discussions with
an appropriate planning officer.
My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provides a clear steer as to where further advice on design
issues can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of
that SPD.
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provides a clear steer as to where further advice on design
issues can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of
that SPD.
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and

surrounding area.
Comment noted

Comment noted. Supplementary
Planning Documents will
undergo public consultation.

Comment noted. Any
Supplementary Planning
Document would undergo public
consultation. Policy ENV1 of the
Draft Strategy Document
remains flexible and aims not to
stifle innovation in design.

Comment noted. Supplementary
Planning Documents will
undergo public consultation.

Ingrid Barton,

Observations

CSPA/314

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support with
conditions

CSPA/453

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

Support

CSPA/506

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

Support

CSPA/549

imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provides a clear steer as to where further advice on design
issues can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of
that SPD.
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
The definition of "high quality design" is mostly subjective and, except
for functionality, tends to change from generation to generation
anyway. This framework is as good as can be hoped for but will
probably lead either to design by fixed criteria or design by the
opinions of the Planning Committee.
We support this Policy which reflects the advice in PPS1 and PPS5.
However, whilst development proposals should, undoubtedly,
safeguard and respect the character of the area, they ought, also, to
help reinforce that character where appropriate. Suggested
amendment: Amend Criterion A to read: ‘All development will
contribute to safeguarding, respecting, and reinforcing the diverse
character of the area’.
My clients support a criteria-based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provides a clear steer as to where further advice on design
issues can be found. My clients may wish to comment on the content
of that SPD.
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
My client supports a criteria-based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provides a clear steer as to where further advice on design

Policy ENV1 of the Draft
Strategy Document remains
flexible and aims not to stifle
innovation in design.

Comment noted. Policy ENV1 of
the Draft Strategy Document
remains flexible and aims not to
stifle innovation in design.
Comment noted – Part A of
policy ENV1 of the Draft
Strategy Document has been
amended to include the following
‘All development proposals will
contribute to’.
Comment noted. Supplementary
Planning Documents will
undergo public consultation.

Comment noted. Supplementary
Planning Documents will
undergo public consultation.

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Observations

CSPA/528

Mrs Maggie Whitlock,

Observations

CSPA/752

issues can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of
that SPD.
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
Natural England suggests that the policy could be improved by
including opportunities for sustainable building techniques. Sustainable
design should be supported alongside good quality and innovative
design. Given the length of the plan period the Council should consider
how good design relates to climate change so as new developments
are flexible to the predicted changes in our climate, for example:
- Planting, shading and advanced glazing systems to reduce solar heat
gain.
- Materials to prevent penetration of heat, including use of cool
building materials and green roofs and walls.
- Innovative use of water for cooling, including ground water cooling
using aquifers of surface water (possibly as part of SuDs)
Planning Policy Statement 'Planning and Climate Change' sets out the
importance of adaptation for future climate change, 'new development
should be located and designed for the climate and impacts it is likely
to experience through its intended lifetime' (paragraph 7). Planning
Policy Statement 3 on Housing encourages the use of new building
techniques to deliver sustainable development and reduce the impact
of climate change.
To achieve climate change mitigation and adaptation objectives the
Council need to take a holistic approach to what the future of a place
will be like. This integrated approach will ensure that climate change is
embedded in the strategy (CABE, 2009).
The outer design of the buildings should take on a modern version of
the majority of houses in the village.
In his book, A Vision of Britain (Doubleday, 1989), Prince Charles
presented his manifesto on architecture and urban planning. Here are
his principles that guided the development of Poundbury.
•

Place: understanding and blending with the landscape.
Hierarchy: relationship of buildings to each other and the
relative significance of their different elements.

Part B of the amended Policy
ENV 1 of the Draft Strategy
Document supports
development that achieves a high
quality of design that has regard
to energy efficiency, passive solar
heating and the use of SUDs.
Part C now supports
development that incorporates
innovation in to the design with
the use of new materials and
technologies.

Policy ENV1 of the Draft
Strategy Document refers to
sense of place, scale, enclosure,
art and community. Key design
principals are included
throughout policy ENV1without
being too specific. This is to
ensure sufficient flexibility in the
policy to avoid stifling innovation

•

•

•

•

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/671

Scale: relating to human proportions and the scale of the
buildings in an area.
Harmony: blending buildings with the local and natural
environment.
Enclosure: defined boundaries to development and define areas
such as squares and courtyards.
Decoration: careful craftsmanship enhancing every aspect of
every building.
Art: part of the whole environment, and rich in symbolism and
meaning.
Signs and Lights: well-designed street signs, advertising in its
place, and careful use of artificial light.
Community: a sense of pride and a feeling that everyone
contributes to the planning and organisation of the place.

The inner design should be modern. Energy saving materials should be
used and fitted with solar panels or wind turbines. Colours of buildings
should be varied but all roofs red pan-tiles that are traditional in the
East Riding. Garaging should be integral with each structure so as to
avoid inappropriate buildings being erected in the future. On road
parking should not be allowed. Traffic calming and 20MPH limits
throughout the proposed estate. Cycle lanes and parking for cycles.
Plenty of trees planted to create shade with the view of global warming
in the future.( HPA2009). An exchange of social housing should be
encouraged so as to ensure that people can move up or down the
number of bedrooms etc depending on personal needs.
Ref: In Stone , A Princess Vision of Britain,New York Times, June
11,1998:B1&B2
Advice and guidance about Heatwaves. Health Protection Agency 2009
My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provide a clear steer as to where further advice on design issues
can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of that
SPD

and imposing rigid design
standards that may not be
suitable for all areas of the East
Riding.

Comment noted. Supplementary
Planning Documents will
undergo public consultation.

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

Support

CSPA/695

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

Support

CSPA/737

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

Support

CSPA/615

Claire Harron, BNP Paribas

Support with

CSPA/625

Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provide a clear steer as to where further advice on design issues
can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of that
SPD
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provide a clear steer as to where further advice on design issues
can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of that
SPD
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
My clients support a criteria-based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provides a clear steer as to where further advice on design
issues can be found. My clients may wish to comment on the content
of that SPD.
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
Whilst Centrica recognises the benefits of high quality design this

Comment noted. Supplementary
Planning Documents will
undergo public consultation.

Comment noted. Supplementary
Planning Documents will
undergo public consultation.

Comment noted. Supplementary
Planning Documents will
undergo public consultation.

The NPPF identifies the need for

Real Estate on behalf of
Centrica Storage Limited
(CSL)

conditions

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,

Support

CSPA/644

Mr G E Wright,

Object

CSPA/933

should accord with the type and function of buildings and development
proposed. It is imperative to ensure that an overemphasis on design
does not overshadow the local economic need for development.
Centrica recognises that design is important but all factors should be
taken into account when development decisions are being made. An
overemphasis on design and or environmental targets could in some
cases overshadow the need for new developments to form a
sustainable part of local economies.
Each site should be merited on its social and economic benefits in
addition to is environmental qualities for example, the creation of jobs
directly or indirectly, is a key factor to local communities and this
should be given equal weighting to how sustainable and well designed
buildings and/or structures are.
Suggested revision: ‘A. All development proposals will contribute to
safeguarding and respecting the diverse character of the area.
Developments will be supported that:
1. Achieve a [DELETE 'high'] [BOLD TEXT] suitable [END BOLD
TEXT] quality of design that optimises the potential of the site and
contributes to a sense of place including the Spatial Strategy’s visions
for settlements). This will be accomplished by:’
My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provide a clear steer as to where further advice on design issues
can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of that
SPD
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
The attempt of the consultation document to address issues of design
are welcomed but the proposals are inadequate and demonstrate a
lack of understanding of the fundamental issues involved in the design
process. Good design cannot be determined by a series of tick box
concepts such as ‘using local materials’ or ‘safeguarding views’. A major
issue in achieving good design is achieving quality in the public realm. In

local planning authorities to plan
positively for the achievement of
high quality design in all
developments. Other social,
economic, environmental and
material matters are included
within the Draft Strategy policies
and would be taken in to
consideration when determining
a planning application.

Comment noted. Supplementary
Planning Documents will
undergo public consultation.

The application/supporting text
of policy ENV1 of the Draft
Strategy Document discusses the
importance of the consideration
and integration of public realm in
the design of developments.

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

Support

CSPA/1040

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Support

CSPA/890

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Support with
conditions

CSPA/966

this respect, the Council needs to evaluate what its own policies in
relation to the public realm are achieving in terms of quality of space.
The consultation document fails to display a sufficient and adequate
understanding of the issue or recognise the absence of professional
expertise within the Authority to oversee such policy implementation.
My clients support a criteria-based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provides a clear steer as to where further advice on design
issues can be found. My clients may wish to comment on the content
of that SPD.
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
We support a criteria-based approach to assessing design based on
consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to retain
sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provides a clear steer as to where further advice on design
issues can be found. We may wish to comment on the content of that
SPD.
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
We welcome the Local Authority's approach to this policy and in
particular the inclusion of flood proofing techniques into new
development. We would also like to suggest that the following wording
be used to enhance this policy:
- Green roofs will be required on all major developments, and will be
encouraged on all other developments, provided they are compatible
with other design and conservation considerations. The green roof
must cover at least 80% of the total roof area;
Green roofs reduce surface water run-off, provide excellent insulation,
create valuable habitat for plants, birds and insects and are visually

Comment noted. Policy ENV1 of
the Draft Strategy Document
remains flexible and aims not to
stifle innovation in design.

Comment noted. Policy ENV1 of
the Draft Strategy Document
remains flexible and aims not to
stifle innovation in design.

Comment noted - Reference is
made to the use of Sustainable
Urban Drainage Systems within
the Policy ENV1 of the Draft
Strategy Document. Setting
specific criteria within the design
policy could stifle innovation. For
example, requesting 80% green
roofs on all building may not be
the most appropriate design for

attractive.
Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Observations

CSPA/833

The relationship of the development to the environment and green
infrastructure needs to be a basic part of the design. A further point
could be included:
ix. Ensuring biodiversity and green infrastructure are integrated into
the development so that all opportunities to join up habitat are fully
exploited.

Neil Watson, Rudston
Parish Council
Ray Williamson,
Regeneration Team, ERYC

Support

CSPA/857

We support the Quality Environment guidelines in principle.

Observations

CSPA/880

Under Policy HQE1 "Integrating High Quality Design", there is
reference to incorporating hard and/or soft landscaping to, where
possible, enhance public space and views. I wonder if we could support
and extend this policy by referring to public realm improvements
under policy SHC 3 ( providing infrastructure and facilities).

Ms Felicity Clayton,
Hornsea Area Renaissance
Partnership

Object

CSPA/938

No, how would the specific characteristics of a site be assessed? We
do not currently have character appraisals for all areas of our towns.
Where Character appraisals are not in place how is it proposed to
assess whether a developer has taken the context of the area into
account?

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

Support

CSPA/1448

My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provide a clear steer as to where further advice on design issues
can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of that

all developments within the East
Riding.
Comment noted - The
consideration of Biodiversity and
Green Infrastructure are
referred to in separate policies.
The planning application case
office will have to ensure the
design of the scheme
Comment noted
The application/supporting text
of policy ENV1 of the Draft
Strategy Document discusses the
importance of the consideration
and integration of public realm in
the design of developments.
Where a character appraisal is
absent the professional opinion
of the Planning Officer will
determine the merits of the
application in the context of its
surroundings and the comments
received from the open public
forum of the consultation
process. Should this process
result in conflicting significant
views then the elected members
of the Council will vote and
determine the application.
Comment noted. Policy ENV1 of
the Draft Strategy Document
remains flexible and aims not to
stifle innovation in design.

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support

CSPA/1234

Support

CSPA/1385

Object

CSPA/1281

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr and Mrs Hudson,

Observations

CSPA/1173

Support

CSPA/1521

Mr Alex Gymer,
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object
Support

CSPA/1349
CSPA/1282

SPD
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
Yes

Comment noted

We support this policy intended to improve design and landscape
quality
We are pleased with the inclusion of biodiversity in this section, but
we would like to see this reflected within the policy (HQE1) as well.
Incorporation of biodiversity into design to meet the needs of habitat
and species requirements should be a separate point under A.1. This
should be consistent and link to the core strategy biodiversity policy. In
addition we would like to see biodiversity and coastal management
incorporated as one of the issues in Policy HQE1 part B to promote
innovative solutions in these areas.
Proposed policy HQE1 should be simplified and abbreviated.

Comment noted

My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provide a clear steer as to where further advice on design issues
can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of that
SPD
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
Develop and consult on option A.
We support the statement of the inclusion of public art on significant
sites, where the sense of place and public access or view would justify
it. The emerging East Riding Cultural Strategy includes public art within
the broader context of considering culture as part of regeneration
schemes and reference should be made to this.

Comment noted. Policy ENV1 of
the Draft Strategy Document
remains flexible and aims not to
stifle innovation in design.

Comment noted - Policy ENV4
of the Draft Strategy Document
refers to the importance of
considering biodiversity factors
in the design of developments.
This will be used alongside policy
ENV1 when determining
planning applications.
Comment noted

Comment noted
Comment noted

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/1283

We would want to see something explicit in the policy about
'maximising the use of resources and reducing water waste', as
referred to on p159 under 9.8 illustrating what good design can do.
This would allow space for innovative eco-homes (like Earth Ships) or
small 'eco developments' to be looked at more favourably in the
planning system. This is also backed up by the points made in 9.11
when referring to PPS1 ('avoid stifling innovation') and 9.12 when
referring to the policies contained in the RSS that promote better
energy, resource and water efficient buildings.

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1496

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

Support

CSPA/1654

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1564

My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provide a clear steer as to where further advice on design issues
can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of that
SPD
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
Our client supports policy HQE1 which seeks to ensure that all new
development optimises the potential for a site and contributes to a
sense of place. This is important to ensure that any development in the
Regional City outside of the Major Haltemprice Settlements such as
future housing development is only supported if is relates well to an
existing built up area and is of a high quality design.
The policy also promotes equality of access, movement and use which
our client also supports. Development should be located where there
is good links to existing infrastructure and services.
The Parish Council concurs with the policy.

Amended Policy ENV1 of the
Draft Strategy Document
supports development that
incorporates energy efficient
design, including the
maximisation of passive solar
heating. Also, part C supports
development that incorporates
innovation in design with the use
of new materials and
technologies. Additional
guidance of energy efficient
design will be provided in the
Supplementary Planning
Document.
Comment noted. Policy ENV1 of
the Draft Strategy Document
remains flexible and aims not to
stifle innovation in design.

Comment noted

Comment noted

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1680

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

Observations

CSPA/1618

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2266

Nathan Smith, Barton
Willmore on behalf of
Kayterm Plc

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1773

My clients support a criteria-based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provides a clear steer as to where further advice on design
issues can be found. My clients may wish to comment on the content
of that SPD.
Any changes to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
Support
Our client supports the emphasis and objective of seeking to integrate
high quality design within all development proposals. Our client
believes that the policy provides an appropriate and flexible framework
for which to base a Supplementary Planning Document and takes into
account the site's wider context and specific characteristics.
Objection
Our client is however concerned of the reference to A1.(vii) for the
inclusion of public art on significant sites. The policy is not clear what
constitutes a 'significant site' and therefore we believe that public art
should be referenced under an overarching planning obligations policy.
Proposed Changes
We would therefore recommend that part A1 (Vii) is deleted and
referred to in a new standalone policy for planning obligations.
We support this Policy which reflects the advice in PPS1 and PPS5.
However, whilst development proposals should, undoubtedly,
safeguard and respect the character of the area, they ought, also, to
help reinforce that character where appropriate. This should be
amended to strengthen this policy.
10.1 Whilst we note that 'high quality design' is a subjective term and
difficult to define, our Client is generally supportive of the aim to
achieve such design that safeguards and respects the diverse character
of the area and contributes to a sense of place.
10.2 However, our Client objects to part A.1(vii) of Policy HQE1
which requires public art to be included on 'significant sites'. It is not
clear in this context what is meant by 'significant'. Instead, our Client

Comment noted. Policy ENV1 of
the Draft Strategy Document
remains flexible and aims not to
stifle innovation in design.

Comments noted. The Draft
Strategy Document policy has
been revised to read;
'Considering the use of public
art, where the sense of place
and public access or view would
justify it'

Policy ENV1 states;
Development seeks to 'optimise'
the site and sense of place.
Comments noted
The reference you refer to in
your comment (Part A1 (Vii))
has been amended to read;
'Considering the use of public art,
where the sense of place and public

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2018

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Partenership In Enablement
Group

Object

CSPA/2159

recommends that this part of the Policy be reworded to read;
"considering the use of public art, where the sense of place and public
access or view would justify it"
Question 29
10.3 Our Client believes that Proposed Policy HQE1 by and large sets
an appropriate framework for ensuring the incorporation of high
quality design in new developments, subject to the suggested
amendment to part A.1(vii) of the Policy at paragraph 10.2 (above).
My client supports a criteria based approach to assessing design based
on consideration of individual site circumstances. It is important to
retain sufficient flexibility in the policy to avoid stifling innovation and
imposing rigid design standards, which would be contrary to the advice
in PPS1. The reference to Supplementary Planning Document in the
policy provide a clear steer as to where further advice on design issues
can be found. My client may wish to comment on the content of that
SPD.
Any changes, to this policy which would move away from a flexible,
criteria based approach to the consideration of design would not be
supported.
Re. design policy HQE1?.
- It is recommended that the sentence/ passage 'and everybody who
lives there'
- Lifetime Homes is a well respected technique that the focus group
members knew about and they wanted the Lifetime Homes standards
and name enshrined in the primary wording of policies regarding design
of new buildings in the East Riding Core Strategy.
- They were all fed up of being consulted at the Initial Design or
Planning Stage of a building development and then finding comments,
views and practical knowledge were ignored.
- They felt that architects and Council town planners were missing the
opportunity to implement easy and cheap design solutions for all
access user needs which would benefit the whole community cradle to
grave.
- They were more fed up when they were not consulted at all and
heard about a big new development when it was being constructed.
- The group argues that there should be a 100% requirement for
Lifetime Homes.

access or view would justify it'

Comment noted. Policy ENV1
remains flexible and aims not to
stifle innovation in design.

Comments noted
•
•

Lifetime homes has been
incorporate within Policy
ENV1
All planning applications
undergo public
consultation, plans and
statements are available
to view online, at public
libraries, customer
service centres and a site
notice is posted at every
application site.
Members of the public
are asked to provide
their comments on
every formal planning

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

- Lifetime Homes was initiated by the Mayor of London Ken
Livingstone and would be recommended that local authorities across
the country should follow this example.
- The Lifetime Homes standard should be included in Policy HQE1
- The following sentence/ passage should be included in Policy HQE1:
?Access groups say that an all abilities measure should be included in all
Lifetime Homes?
Practicality should be the priority over design in homes for access
groups, eg uses should be taken into consideration before any other
issues.
HQE1 ? Part B ? Supplementary SPD should include both access and
design issues and also include access groups from the beginning of the
consultation process and all the way through to the end.
Historic buildings and their settings should be preserved

Observations

CSPA/2161

Observations

CSPA/2158

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1985 Within the East Riding Landscape Character Assessment there is a map
that illustrates the 23 Character Types; I consider it would be useful to
have a map to illustrate the five National Countryside Character Areas
as referred to here.

The design should be of high quality and be of traditional design but
take into account the area and fit in accordingly. Not high rise.

application submitted to
the Council.

Comment noted

Comment noted

Paragraph 9.32
Consultee
Angela Brown,

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/2293

[Addendum to comment 1990 re Landscape Character Assessment]
I have obtained the information regarding the up to date heritage
status of the locks and bridges of Pocklington Canal. Please find

Officer Comments
Comment noted
The Strategy Document
identifies the Important
Character areas within the East
Riding. The development plan
refers to the Landscape
character assessment and directs
user to its evidence.
Comment noted

attached the English heritage listing. I have included the link to the
English Heritage website from where I downloaded the details.
Additional info. on the website gives the reasons for the listings.
All four bridges and 8 of the 9 locks are now Grade II listed structures.
Gardham lock is the only lock which hasn't been listed.

Paragraph 9.35
Consultee
Angela Brown,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1988 The paragraph states "There are key features that have been identified
in....etc. These values should be safeguarded....etc" I consider it is not
obvious what the key features/values are that are being referred to,
and feel that perhaps they ought to be more clearly defined. This I feel
would be useful within the decision process within planning
applications and appeals. I understand, after enquiring, that the features
and values refer to the content of Proposed Policy HQE2. I consider
the content of this paragraph makes the changing of Item A6 from 'The
River Derwent Corridor' to read 'The Lower Derwent Valley' all the
more important.
There is no doubt that the Lower Derwent Valley is a valued key
feature to be safeguarded.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2233 text change - P. 165, section 9.39, line 7: detract from ?..[not form]

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2234 P. 166, section 9.43, line 6: insert apostrophe after consultants.

Officer Comments

Nature Of

Comment Response

Officer Comments

Policy ENV2 of the Draft
Strategy Document has been
amended in consideration of
your comments

Paragraph 9.39
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Comment Noted

Paragraph 9.43
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Comment Noted

Question 29
Consultee

Response:
Support with
conditions

ID
CSPA/203

Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Support with
conditions

CSPA/121

Mrs M Greenwood,

Support

CSPA/159

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

In response to Question 29, Bourne Leisure broadly agrees with policy
HQE2 that:
"Development should demonstrate an understanding of the intrinsic
qualities and the landscape setting by not causing harm and seeking to
make the most of the opportunity to restore and enhance landscape
characteristics and features".
However, Bourne Leisure considers that policies within the Core
Strategy should allow for each proposal and planning application to be
considered on its own merits.
The protection and enhancement of the Districts Landscape which
includes the canal waterways network, is supported by BW. The canals
contribute to local distinctiveness, but BW is keen to ensure that this
does not prejudice the potential for the regeneration and development
of the land adjacent to the canal itself, nor sterilise or limit activity
along the canal corridors.
I wish to strongly support the approach you suggest with regard to the
designation of an Area of High Landscape Value for the whole of the
Yorkshire Wolds.
It is difficult to assess where exactly this is bounded on the scale of
map included but the western faces of the Wolds should be included. I
trust it would include the Parish of Kilnwick Percy. It should do so.
The countryside of the East Riding is one of its major assets. If it is
allowed to be degraded by unsuitable development it cannot be
recreated. These documents must protect it. The protection of the
natural environment should be of central importance and not just a tag
on to be considered after all the other criteria when development is
considered.
To protect the quality environment of the Wolds the document in its
final form needs to include strong clear statements that can be quoted
to planning applications as the present East Riding plan does. In its
present draft form the natural environment is given a rather secondary
place; even coming second in the High Quality Environment section
(HQE2).
To avoid spoiling the views the County seeks to sell to promote the
economy through tourism there should be no development of wind
turbines on the Wolds. Once they are there you can look at nothing

Planning applications will be
determined on their individual
merits with the Development
Plan providing the starting point.

Comment noted

Comment noted - The Strategy
identifies important landscape
areas across the East Riding.

else. The document needs to state the protection of the views on the
Wolds.
Mr J Winterbottom,

Object

CSPA/270

As a resident of Bridlington I am astounded, but not in the least
surprised, at the naivety and sheer stupidity displayed by the compiler
of the map displayed on pages 14/15 of the May "E R News" .
The areas indicated as of "High Landscape Value" fail to incorporate
the most important of all such areas, and the one which the East Riding
planners appear to be "hell-bent" on irrevocably destroying "posthaste", namely the coastal strip - the one area which brings in the
millions of visitors to the East Riding each year, and thereby the major
source of its prosperity; caravans and caravaners, chalet owners and
renters, hotel and B and B visitors, eating, drinking and shopping within
the E R and spending their money on our local facilities surely provide
the majority of the East Riding's income, not just in good weather but,
particularly in the case of the first two categories, in every year.
What planners fail to comprehend, apparently, is that the major
attraction is NOT the sea, which only a small proportion of them
utilise in any way whatsoever, but the fresh air and beautiful
countryside along our coastline.
The beauty is fast disappearing in the region of Bridlington, as strip
after strip is destroyed, and replaced by funfairs, car parks, boatyards,
and farmers ploughing what were formerly flower-strewn cliff top
footpaths to within a few feet of the cliff tops themselves, which quite
apart from their destruction of former "flora and fauna" and wildlife
habitat along the cliffs must also contribute to a not inconsiderable
extent to accelerating the erosion of the cliffs themselves, longestablished footpaths being amongst the areas ploughed in more than
one case, perhaps as a result of the failure to update the existence of
footpaths in the wake of constant erosion?
As the coastal area undergoes these interminable examples of the E R's
planners' facility for self-destruction of our beloved county, the longsuffering public can do no more than mourn its passing, as the
Beverley-based (and apparently only Beverley interested) hierarchy in
charge of our destinies continue to view Bridlington and its residents
as nothing more (or more valuable) than the "meal ticket" for those of
Beverley; they should remember that we are only useful as long as

The 'indicative' map of important
landscape areas included with
the amended policy ENV2 of the
Draft Strategy Document
provides a non-exhaustive
outline of those areas
considered to be of most
important value. This does
include, for example;
• The Heritage coast
designations at Flamborough
and Spurn Head
• The Gypsey Race Corridor
• Bempton, Grindale & Wold
Newton Farmland
• Flamborough Headland
Farmland

Ingrid Barton,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/316

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support with
conditions

CSPA/455

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support with
conditions

CSPA/530

these visitors continue to come here and spend (for that appears to be
their only concern).
Visitors do not expect to come here to find Sheffield/Leeds-on-Sea and
when Bridlington (at the present rate) turns into such they still stop
coming, as the reason for their visits will be (terminally) lost. I am not a
"lone voice" every time I walk along the cliff tops I hear similar options
being expressed by other residents and regular visitors.
Just remember the old adage - "you'll never realise what you had until
you've lost it". For all our sakes, wake up to the reality before it is too
late! The beauty of our coastline took centuries to evolve. Don't
destroy in one uncaring generation what we all love most about our
county.
AY
B I'm not clear whether this area includes Kilnwick Percy and
Pocklington Hill (if so, good,; if not then they should be added
We support the inclusion of a Development Management Policy to
promote a high quality landscape. (a) In terms of the Yorkshire Wolds,
the historic environment is a key component of its landscape character
(indeed, one could argue that man's activities are one of principal
defining elements of that landscape). However, although included as
sub-Criterion viii, this aspect is currently missing from the introductory
Paragraph of Criterion A.1.
(b) It would be preferable to relocate Historic Parks and Gardens
within the development Management Policy which deals with the
historic environment. Although they, undoubtedly, contribute to the
landscape character of the East Riding, the appropriate management of
these areas relates as much to the buildings and structures as it does
to the landscape elements. It would also relate better to the details
about Historic Parks and Gardens which are set out in Table 7.
Suggested amendments: (a) Amend Criterion A.1 line 3 to read:- ??not
adversely affect the special character,
appearance, historic, or nature conservation value..? (b) Delete
Criterion A.2 and Paragraph 9.38 and relocate within the Section of
the Plan which deals with the historic environment.
We welcome the inclusion of a policy relating to the protection of
landscapes and we support the designation of the Yorkshire Wolds as
an area of high landscape value.

Comment Note: The areas
mentioned are considered to be
an Important Landscape Area
Comment Noted
Parks and gardens are now
considered in Policy ENV3 of the
Draft Strategy Document.

Comments noted - The Hull
Headwaters constitute a small
part of an overall landscape

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

Observations

CSPA/1041

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Object

CSPA/892

We agree that the list of landscapes included in the policy are worthy
of additional protection, however we suggest that the Hull Headwaters
should also be included. The Hull Headwaters is a low lying stretch of
remote, rural landscape where there may be substantial change in
terms of flood management, e.g. creation of wetlands for instance.
It is not clear what is meant by 'expand the character and management
of woodland'. Is the Council seeking to expand woodland cover? If so,
in what areas as this could conflict with landscape character, e.g. the
open character of the Wolds. In addition there is no information about
what type of woodland is being proposed e.g. species, size of
woodland, location etc. The policy needs to be clear in terms of what
is proposed and where.
Paragraph 24 of PPS7 is clear that 'the Government believes that
carefully drafted, criteria based policies in LDDs (Local Development
Documents), utilising tools such as landscape character assessment,
should provide sufficient protection for these areas (landscapes which
are highly valued locally), without the need for rigid local designations
that may unduly restrict acceptable, sustainable development.'
In the preferred approach, (paragraph 9.43) there is reference to
consultant's recommendation on the designation of the Yorkshire
Wolds area of high landscape value. There is also reference at,
paragraph 9.42 of an assessment and review of current designations.
Further clarification on this matter has been sought from he Local
Planning Authority, but in lieu of further detail on this matter, my client
maintains that, in accordance with paragraph 25 of PPS7, local
landscape designations should only be maintained 'where it can be
clearly shown that criteria based planning polices cannot provide the
necessary protection. Such policies should enable proposals to be
assessed on a site by site basis and should not preclude sites
progressing through the emerging Allocations DPD.
Paragraph 24 of PPS7 is clear that `the Government believes that
carefully drafted, criteria-based policies in LDDs (Local Development
Documents), utilising tools such as landscape character assessment,
should provide sufficient protection for these areas (landscapes which
are highly valued locally), without the need for rigid local designations
that may unduly restrict acceptable, sustainable development.'
In the Preferred Approach, (paragraph 9.43) there is reference to a

character area and are protected
by other policies in the plan.
The Council encourage the
expansion of woodland where
possible.

Policy ENV2 of the Draft
Strategy Document makes
reference to the Landscape
character assessment 2005

Policy ENV 2 of the Draft
Strategy Document provides
criteria to assess the impacts of
development on the landscape.
The policy also distinguishes
between national and locally
designated sites.

Wind Prospect
Developments Ltd

Observations

CSPA/842

consultant's recommendation on the designation of a Yorkshire Wolds
area of high landscape value. There is also reference at, paragraph 9.42
of an assessment and review of current designations. Further
clarification on this matter has been sought from the Local Planning
Authority, but in lieu of further detail on this matter, my client
maintains that, in accordance with paragraph 25 of PPS7, local
landscape designations should only be maintained `where it can be
clearly shown that criteria-based planning policies cannot provide the
necessary protection. Such policies should enable proposals to be
assessed on a site-by-site basis and should not preclude sites
progressing through the emerging Allocations DPD.
WPDL notes the following additional landscape references in the
'Preferred Approach Core Strategy' document that are not included in
proposed policy HQE2:
'9.35 There are key features that have been identified in the East Riding
Landscape Character Assessment that contribute to character and
sense of place of the East Riding's five main Countryside Character
Areas. These values should be safeguarded and development leading to
a loss of these features and characteristics will not be allowed.'
The paragraph above is a key paragraph. We have some comments as
below and would request some further clarification:Strictly speaking, the LCA identifies 'key characteristics' at the start of
each character type. If this is what is being referred to as 'key features'
above, then it should be more specific and referred to as key
characteristics to avoid confusion.
The paragraph then goes on to talk about loss of features and
characteristics. Is this meant to refer to these key characteristics? If
so,then it should be specific as such and not broaden the scope or
muddy the waters.
How will this be measured (the loss of 'these features and
characteristics')?
What extent of loss is loss? Is this loss over a small or large area? Does
the loss need to result in a change in the key characteristics of the area
or is it to be measured as 'unacceptable impact/effect/harm'?
WPDL notes that responses to the Issues and Options consultation
and work undertaken by consultants has shown that parts of the
Yorkshire Wolds are locally important and worthy of designation.

All developments will be
considered and determined on
their individual merits.

Comments noted
All developments will be
considered and determined on
their individual merits.

Neil Watson, Rudston
Parish Council

Support

CSPA/856

Ray Williamson,
Regeneration Team, ERYC

Observations

CSPA/881

Ms Maureen Bell,

Support

CSPA/1235

Sensitive site design for wind farm developments should be of
paramount importance to assist in minimising the effects on the
designation as a whole. For instance, some of the key characteristics of
the Yorkshire Wolds Open High Rolling Farmland character type
include a large scale landscape with a large rectilinear field pattern.
These characteristics are generally considered ideal for accommodating
wind farm development. Furthermore, common misunderstandings
over the definition of the term 'quality' in relation to the landscape
should be addressed. Landscape quality in the standard landscape
reference text ?Guidance for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
(2002) ? refers to the condition of the landscape, such as the condition
of hedgerows, trees, walls, etc. As such, with appropriate landscape
quality improvements in and surrounding a site during the
construction, operation and decommissioning phases, a wind farm
proposal can avoid causing any significant harm to landscape quality.
WPDL believes that taking a presumption against development attitude
towards the entire Yorkshire Wolds may be detrimental to energy
security in the UK in the long term whilst encouraging the
neighbouring Holderness Plain designation to the possibility of
becoming a focus for wind farm developers. Instead, WPDL would
strongly encourage that the landscape and visual impact of proposed
development on the Yorkshire Wolds area of high landscape value is
considered on a case-by-case basis.
We agree that our area should continue to be within an area of high
landscape value and that the current policy for these areas should be
kept.
Policy HQE2. While recognising the need to protect and enhance the
landscape quality of the Wolds, this is an area where there is an
opportunity to see enhancement of tourism facilities and
accommodation as indicated in the recent Tourism Accommodation
Study. While the detail of any proposals will need to be carefully
considered to ensure protection of the landscape , it would inhibit
economic growth if this was used as a blanket policy to prevent
development. Are you satisfied that this policy approach on the Wolds
is compatible with the general approach to growth and diversification
of the rural economy as espoused in Policy PE2 and3?
Yes

Comment Noted
The policy does not aim to stifle
development, but supports
development that does not harm
the landscape.

Comment Noted

Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates
Simon Miller, Persimmon
Homes
Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Support

CSPA/1389

We support this policy intended to improve design and landscape
quality

CSPA/1128

Comment Noted
Noted

Object

CSPA/1113

We question the need for local landscape designations. We recognise
the need to protect important landscape but this should not be done
using such an arbitrary method.

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

Object

CSPA/1174

We question the need for local landscape designations. We recognise
the need to protect important landscape but this should not be done
using such an arbitrary method.

Mr John D Ramage,

Object

CSPA/1207

I was pleased to learn in the May edition of the East Riding News, that
the Council are preparing a "Blueprint for the future of East Yorkshire"
in the form of the Local Development Framework, which will help
planning decisions and development policy for the region in the coming
decades. However, I was rather concerned by the map that was
published on page 14 that was used to illustrate where development
may take place in the future. The area described as of "high landscape
value" simply follows the sweep of the Wolds from Flamborough down
to Brough. By whose cirteria has this area been designated of high
landscape value? Was it some person who was impressed by the
ground sloping up? Or indeed, sloping down, it could be said that the
best thing about a hill is that it provides a good view of somewhere
else. The Wolds, in my experience tend to be rather barren
windswept places devoid of the wealth of wildlife that can be found in
the flatlands of East Yorkshire. Can anyone show me anywhere in this
"high value landscape" where I might count 15 Pike sunning themselves,
as I did not so long ago, along one half mile stretch of the crystal clear
waters of the Holderness drain. What about the breath taking carpets
of Snowdrops and Bluebells in the dappled sunlight of Burton
Constable woods, or the unique vistas of Sunk island, where on sunny
days mirages of distance objects dance and shimmer on the horizon.

Local landscape designations
protect the important landscape
areas as evidenced by the
Landscape Character
Assessment 2005
Local landscape designations
protect the important landscape
areas as evidenced by the
Landscape Character
Assessment 2005
Comments noted.
Policy ENV2 of the Draft
Strategy Document identifies
important landscape areas, the
list given is not exhaustive.
The International, National and
Local Biodiversity &
Geodiversity designations as
mentioned in policy ENV4
identify, safeguard and enhance
those areas that you mention in
your comments.

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

Mr Alex Gymer,
Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus

Observations
Support

CSPA/1350
CSPA/1571

What about walking the Humber bank and coming upon a buck as his
does, watching them dash away across the fields, white rumps flashing
as they run. What about Hornsea Mere? The largest natural lake in
Yorkshire and an absolute haven for Wildlife. Or the coast maybe? A
lovely thirty mile curve beach leading down to another wonderful and
unique place, the Spurn peninsular. Or the old mere behind
Aldborough where the Lambwath stream runs, though drained by the
Monks of Meaux seven hundred years ago, still a secret place of
whisper and rustling amongst the grasses and reeds. How dare anyone
infer on a map that my beloved Holderness has any less value as a
landscape than the hills that surround it, just because it is flatter. Soon
now, this landscape is to be overwhelmed by wind turbines, and straw
burning power plants, surely the turbines would catch more wind on
top of the Wolds, or would that spoil some "Townies" idea of high
value landscape?
Paragraph 24 of PPS7 is clear that 'the Government believes that
carefully drafted, criteria based policies in LDDs (Local Development
Documents), utilising tools such as landscape character assessment,
should provide sufficient protection for these areas (landscapes which
are highly valued locally), without the need for rigid local designations
that may unduly restrict acceptable, sustainable development'.
In the Preferred Approach (paragraph 9.43) there is reference to a
consultant's recommendation on the designation of a Yorkshire Wolds
area of high landscape value. There is also reference at, paragraph 9.42
of an assessment and review of current designations. Further
clarification on this matter has been sought from the Local Planning
Authority, but in lieu of further detail on this matter, my client
maintains that, in accordance with paragraph 25 of PPS7, local
landscape designations should only be maintained 'where it can be
clearly shown that criteria-based planning policies cannot provide the
necessary protection. Such policies should enable proposals to be
assessed on a site-by-site basis and should not preclude sites
progressing through the emerging Allocations DPD.
Maintain option A.
The Parish Council concurs with the policy.

Observations

CSPA/1681

Paragraph 24 OF PPS7 is clear that the 'the government believes that

Object

CSPA/1523

Policy ENV 2 of the Draft
Strategy Document provides
criteria to assess the impacts of
development on the landscape.
The policy also distinguishes
between national and locally
designated sites.
All developments will be
considered and determined on
their individual merits.

Comment Noted
Comment Noted
Policy ENV 2 of the Draft

Planning Group on behalf of
Mr A Naylor,

carefully drafted, criteria based policies in LDDs (Local Development
Documents) utilising tools such as landscape character assessement,
should provide sufficient protection for these areas (landscapes which
are highly valued locally), without the need for rigid local designations
that may unduly restrict acceptable, sustainable development.'
In the preffered Approach , (paragraph 9.43) there is reference to a
consultants recommendation on the designation of a Yorkshire Wolds
area of high landscape value. There is also reference at, paragraph 9.42
of an assessment and review of current designations. Further
clarification on this matter has been sought from the Local Planning
Authority, but in lieu of further detail on this matter, my client
maintains that, in accordance with paragraph 25 of PPS7, local
landscape designations should only be maintained 'where it can be
clearly shown that criteria-based planning policies cannot provide the
necessary protection. Such policies should enable proposals to be
assessed on a site by site basis and should not preclude sites
progressing through the emerging Allocations DPD.
Part B - Yes

Strategy Document provides
criteria to assess the impacts of
development on the landscape.
The policy also distinguishes
between national and locally
designated sites.

Comment Noted - The
indicative plan in policy ENV2
has been amended. The Policy
maps also show the extent of
the Important Landscape Areas.
Comment Noted - this
statement is included as the
policy seeks to enhance and add
to existing features and
landscapes not just protect.

Mrs V. L. E. Cox, Barmby
Moor Parish Council
Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Support

CSPA/2003

Observations

CSPA/2091

We would support the Yorkshire Wolds high landscape definition in
HGE2 although figure 20 lacks detail as to where any specific boundary
lies and a detailed map should be provided.

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

Object

CSPA/1619

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support

CSPA/2267

Objection
Whilst our client does not have any significant objection to protecting
important hedgerows, the policy is not clear as to what constitutes an
'important hedgerow' and what the definition of ?in the wide public
interest?.
Galliford notes The Hedgerow Regulations (1997) provide a definition
of what constitutes an 'important hedgerow'. As such our client
considers that their retention is sufficiently covered by these
regulations.
Proposed Changes
We therefore recommend that part B is deleted.
We support the inclusion of a Development Management Policy to
promote a high quality landscape.

All developments will be
considered and determined on
their individual merits.

Comment Noted

Comment Noted

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/1983

(a) In terms of the Yorkshire Wolds, the historic environment is a key
component of its landscape character (indeed, one could argue that
man's activities are one of the principal defining elements of that
landscape). However, although included as sub-Criterion viii, this
aspect is currently missing from the introductory Paragraph of
Criterion A.1. Compare for example the strength of the statement in
the latter that presumes against development which would adversely
affect the Natural Environment, with the lack of any accompanying
statement about developments which would adversely affect the
Historic Environment: this imbalance ought to be corrected with an
appropriate amendment.
(b) It would be preferable to relocate Historic Parks and Gardens
within the development Management Policy which deals with the
historic environment. Although they, undoubtedly, contribute to the
landscape character of the East Riding, the appropriate management of
these areas relates as much to the buildings and structures, as it does
to the landscape elements. It would also relate better to the details
about Historic Parks and Gardens which are set out in Table 7.
For identification purposes, within the East Riding of Yorkshire County
boundary, the 'Lower Derwent Valley' refers to corridor areas on the
River Derwent between Kexby to the north, Wressle to the south and
eastwards on the Pocklington Beck and Canal and incorporates the
areas of National Nature Reserve, the areas of international, national
and local wildlife conservation designations and the wider area outside
the designations, above the floodplain. The area of the Lower Derwent
Valley is within areas 3B and C and 4A of the maps on the ERYC
Landscape Character Assessment Character Types 3 & 4, the areas of
National Nature Reserve can be identified on the attached map (taken
from a Natural England 2007 events leaflet) and the conservation
designations and wider area above the floodplain can be identified on
the East Yorkshire Borough Wide Local Plan as the River Derwent
Area of Habitat Protection and on the Boothferry Borough Local Plan
as the Lower Derwent Valley Policy Area. (The Lower Derwent Valley
also extends into the City of York and Selby District Council areas).
It would seem that within the Preferred Approach Core Strategy for
the purpose of the Proposed Policies HQE1 and HQE2 the Lower
Derwent Valley has not been recognised as a specific area of landscape.

Historic Parks and gardens are
now considered in Policy ENV3
of the Draft Strategy Document

Comments Noted
Policy ENV2 of the Draft
Strategy Document now refers
to the Lower Derwent Valley

Angela Brown,

Angela Brown,

Observations

Observations

CSPA/1986

CSPA/1987

Considering the greatly acknowledged importance of the Lower
Derwent Valley, as highlighted in the Joint Structure Plan Sense of
Place: Chapter 9, pages 125 to 127, this seems to be a surprising
omission. I consider it is likely that the omission has resulted from the
document 'Landscape Policy Recommendations' being prepared, by
external consultants, from the Landascape Character Assessment
document, where there would seem to be no reference to the Lower
Derwent Valley. I consider this to be of fundamental importance and
requiring review and revision.
I have concerns regarding the content of the policy and the lack of
specific reference to The Lower Derwent Valley. I also have concerns
with the non designation of the Lower Derwent Valley as an 'Area of
high landscape value'.
I consider the use of the wording `The River Derwent Corridor' to be
confusing/incorrect and requires revision. The Lower Derwent Valley
is a landscape area in its own right [see earlier comment], and is
identified, within the ERYC Joint Structure Plan, Chapter 9, paragraphs
9.15 and 9.16, Map 9.1 and Policy SP4 (pages 125 - 127), as a unique
local landscape type to be given particular attention. References to
Local Development Frameworks are made in paragraph 9.16 and Policy
SP4. The Lower Derwent Valley, in the Joint Structure Plan, is ranked
in importance along with only three other character types, two of
which have national designations. With the acknowledged importance
of the Lower Derwent Valley, it seems improbable that it was not
intended for specific mention within Proposed Policy HQE2. I can only
assume that item A6 was meant to read, or include, the Lower
Derwent Valley. The Lower Derwent Valley is distinct from the 'River
Derwent Corridor'. Whilst the areas as separately identified may
overlap 'The River Derwent Corridor' is terminology introduced for
the purpose and preparation of the Landscape Character Assessment
document in 2005. The Lower Derwent Valley has been a specific area
acknowledged for its importance for many years, the landscape, habitat
and wildlife features intrinsically linked within the internationally
important environment.
I consider Item A6 should read `The Lower Derwent Valley'.
With reference to the content of Proposed policy HQE2. The policy
seems very general with a small number of criteria (which I have

Comments Noted
Policy ENV2 of the Draft
Strategy Document now refers
to the Lower Derwent Valley

Comments Noted

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/1989

assumed to be the intention). The policy appears to be a very
condensed compilation of individual suggested policies within the
'Landscape Policy Recommendations' document, where the strength
and emphasis of the recommended policies has become much diluted.
With reference to paragraph 9.2 and Question 29 (page 166), and the
above comments, I am concerned that HQE2 policy may have too
much dilution and generality and should perhaps more strongly reflect
the aim to protect.
I am concerned that, in contrast to the generality of Proposed Policy
HQE2, paragraph 9.39 contains strong guidance and criteria for the
prevention of coalescence. This contrast would seem to be
inconsistent with the general ethos. I can appreciate the reason for the
content of paragraph 9.39 but feel the reasons are equally valid for
other areas of open landscape. I consider by including the specific
criteria and strong guidance with regard to coalescence only, we are
introducing a third level of importance between designation and
criteria based policy (PPS7, paragraph 24). I consider this has the effect
of a devaluation of other landscapes. If policy HQE2 is meant to be
sufficient protection without designation (PPS7, paragraph 24) then it is
sufficient for the issue of coalescence without special recognition, or
conversely either similar criteria and guidance needs to be repeated
for other areas, e.g. The Lower Derwent Valley, or the criteria and
guidance should be absorbed into Policy HQE2.
In reply to Question 29 (page 166) I do not consider Policy HQE2 to
be appropriate for ensuring the landscape character of the East Riding
is protected and enhanced.
I consider proposed policy HQE2 as it reads, with no specific inclusion
or reference to The Lower Derwent Valley, to be inappropriate for
the area's special character, appearance and nature conservation value
and poses a threat to its highly valued and unique features.
The above comments are made based on knowledge and information
gained from involvement with the Pocklington Canal and Lower
Derwent Valley over a period of approximately 23 years. I have
previously been an attendee as a committee member of Pocklington
Canal Society (PCAS) at the quarterly Liaison Group meetings with
Natural England, British Waterways and Environment Agency held at
the offices of Natural England. (I am no longer an active member of

Policy ENV2 of the Draft
Strategy Document now includes
additional important area of
landscape character, as well as
the application of general
landscape principals.

Policy ENV2 of the Draft
Strategy Document now includes
additional important area of
landscape character (this
includes the Lower Derwent
Valley), as well as the application
of general landscape principals.

Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/1909

CSPA/2300

PCAS). My comments are formulated from personal knowledge and
information and study of other relevant council and non council
documents from a working background including systems and
procedural analysis.
This last leads onto consideration of Areas of High Landscape Value.
The Partnership requests that consideration be given to the
strengthening of the 2005 Landscape Character Assessment by
emphasising that those general areas of AHLV, (for example the West
facing scathe Partnership of the Southern extension of the Wolds )
contain particular areas of extremely high value which need protection
through planning controls. These very special areas need close
identification and delineation. Thus strengthening the grounds for
refusal of permission to build or construct or use as appropriate. We
believe this is an urgent matter which should not wait for further
versions of the LDF to be prepared.
Within the East Riding and Hull Joint Structure Plan (JSP) Chapter 9
Sense of Place, Policy SP4 states: Local Development Frameworks will
provide landscape guidelines based on local landscape types within each
of the Regional Landscape Character Areas. Particular attention should
be given to the unique local landscapes of:
(i) Goole and Crowle lowlands
(ii) Lower Derwent Valley
(iii) Spurn; and
(iv) Flambrough Head
The pasture and flood marshes of the Lower Derwent Valley (para.
9.16) are ranked in importance along with only three other landscape
character types and whilst the other three areas are included within
proposed policy HQE2 the Lower Derwent Valley is not.
(Within Proposed policy HQE2 Goole and Crowle Lowlands are now
referred to as Thorne and Hatfield Moors and Flambrough and Spurn
are listed as Heritage Coast designations).
I consider it was the intention that the landscape of the Lower
Derwent Valley was treated with equal status as the other three
landscape types and be listed within Proposed Policy HQE2.
With reference to my previous correspondence regarding Proposed

Comment noted.
The Important landscape areas
now identify those areas of
highest value, as identified by the
LCA 2005 - additional important
areas of landscape have been
included accordingly

The Lower Derwent Valley is
listed in Policy ENV2 of the
Draft Strategy Document as an
important landscape area

Policy HQE2 the distinction between the Lower Derwent Valley area
and the River Derwent Corridor (Proposed policy HQE2 A6, page
164) can be identified on LDF Figures 13 and 15. The River Derwent
Corridor runs the length of the river from above Stamford Bridge to
the River Ouse at Barmby on the Marsh, west of Howden. The Lower
Derwent Valley area is from just below Kexby (east of Wilberfoss)
southwards to Wressle (north east of Howden) and eastwards on the
Pocklington Beck and Canal corridor at Melbourne. As commented in
previous correspondence (19th November 2010) I consider both the
Lower Derwent Valley and The River Derwent Corridor ought to be
listed in Section A of Proposed Policy HQE2.
Supplementary Planning Documents are intended to be prepared for
Proposed Policies HQE1, HQE4 and HQE5; I consider it to be also
necessary that a supplementary planning document be prepared for
Proposed Policy HQE2.
Within Natural England's Yorkshire and the Humber Green
Infrastructure Mapping Project document the landscape function of the
Derwent GI corridor records: 'The high landscape value in this
corridor is linked to the very significant wetlands of the Vale of
Pickering and the Lower Derwent Valley", I feel this supports my view
that the Lower Derwent Valley ought to be included in the listing
within Proposed policy HQE2. I consider it would be correct for Item
A.6. (page 164) to read either ?The Lower Derwent Valley and River
Derwent Corridor? or that the Lower Derwent Valley and River
Derwent Corridor be listed separately.

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/2303

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/2134

Ms Diana Sandy,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/796
Valuing our heritage would be enabled if the desire to sell everything
off to the highest bidder could be resisted!

Mr Dave Evans, Humber

Observations

CSPA/2235

Comment noted

The Lower Derwent Valley is
listed in Policy ENV2 of the
Draft Strategy Document as an
important landscape area.

Paragraph 9.47
Consultee

P. 167, section 9.47, lines 4 and 10: either hyphenate ?light houses? and

Officer Comments
The historic environment is
owned by a range of people and
organisations, including the
public, private and voluntary
sectors. This policy relates to all
significant heritage assets
irrespective of their ownership.
Comment noted

Archaeology Partnership

?crafts people?, or make them single words.

Paragraph 9.48
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/457
It would be helpful to set out the issues which are facing the heritage
assets of the area (as is required by Policy HE2 of PPS5). Suggested
amendment: Add the following to Paragraph 9.48 line 6:- ??.special
character. However, this resource is under a number of threats
including:� The East Riding has the highest total of Scheduled Monument at
Risk (equating to 55% of the Scheduled Monuments in the local
planning authority area).
� The East Riding has the second highest total of Buildings at Risk in
the Region including more Grade I Buildings
at Risk than any other authority.
� The Registered Battlefield at Stamford Bridge has been identified as
being at high risk.
� 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.?
CSPA/2268 It would be helpful to set out the issues which are facing the heritage
assets of the area (as is required by Policy HE2 of PPS5).

Officer Comments

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/460
It would be helpful to set out the significance of these assets in a
Regional context. This will help to provide a rationale for the Policy
approach proposed within the Core Strategy. (a) Amend the beginning
of Table 7 to read:?Scheduled Monuments - 344 nationally-important archaeological sites.
The East Riding has the second highest

Officer Comments

Comment noted. Information on
the issues facing heritage assets
has been included in the
document.

Comment noted. Information on
the issues facing heritage assets
has been included in the
document.

Table 7
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment noted and further
discussions undertaken with the
consultee.

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2269

number of Scheduled Monuments in the Region.
Listed Buildings ? Over 250 High- Grade Listed Buildings (i.e. Grade
I and II* Buildings). East Riding of Yorkshire has the highest number of
Grade I listed buildings, and Grade I and II* Listed Buildings of the 23
Authorities in the Region. Over 2,300 Listed Buildings. The East Riding
has the 2nd
highest number of listed buildings in Yorkshire and the Humber. These
include: Watton Abbey; Burton Agnes Hall;
Sledmere House; Beverley Minster; St Augustine’s Church, Hedon; and
Howden Minster.
Conservation Areas ? 99 Conservation Areas. The East Riding has
more Conservation Areas than any other Authority in the Region.
(b) Add to the section on Locally Significant Assets:- ?The
archaeological landscapes of the Yorkshire Wolds are of national
significance. This extensive prehistoric ritual landscape has an
exceptional concentration of archaeological
features including numerous Neolithic and Bronze Age ritual and
funerary sites, Iron Age remains (notably the dense distribution of
vehicle burials and linear earthworks relating to the Arras culture - of
particularly importance given the relative paucity of Iron Age funerary
sites in the rest of the UK). It also has a number of Deserted Medieval
Villages?.
It would be helpful to set out the significance of these assets in a
Regional context. This will help to provide a rationale for the Policy
approach proposed within the Core Strategy. There also ought to be
up-to-date numbers for Scheduled Monuments (344), Listed Buildings
(over 250 Grade I and II*, not 200, as stated here), over 2,300 Grade II
LBs (not 2,600), and there are 51 pre-1700 deer parks (not 30). The
section on battlefields also should include the traditional site for the
Battle of Brunanburgh, where King Athelstan (King of the West
Saxons) defeated an army of Norsemen in AD 937; this lies in the
parish of Little Weghton.
There really should be either in this table, or in the accompanying
policy (HQE3) an indication of those heritage assets which are so
distinctive that they characterise the East Riding, and merit a level of
protection and even enhancement: good examples of this kind of
approach towards the Local Historic Environment policies of their

Further discussions have been
undertaken with the consultee.
The significance of archaeology,
including groups of assets and
non-designated assets has been
made clearer and as have those
assets that characterise the East
Riding.

areas can be seen in the LDFs for Doncaster, and for Malton ? another
example, geared more towards its Built Heritage and be seen in the
Sheffield LDF. We should really be trying to achieve something similar
here, and I would be very happy to discuss this with you.
The section on ?Locally significant assets? in this table is particularly
weak, and highlights the lack of any professional archaeological input: it
is misleading in its title, as (a) the list is of non-designated assets, which
also includes some nationally significant, but undesignated assets (e.g.
the town defences of Beverley), and (b) the obsession with individual
heritage assets belies the fact that many of these sites lie within
nationally important archaeological landscapes ? as do many of the
designated heritage assets which you have earlier abstracted: i.e. there
is a group value here which you have failed to take into consideration.
. At the very least, you ought to insert
?The archaeological landscapes of the Yorkshire Wolds are of national
significance. This extensive prehistoric ritual landscape has an
exceptional concentration of archaeological features including
numerous Neolithic and Bronze Age ritual and funerary sites, Bronze
Age linear earthworks, Iron Age remains (notably the dense
distribution of square barrows, settlements and field systems relating
to the Arras culture [ of particularly importance given the relative
paucity of Iron Age funerary sites in the rest of the UK], RomanoBritish villas and smaller settlements, Anglo-Saxon burial sites, and
Deserted Medieval Villages. Many of these sites are now listed on the
Monuments at Risk register.
The archaeological wetland landscapes of the Humber Wetlands
(namely the Holderness Plain, the Hull Valley, the Vale of York, the
Humberhead Levels, and the area between the Ancholme and Lower
Trent Valleys) is also of national significance. The waterlogged and
anaerobic conditions which often prevail here have favoured the
preservation of organic structures and finds, and also of rich
palaeoenvironmental deposits; these have contributed to the survival
of numerous examples of prehistoric, Romano-British, Saxon and
medieval log-boats, trackways, bog bodies, sluices, fish-traps, and
associated wooden and leather artefacts (including such iconic objects
as the Bronze Age Roos Carr figures, and the Hasholme Boat). These
landscapes also include numerous medieval moated sites, several of

which are nationally significant, and currently appear on the
Monuments at Risk register.
Two of the only three defended medieval boroughs within Yorkshire
lie within the East Riding (Beverley and Hedon), and still retain
substantial remains of their medieval defences: both are nationally
significant boroughs, and both have exceptionally well-preserved
archaeological deposits and structures within their defended circuits, as
well as retaining substantial elements of their medieval street plans.
Brough too retains a nationally significant fortified circuit, except here
the remains are much older, being those of the Roman walled town of
Petuaria and its earlier Roman forts. Many of the other small towns
within the East Riding retain important elements of their street
patterns, older buildings, and underlying archaeological deposits;
several of these settlements include designated heritage assets, some
of which are of national significance. Similarly, many of the villages
retain substantial elements of not only their historic street pattern but
also of their original tenement layouts?

Proposed Policy HQE3
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/461
The extent and significance of the heritage assets of the East Riding
warrants the inclusion off a specific Policy to manage this resource
effectively. However, as currently drafted, the Policy does not really
reflect the advice in PPS5 nor does it particularly amplify the Policies
set in that document. The Core Strategy Policy needs to be tailored to
reflect the particular character and issues that the historic
environment of the East Riding needs to address (which
Policy HQE3 does not do).
We have set out a possible Policy approach which we consider does
this. You will note that we have::� Expanded the section on Conservation Areas to more closely
reflect the key elements which the Council?s Conservation Area
Appraisals have identified as contributing to their significance. This
should help users of the document determine whether an element in a
particular Conservation Area contributes to its significance (as is
required by Policy HE9.5 of PPS5).

Officer Comments
Although the exact proposed
wording has not been used in
the policy, the policy has been
amended following consideration
of the response.
The policy notes the features
that make a conservation area
significant and applicants are
directed to the Conservation
Area Appraisal.
The policy includes a need to
consider the archaeology of the
Yorkshire Wolds.
Historic parks and gardens are
now covered by ENV3 of the
Draft Strategy Document.

� Included a specific Criterion relating to the Yorkshire Wolds. This
archaeological landscape is of national significance and is largely
undesignated. Development proposals will need to ensure that the
historic resource of this important area is appropriately considered.
� Moved reference to Historic Parks and Gardens from Policy HQE2
to the historic environment Policy (where it
more appears more logically located).
� Set out the issues that will need to be taken into account in the
management of the Registered Battlefield at
Stamford Bridge.
Suggested amendments: Replace Policy HQE3 with the following:?Development proposals should ensure that those
elements of the historic environment which contribute to the distinct
identity of the East Riding are appropriately protected and managed. In
particular:A. Those elements which have been identified as contributing to the
special interest of the East Riding?s Conservation
Areas in the respective Conservation Area Appraisals should be
preserved and, where appropriate, enhanced (this
includes the landscape setting, open spaces, the key views and vistas,
and key unlisted buildings identified as
contributing to the significance of that Conservation Area in each
Appraisal).
B.Within the nationally important archaeological landscapes of the
Yorkshire Wolds and the Humberhead
Levels as defined on the Proposals Map, development proposals will be
expected to provide, as part of their applications, an assessment of the
potential impact which their schemes might have upon any areas of
archaeological
importance both individually and as part of the wider historic
landscape. Development will be expected to be designed so as to
minimise loss or damage to the sites or setting of any significant
archaeological remains. A supplementary
Planning document will be prepared that gives more guidance on the
application of this aspect of the Policy.
C.Development proposals will be expected to retain the dominance of
the church towers and spires of Holderness and

Issues that need to be
considered at Stamford Bridge
Battlefield are now set out in the
policy.
In general the policy has been
made more locally distinctive.

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2219

the Wolds as one of the defining features of those landscapes. Especial
care will be taken to safeguard key views and vistas of St Patrick's
Church, Patrington, St Augustine in Hedon, and Beverley Minster.
D.Development proposals should ensure that they do not detract from
the enjoyment, layout, design, character, appearance or setting of the
East Riding?s Historic Parks and Gardens, key views out from these
landscapes, or prejudice their future restoration.
E.Development proposals should ensure that they do not detract from
those elements which contribute to the historic,
archaeological, and landscape interest of the Registered Battlefield at
Stamford Bridge or prejudice any potential for
interpretation of the site
F. Within Hedon, proposals should safeguard the surviving open
areas/sites of artificial havens, canals and associated
settlement of the planned medieval town and, where possible, enhance
their amenity benefits to the community and visitors.?
We had previously had a major input into the archaeological policies
for the various Local Plans under Humberside County Council in the
early 1990s, and into the policies and accompanying text for the Joint
Structure Plan in the early years of the last decade, but, although we
offered several times before 2008 to have an input into the formulation
of the Historic Environment policies for the new LDF, nobody seems
to have taken us up on that offer. That is unfortunate, as there seems
to be a tacit assumption in parts of this document that the Historic
Environment is synonymous with our older elements of the Built
Environment; the latter do form an important, and very visible
component of the Historic Environment of the area, but they do not
represent its totality.
The East Riding of Yorkshire is one of the richest areas in the whole of
England for the quality of its archaeology both above, and, particularly,
below ground: in terms of prehistoric remains, it has the second most
important range of heritage assets in the country, only Wessex (with
such well-known monuments as Stonehenge, Avebury, etc.) can
justifiably claim to surpass it. Its prehistory is of international
importance; its Anglo-Saxon remains of national importance; and its
medieval and post-medieval remains are a mixture of national and
regional importance; only the archaeology of the Roman period is

Humber Archaeology
Partnership have since been
involved in the development of
the policy and the policy more
accurately considers the whole
of the historic environment.

under-represented, and yet even here it has a nationally important
military base and town at Brough, and a series of impressive villa sites
on the Wolds which are of at least minor regional importance. The
area has been the subject of two of the National Mapping Programme
projects for England (out of perhaps 15), and one of the four national
Wetland Archaeology programmes run by English Heritage; these
latter projects emphasise that we are not just dealing with individual
sites (or heritage assets), but, more importantly, with large extents of
surviving, well-preserved archaeological landscapes of national
importance. Sadly, nowhere is this brought out in this document: not
even in Chapter 9, or in Policy HQE3. I would be very happy to work
with you, on strengthening the appropriate sections of text.

Paragraph 9.50
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2271 This policy is supposed to apply to all aspects of the Historic
Environment, not just the Built Heritage. Hence, the second line needs
to be amended. There is a need to safeguard or preserve all of our
most significant heritage assets, not just the built heritage assets; and,
where that is not possible, then we should ensure that measures are
put in place to ensure that any assets at risk from development are
properly recorded ? thereby ensuring their preservation by record.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2272 We would support the philosophy behind the first part of this proposal
(i.e. the need for an assessment), as this is in line with Policy HE6 of
PPS5. However, the suggestion that the local community should
invariably be involved in such an assessment may be unworkable, given
the large number of archaeological assessments which may need to
take place. E.g. are you really suggesting that every pre-determination
geophysical survey, or trial trenching evaluation should be
accompanied by a comprehensive consultation of the local community?
that might amount to 100 such consultations per year. Also what

Officer Comments

Comment noted. The policy
aims to protect all heritage
assets not just built assets.

Paragraph 9.52
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support noted. The reference
has been removed.

would we do with those developments which would normally be dealt
with by condition, rather than by pre-determination survey? Those
would amount to over 300 cases per year? all of which would affect a
heritage asset. Do we really need to insist on a survey of the local
community being undertaken, before the Planning Committee could
consider the application, accompanied by a recommendation for (say) a
watching brief? As currently worded, this paragraph is both too
draconian, and impractical; I would be happy to work with you on
redrafting this. It is also perhaps stating instead that an initial
assessment might need to be accompanied by the results of an
evaluation, as this might be more helpful to developers.[NB: there
should be an apostrophe after ?assets? in line 3.]

Paragraph 9.56
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2273 One of the main reasons for not including a list of local assets is that
such a list is regularly being added to, as fresh discoveries are being
made: that is the main reason why any published list would become
quickly out of date. Amend accordingly, and also add that a
comprehensive record of all known heritage assets is maintained, as a
public record, by the Humber Archaeology Partnership; this may be
consulted by prospective developers, researchers and members of the
public.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/462
This Paragraph needs amending to refer to PPS5 (not PPS15).

Officer Comments

Other

CSPA/2274

Nature Of
Response:

Comment Response
ID

Comment noted. Reference to
the SMR has been added to the
supporting text of the policy.

Paragraph 9.57
Consultee
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

For PPS15, read PPS5 (March 2010).

Comment noted and amended
to NPPF.
Comment noted. PPS15 has now
been replaced by NPPF.

Question 30
Consultee

Officer Comments

Mr Doug Jennings,

Support

CSPA/110

Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Support with
conditions

CSPA/122

Ingrid Barton,

Object

CSPA/317

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Object

CSPA/895

The built environment of the waterways represents a unique working
heritage of industrial architecture, archaeology and engineering
structures, and is a valuable part of the national heritage, as well as an
integral part of regional and sub-regional cultural heritage and local
distinctiveness. Inland waterways possess all the ‘heritage values’ as
defined by English Heritage.
Therefore, Policy HQE3 , should make reference to the canal network,
as it contributes to the heritage, character and local distinctiveness of
the East Riding.
No. It excludes an indication that archaeological sites are to be
protected.
PPS5 is clear that LDFs should set out a positive, proactive strategy for
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment in their
area, taking into account the variations in type and distribution of
heritage asset, as well as the contribution made by the "historic
environment.
We note that part C of Policy HQE3 makes provision for the
protection of `Locally Significant Assets'. The justification identifies that
there is no definitive list of what constitutes a Locally Significant Asset,
nor do the Council intend to do so as this would be too time
consuming and would become out of date due to changing levels of
significance. We have concerns regarding the transparency,
effectiveness and deliverability of not seeking to define which assets are
`locally significant' and not setting out the procedures for how such
assets shall be identified.
Notwithstanding our comments in relation to the identification of
Locally Significant Assets, we also have concerns regarding the
subjectivity of the importance attached to such assets (paragraph 9.53).
How, for example, is the relative `significance' of a Locally Significant
Asset, to be determined, particularly if its significance can change over
time (paragraph 9.56).
Given the above, we do not. consider that Policy HQE3 provides an
appropriate framework for dealing with proposals that affect heritage

Comment noted. Nondesignated/locally significant
heritage assets will be
considered under this policy
without the need to be
referenced individually.

Comment noted, further
reference has been made to
ensure the policy refers to all
types of heritage assets.
Details of all known nondesignated/locally significant
assets are available on the Sites
and Monuments record,
significant assets are also
referred to in the sub area
policies and the evidence base, as
referred to in the supporting
text to the policy.

assets, particularly Locally Significant Assets. The policy is not
sufficiently transparent and it is difficult to see how it could be
appropriately delivered.
WPDL would suggest that more clarity is provided to interpret the
significance at E.3. WPDL have no further comments in relation to
proposed policy HQE3.

Wind Prospect
Developments Ltd

Observations

CSPA/844

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Support

CSPA/1236

Yes

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1392

We support this policy intended to improve design and landscape
quality. Perhaps HQE3 could be strengthened in the light of PPS5 in
order to promote better use of heritage assets?

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

Object

CSPA/1114

We question the need for local landscape designations. We recognise
the need to protect important landscape but this should not be done
using such an arbitrary method.

Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of Mr Huddleston,
Mr Alex Gymer,
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/1175

Proposed policy HQE3 adds little to national policy in the form of
PPS5. It should either be made locally distinctive or deleted.

Support
Support

CSPA/1351
CSPA/1284

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus

Object

CSPA/1497

Yes it does
Nothing to add to the Heritage section. The approach taken is a wellbalanced approach to protecting heritage assets taking the national
designations along with an approach to protecting unlisted locally
significant heritage assets.
My client notes the requirement in Part A of Policy HQE3 to protect

Comment noted. Advice is given
that states that the level of
significance may be reflected in
its designated status, and the
documents in which the asset is
references e.g. conservation area
appraisals. The Council’s
Conservation team can also
advise on matters of significance.
Comment noted
Comment noted, the Draft
Policy aims to put heritage assets
to an appropriate, viable and
sustainable use, particularly
those that are at risk.
Landscape designations are
covered under policy ENV2 of
the Draft Strategy Document.
The policy is based on the
recommendations of the
evidence base. The Important
Landscape Areas protect the
most important areas.
The policy has been made more
locally distinctive.
Comment noted
Comment noted

Comment noted. The policy has

Planning Group on behalf of
Land and Property Bank

international and national heritage designations. National policy in the
form of PPS5 provides guidance in relation to the conservation of
heritage assets and it is not the role of Core Strategies to repeat or
reformulate national policy (PPS12).
PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment identifies that it is for the
LPA to undertake an assessment of its heritage assets in order to
identify those areas and buildings that are not protected through
Conservation Area designation or Listed status, etc. The approach set
out in HQE3 would seem to leave interpretation of ‘heritage asset’ to
the lay person and could result in such claims being voiced against any
proposal that affects any old building or area that others wish to see
retained for their own personal benefit. Option B would seem more in
line with what is intended through PPS5 but obviously there is a cost
element for the council in adopting this approach.

been made more locally
distinctive.

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Object

CSPA/1491

Comment noted. The policy
identifies a range of potential
assets and gives advice on where
records of known assets are
located.

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support

CSPA/1821

Support

CSPA/1572

The Parish Council concurs with the policy.

Comment noted

Observations

CSPA/2270

The extent and significance of the heritage assets of the East Riding
warrant the inclusion off a specific Policy to manage this resource
effectively. However, as currently drafted, the Policy does not really
reflect the advice in PPS5 nor does it particularly amplify the Policies
set in that document.
The Core Strategy Policy needs to be tailored to reflect the particular
character and issues that the historic environment of the East Riding
needs to address (which Policy HQE3 does not do).
We have set out a possible Policy approach which we consider does
this. You will note that we have::- Expanded the section on Conservation Areas to more closely reflect
the key elements which the Council’s Conservation Area Appraisals
have identified as contributing to their significance. This should help
users of the document to determine whether an element in a
particular Conservation Area contributes to its significance (as is
required by Policy HE9.5 of PPS5).
- Included a specific criterion relating to the Yorkshire Wolds. This
archaeological landscape is of national significance and is largely
undesignated. Development proposals will need to ensure that the

Although the exact proposed
wording has not been used in
the policy, the policy has been
amended following consideration
of the response.
The policy notes the features
that make a conservation area
significant and applicants are
directed to the Conservation
Area Appraisal.
The policy includes a need to
consider the archaeology of the
Yorkshire Wolds.
Historic parks and gardens are
now covered by ENV3 of the
Draft Strategy Document.
Issues that need to be
considered at Stamford Bridge
Battlefield are now set out in the

historic resource of this important area is appropriately considered.
- Moved reference to Historic Parks and Gardens from Policy HQE2
to the historic environment Policy (where it more appears more
logically located).
- Set out the issues that will need to be taken into account in the
management of the Registered Battlefield at Stamford Bridge.
The suggested amendment would be to replace Policy HQE3 with the
following:- Development proposals should ensure that those elements of the
historic environment which contribute to the distinct identity of the
East Riding are appropriately protected and managed. In particular:A. Those elements which have been identified as contributing to the
special interest of East Riding’s Conservation Areas in the respective
Conservation Area Appraisals should be preserved and, where
appropriate, enhanced (this includes the landscape setting, open spaces,
the key views and vistas, and key unlisted buildings identified as
contributing to the significance of that Conservation Area in each
Appraisal).
B. Within the nationally-important archaeological landscapes of the
Yorkshire Wolds as defined on the Proposals Map, development
proposals will be expected to provide, as part of their applications, an
assessment of the potential impact which their schemes might have
upon any areas of archaeological importance both individually and as
part of the wider historic landscape. Development will be expected to
be designed so as to minimise loss or damage to the sites or setting of
any significant archaeological remains. A supplementary Planning
document will be prepared that gives more guidance on the application
of this aspect of the Policy.
C. Development proposals will be expected to retain the dominance of
the church towers and spires of Holderness and the Wolds as one of
the defining features of those landscapes. Especial care will be taken to
safeguard key views and vistas of St Patrick's Church, Patrington, St
Augustine in Hedon, and Beverley Minster and St Mary?s church in
Beverley.
D. Development proposals should ensure that they do not detract
from the enjoyment, layout, design, character, appearance or setting of
the East Riding?s Historic Parks and Gardens, key views out from these

policy.
In general the policy has been
made more locally distinctive.

landscapes, or prejudice their future restoration.
E. Development proposals should ensure that they do not detract
from those elements which contribute to the historic, archaeological,
and landscape interest of the Registered Battlefield at Stamford Bridge
or prejudice any potential for interpretation of the site?
In the section starting on page 167 headed ‘Valuing our Heritage’, we
would like to see some recognition of the importance from a heritage
perspective of ancient and veteran trees. They could be included in
table 7 as an asset type under the sub heading of ‘Parks and Gardens of
historic interest’ as many ancient trees are found in such locations. Old
individual trees are an important part of our cultural and landscape
heritage: ancient, veteran and notable trees resonate with the history
of the landscape and form markers in the lives of individual people and
communities. Ancient trees also have a special conservation value,
supporting many species of epiphytes, invertebrates and fungi, whilst
also providing a habitat for other animals including owls, woodpeckers,
other hole nesting birds and bats. In addition, trees make a significant
contribution to the urban environment both in visual terms and in
helping to abate air pollution and create oxygen. For these reasons, we
would like to see ancient trees given absolute protection in your core
strategy.
Proposed policy HQE3 adds little to national policy in the form of
PPS5. It should either be made locally distinctive or deleted.

Nick Sandford, The
Woodland Trust

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2294

Comment noted, parks and
gardens are given specific
reference in the policy, trees are
also given protection under
Policy ENV2 of the Draft
Strategy Document.

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

Object

CSPA/1115

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1285 We support this section and on the whole are happy with its content,
saving some comments. We would suggest however that the wording
of the title should read ‘Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity’ or
‘Biodiversity and Geological Conservation’; as in its current form it is
grammatically incorrect.

Officer Comments

Nature Of

Comment Response

Officer Comments

The policy has been made more
locally distinctive.

Paragraph 9.59
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Comment noted. The title to the
section has been amended.

Paragraph 9.61
Consultee

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Response:
Observations

ID
CSPA/1286

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1288 We support the wording in this Section.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1289 This Section implies that all international site designations are
representative systems. This is not correct, as Special Protection Areas
(SPAs) are a comprehensive system. All the sites that meet the SPA
selection criteria, and only those sites, are designated. The national
SSSI network is representative. Local Sites systems (wildlife and
geological) should be comprehensive of substantive nature
conservation value.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1291 We would be keen to extend this Section with the following paragraph

Officer Comments

A replacement for PPS9 was subject to public consultation before the
change of Government. The RSS will probably be scrapped, so these
policy references need deleting or qualifying. The requirements from
the RSS are still relevant as they are underpinned by other legislation
or policy that is still relevant. In addition the point 18 of the newly
released guidance and FAQ document released following the
revocation of RSS highlights the need to support biodiversity
conservation and enhancement. It would also be worth adding to this
Section that as a public body the Council has a legal duty to have
regard for the conservation of biodiversity in carrying out its functions,
including planning, and that an adopted Biodiversity Action Plan is
central to discharging this duty.

Comment noted. References to
national and regional policy and
legislative context have been
amended as appropriate.

Paragraph 9.62
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support noted

Paragraph 9.65
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Comment noted. The relevant
text has been amended.

Paragraph 9.66
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East

Comment noted. The

Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

added following the current Section 9.66:
‘The identification of areas of opportunity for biodiversity conservation
and enhancement is an important mechanism for prioritising action and
for guiding priorities for how development can contribute to
biodiversity. Priority landscapes for biodiversity enhancement should
deliver the biggest proportion of biodiversity targets and these areas
have been identified in partnership for the East Riding and are shown in
Figure XXX. The planned biodiversity SPD will expand on the
priorities for these key landscapes and for the wider habitat networks
across the area to provide guidance to developers and to guide
appropriate developer contributions as well as approaches to
mitigation and enhancement. In the wider landscape increasing the
permeability of the landscape to species movement should be the
priority with the provision of stepping stone habitat areas and
interconnecting corridors. The measures set out for enhancing
ecological connectivity will also contribute significantly to green
infrastructure through the ecosystems services that biodiversity
provides.’
This new proposed Section would address the move towards
landscape scale approaches to biodiversity and the increased
importance of habitat networks, especially in relation to climate
change. Policy HQE4 already has the hooks for the proposed new
Section but some limited clarification may be required for point A3.
Section 9.73 also already sets out the way in which this approach
should be applied, but again some tweaking and cross reference may be
required.

Biodiversity Priority Areas are
now referenced in this section,
and the relevant map has been
inserted.

Table 8
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1294 European Marine Sites (EMS). ‘mean water level’ should read mean
high water.

Officer Comments

Nature Of

Comment Response

Officer Comments

Comment noted. The relevant
text has been amended.

Paragraph 9.72
Consultee

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Response:
Observations

ID
CSPA/1300

Observations

CSPA/1302

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1304 We would be keen to see a figure included here to show the
Biodiversity Priority Areas that have been developed at the regional
and sub-regional level, led by Natural England. We are currently
developing a map that could be used here. This would be consistent
with the approach taken to green infrastructure and would mirror
Figure 21 that shows the different levels of green infrastructure,
regional, sub-regional and district/local. It would provide a useful hook
for the ERYBAP and the text within the biodiversity policy.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1305 This Section should be re-worded as follows:
"Mitigation can involve a range of measures including changes to site
layout, preferred timings for construction and wildlife protection or
buffer zones. The type of mitigation measures used on a scheme will be
completely dependent on the species and habitat present on a given

Officer Comments

Typo ?designated int the Local Plans? should be ?in?.

Comment noted. The relevant
text has been amended.

It would be good to include a sentence in this Section relating to the
aspiration to get Local Sites into active conservation management and
the role that the planning system could play in helping to achieve and
promote this. The Council is assessed as part of its corporate
assessment and through the LAA on the proportion of local sites in
active conservation management through National Indicator 197. This
indicator is included in the proposed monitoring approach for the LDF
(Section 11) so it would be useful to make sure that the aspiration to
get sites into management is included in the biodiversity/geodiversity
policy and supporting text and that this is one of the key priorities for
developer contributions and green infrastructure.

Comment noted. The supporting
text has been amended to reflect
this comment.

Paragraph 9.73
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Comment noted. The
Biodiversity Priority Areas are
now referenced in this section,
and the relevant map has been
inserted.

Paragraph 9.75
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Comment noted. The relevant
text has been amended.
Additional comments received
07/09/11 have also been taken
into account. These suggested

site and a one size fits all approach cannot be used. For guidance on
mitigation and enhancement developers will be able to consult the
planned Biodiversity SPD. The ERYBAP can be consulted as part of the
evidence base and also to establish the biodiversity priorities in the
East Riding."

removing reference to SPD as
this is no longer considered
necessary.

Question 31
Consultee
Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

Mr Doug Jennings,

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/204
In response to Question 31, Bourne Leisure welcomes Policy HQE4
which aims to:
"optimise opportunities to enhance biodiversity and implement the
ERYBAP and sites of geodiversity importance?".
The Company however considers policy requirement HQE4.B that
"proposals should result in no net loss of biodiversity...." is
unnecessarily restrictive as each scheme should be considered on its
own merits, and there may be occasions when the social and economic
benefits of a proposal outweighs some net loss of biodiversity. Whilst
Bourne Leisure welcomes the potential for "works necessary to secure
restoration, compensation and enhancement measures" to be agreed
in advance of planning permission, the policy statement should be
amended to include reference to mitigation measures.
CSPA/111
The society believes this policy should acknowledge and promote the
biodiversity value that gardens have within settlements. Biodiversity
does not stop at the boundary between countryside and the town.
Indeed it is recognised that the biodiversity within settlements can
often be greater than in the surrounding countryside.
The policy should reflect this and require development to protect and
enhance the biodiversity of a settlement.
There may be a conflict with elswhere in the stratgey which seeks
higher density developments but the Society believes that the quality of
life for residents is significantly enhanced by the existence of a healthy
and diverse biodiversity. Along with enhanced design this should be the
top priority of the strategy.

Officer Comments
Comment noted. The supporting
text has been amended to reflect
this comment.

The policy requires all
development proposals, whether
in an urban or rural location, to
conserve, restore, enhance and
re-create biodiversity, and to
mitigate or compensate for any
harm that would result to a
designated site and/or to a
habitat or species. The Draft
Strategy Document also contains
a policy on green infrastructure
which requires that green
infrastructure features form an
integral part of a development’s
design. Gardens are also

Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Support with
conditions

CSPA/123

Need to stress that the canal and waterway network support
environmental sustainability initiatives by promoting biodiversity and
forming ecological corridors that function as stepping stones which are
essential for the migration, dispersal and the genetic exchange of plants
and also provide biodiversity benefits due to the water environment
and associated flora and fauna.
For example, almost the entire length of the Pocklington Canal is
classifed as a SSSI.

Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/394

Ingrid Barton,
Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/318
CSPA/531

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Support with
conditions

CSPA/897

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Support with
conditions

CSPA/970

What about the biodiversity within settlements? Policy should include
A5 - recognise the importance of public and private gardens and public
spaces for the provision of biodiversity.
Y
Natural England supports the principle of a separate policy dealing with
biodiversity and geodiversity enhancement. However, we advise that
the emphasis should be on increasing biodiversity rather than seeking
?no net loss of biodiversity?.
We broadly agree with the framework provided by policy HQE4 but
suggest the following re-wording of part b):
Proposals should result in no net loss of biodiversity. Development
which would harm Local Sites (or the habitat or species supported by
Local Sites), whether directly or indirectly, will not be allowed unless
works necessary to secure restoration, compensation and
enhancement measures are agreed [delete: in advance of a planning
permission] with the Local Planning Authority.
We very much welcome the measures highlighted within this policy.
We would like also to suggest that the following points be included
within this policy:
- Ponds, rivers, canals and other water bodies will be afforded special
protection, to ensure that their habitat and function as wildlife
corridors is protected and enhanced.

recognised in this policy as
important Green Infrastructure
Assets.
This section now includes a map
showing Biodiversity Priority
Areas, which identifies the area’s
rivers and waterways network as
significant to enhancing
biodiversity. Also, the Draft
Strategy Document
infrastructure section identifies
rivers and water courses,
including the Pocklington Canal,
as important green infrastructure
assets.
See comment to CSPA/111.
Support noted
Support noted. The policy has
been amended to reflect this
comment.
The amended policy no longer
contains this text, but agreeing
satisfactory measures is
nonetheless necessary to
determining planning permission.

This section now includes a map
showing Biodiversity Priority
Areas, which identifies the area’s
rivers and waterways network as
significant to enhancing
biodiversity. Also, the draft

- Developments will only be permitted where any biodiversity impacts
can first be avoided, mitigated, then compensated for, and where there
is a resultant overall benefit of biodiversity.

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Observations

CSPA/971

Strategy Document's green
infrastructure section identifies
rivers, water courses, and ponds,
as important green infrastructure
assets. The suggested policy
wording has been taken into
account in amending the policy
and supporting text.
We welcome ERYC’s efforts in identifying all of the important
This section has been amended
conservation designation areas such as Hull Headwaters SSSI and the
to provide further examples of
Humber SAC. We are a little concerned that very little mention has
important habitats and species in
been made of fisheries. We have provided for you some further
the East Riding, including a
information that will help you incorporate further detail within your
reference to ‘migratory fish’. It
Core Strategy on fisheries and the impact of new legislation on future
also refers the reader to the
development.
Local Biodiversity Action Plan to
Within East Riding there are many important fisheries, some of which
access the full list, and makes it
are internationally renowned. The River Hull, for example, is the most clear that priority habitats and
northerly chalk stream in the world, its SSSI status reflecting its
species are covered by the
importance. Whilst most other fisheries in the area have not been
policy. The policy requires that
given a conservation status, some of them may contain species of fish
development proposals
that have a conservation value. In 2007, eels and brown trout were
conserve, restore, enhance or
added to the Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species List. There are
re-create biodiversity and
many watercourses within East Riding that contain these species, and
geodiversity and that, if for
any future development should not compromise their status. It may
overriding reasons harm to
also be worth mentioning that certain habitats are protected within the biodiversity/geodiversity cannot
UK Biodiversity Action Plan, including Chalk Rivers. There are a
be avoided, satisfactory
number of Chalk Rivers throughout East Riding which will need to be
mitigation or compensation
protected during the future development of the area.
measures must be secured. This
Another important development that is not mentioned within the
section also includes a reference
Core Strategy is the Water Framework Directive (WFD). The WFD
to the WFD.
became part of UK law in 2003, having been established to create a
better water environment, focussing on ecology. Under the directive,
all waterbodies are required to meet 'good status' by 2015 - something
that should be borne in mind when looking to develop an area. Under
the WFD, the status of waterbodies should not be allowed to
deteriorate. We would very much welcome a policy on Biodiversity
that includes fisheries.

Wind Prospect
Developments Ltd

Observations

CSPA/845

WPDL supports the need to protect designations of international and
national importance. WPDL has concerns that it could be stated with
confidence that a proposal ?should result in no net loss of biodiversity?
without any substantive evidence. Only two options were offered in
the original consultation, as follows:
Option A ? Do the minimum required i.e. only to mitigate or
compensate any loss on those sites directly affected by development
Option B ? Place a high priority on ensuring that new development
contributes more positively to the enhancement of biodiversity.
WPDL would suggest a third option would have been more
appropriate:
Option C ? Assess the likely effects of a development on biodiversity
and ensure that an appropriate and effective mitigation strategy is
implemented, if necessary.
In determining the application, the decision maker should take due
regard of the likelihood and significance of impacts on diversity and the
appropriateness of proposes mitigation strategies offered, and the
relative merits of the proposed development.
Yes

The policy has been amended to
reflect this comment. However,
the Council does consider it is
possible to demonstrate that ‘no
net loss of biodiversity’ will
occur from development, and
will expect this to be
demonstrated as part of a
planning application.

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Alex Gymer,
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support

CSPA/1237

Support
Object

CSPA/1352
CSPA/1299

Yes it does.
Point A3 should be reworded as follows:
?Protect, strengthen and reduce fragmentation of priority habitats and
conserve and increase populations of priority species by safeguarding
and enhancing habitat networks;
This wording is clearer in that habitats cannot have populations; only
species have populations.

Support noted
Comment noted. The relevant
text has been amended.

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Angela Brown,

Support

CSPA/1822

Support

CSPA/1573

The Parish Council concurs with the policy.

Support noted

Observations

CSPA/2038

- The Lower Derwent Valley NNR extends from the village of Sutton
upon Derwent south to the village of Wressle and east along the
Pocklington Canal and Beck corridor towards Pocklington (see
?Nature on the Map? appendix 5).
- The River Derwent acts as a County Council boundary; therefore

The Council has worked with
each neighbouring local authority
to ensure consistency and
alignment between each
authority’s Strategy Document

Support noted

Support noted

responsibility for the features of the valley are split between two
district councils and two county councils: East Riding of Yorkshire
County Council, North Yorkshire County Council, City of York
Council and Selby District Council.
- Three Council boundaries converge in the middle of Wheldrake Ings
SSSI: East Riding of Yorkshire Council, Selby District Council and City
of York Council
- All councils have responsibility for their portion of Wheldrake Ings,
and other areas of the Lower Derwent Valley, for development, flood
risk, biodiversity conservation and landscape character.
- There appears to be little or no consultation between councils or
consistency with development plan policies.
- With the recent development of Thicket Priory, Thorgonby, (Selby
District Council), adjacent the River Derwent and Wheldrake Ings,
permission was granted based on the Planning Officer?s Report that it
wouldn?t be seen.
- From the Selby District Council perspective west of the river, it may
not been seen, but from the East Riding of Yorkshire Council
perspective east of the river, across the wide open landscape of
Wheldrake Ings, it can hardly be missed.
- Inter-council consultation, planning policy consistency and reference
to regional development policies did not seem to feature.
- I consider the lack of inter-council consultation, planning policy
inconsistencies and lack of reference to regional development policies
to be a situation that poses a threat to landscape character, nature
conservation and flood control.
- Following installation of flood defences the Lower Derwent Valley
appears to be the water catchment area for Malton and Stamford
Bridge.
- My experience of recent flooding in the Wheldrake Ings area is that
of an increase. Flooding appears erratic and no longer seasonal.
Flooding appears more frequent, levels appear higher and to remain for
longer.
- The River Derwent and Lower Derwent Valley appear to be the
ultimate discharge sump for four council areas. Water discharge will be
an issue within Allocation DP?s of other councils.
- Responsibility for water discharge and flood control to the River

policies, and this has continued
following the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy
Consultation, including specific
discussions in relation to the
Lower Derwent Valley.
The impacts of climate change
on biodiversity, including impacts
associated with increased flood
events, are recognised and
acknowledged in the draft
Strategy Document.

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/2040

Derwent and Lower Derwent Valley is shared between varying
Internal Drainage Boards, Yorkshire Water and the Environment
Agency. British Waterways are the government body with
responsibility for the waters, structures, navigation and ecology of the
Pocklington Canal.
- I wish to state: The Lower Derwent Valley is not a reservoir.
- The Lower Derwent Valley is a wildlife conservation area with
Ramsar, SAC, SPA, NNR, SSSI and local conservation designations and
an important historic landscape.
- Erratic flooding and raised flood levels, whether caused by remote
flood defences, water discharge or climate change, carries the potential
for detrimental impact on species and habitat.
- I consider extensions to Habitat Protection areas and stronger
measures of protection for all biodiversity in the Lower Derwent
Valley to be a necessary compensatory requirement for any loss
caused by erratic/higher flood levels.
- I consider consistency between the Development Plan policies of all
district and county councils to be a priority within the wildlife
conservation areas sectioned by council boundaries.
- I consider there should be inter-council notification for development
causing visual impact across boundaries; liaison between councils to be
a priority.
- I consider extensions to Habitat Protection areas and stronger
measures of protection within Regional planning policies are a priority
within the ?Localism Bill? and the new National Planning Framework.
- I consider equal recognition of Regional planning policies, on areas of
biodiversity conservation sectioned by council boundaries, to be a
priority.
Within my involvement, over the last five years, in planning applications
and appeals for development within the River Derwent Area of Habitat
Protection, it has become evident that there exists a ?planning policy
void? for protection and enhancement of biodiversity outside statutory
designations. I consider the planning policy void poses a significant
threat to the important rich biodiversity outside statutory
designations. This is an issue on which I am very concerned and wish
to discuss with the relevant council officer.

This section has been amended
to provide further examples of
important habitats and species in
the East Riding. It also refers the
reader to the Local Biodiversity
Action Plan to access the full list,
and makes it clear that priority
habitats and species are covered
by the policy. The policy

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

Observations

CSPA/2019

Nick Sandford, The
Woodland Trust

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2295

My client notes the requirements of this Policy and the indication that
additional guidance will be provided on this matter be a Supplementary
Planning Document. My client may wish to comment on the content of
that SPD.
In the section on Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity, beginning on
page 171, we support the emphasis on protecting priority habitats
against fragmentation and conservation of habitat networks. Para 9.73
is particularly good in our view as it makes the link between protection
of habitat networks and enabling species to move and adapt to climate
change. We welcome the long list of designated habitats which are
listed as worthy of protection in table 8 and again the emphasis on
protecting habitat networks. However, one concern is that not all
important habitats are protected by designations and some
designations do not include all the important habitats of a particular
type. For example, SSSIs give strong protection but only to a
representative sample of sites: such designations were never intended
to afford comprehensive protection. We estimate that 85% of ancient
woodland, which is an irreplaceable habitat, is not protected by
designations.
Ancient woodland (land that has been continually wooded since at
least AD1600) is our richest habitat for wildlife being home to more
species of conservation concern than any other habitat (supporting
some 232 species as outlined in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan, 1994,
almost twice as many species of conservation concern as any other
habitat e.g. more than twice as many as chalk grassland and almost
three times as many as lowland heathland. Ancient woods form a

requires that development
proposals conserve, restore,
enhance or re-create
biodiversity and geodiversity
(whether inside or outside a
designated site) and that, if for
overriding reasons harm to
biodiversity/geodiversity cannot
be avoided, satisfactory
mitigation or compensation
measures must be secured.
Comment noted

This section has been amended
to provide further examples of
important habitats and species in
the East Riding, including a
reference to ancient woodland.
There is also a specific reference
to preventing any loss of ancient
woodland as a result of
development.

unique link to the primeval wildwood habitat that covered most of
lowland Britain following the last Ice Age.
Ancient woods are uniquely valuable. Their wildlife communities are
generally richer than those of recent woods5, having developed over
long periods of time. They contain a high proportion of rare and
vulnerable species, many of which require the stable conditions that
ancient woodland affords. As the terrestrial habitat most
representative of original, natural, stable conditions, ancient woodland
is home to more threatened species than any other habitat in the UK.
PPS9 affords ancient woodland strong protection but there is no
guarantee at present that this will be replicated in the new National
Planning Framework.
We have concerns about the wording in policy HQE4 at para B where
it talks about no net loss of biodiversity. This level of protection is
inadequate for irreplaceable semi natural habitats such as ancient
woodland and, for the reasons outlined above, we would like to see
your core strategy give ancient woodland absolute protection. There
may be few ancient woods in East Yorks but you should bear in mind
that there may be small fragments under 2ha in size which would not
be recorded on the Natrural England Ancient Woodland Inventory.

Paragraph 9.79
Consultee
Ms Diana Sandy,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/797
Over the decades we have seen much development with no
improvement in our recreational green spaces despite these being part
of the planning consent. In all urbanised areas include the suburbs
there is a need for the peace and space of secure parklands where
children can play and all age groups can relax. This has to be a priority
for exisiting communities even and should remove if the emphasis on
the need for more and more housing.

Officer Comments

Nature Of

Comment Response

Officer Comments

The policy requires that green
infrastructure features are
incorporated as an integral part
of a development’s design, and
the policy on open space
provision (C4) will ensure that
new developments contribute to
new/improved recreational
green spaces.

Paragraph 9.85
Consultee

Angela Brown,

Response:
Observations

ID
CSPA/2133

I have concerns regarding the content of LDF paragraph 9.85 and
Figure 21 (pages 176 and 177) 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, in the context of the decision process of planning proposals
and planning appeals, I make the following points:
- I am concerned that the first sentence of paragraph 9.85 defines a
hierarchy of importance within GI corridors. Please refer to my
previous comments regarding the issue of definition of corridors for
?importance? relating to paragraph 6.127; I feel they are equally
relevant to the first sentence of paragraph 9.85.
- I consider the purpose of the corridors is more than identifying areas
where GI networks could be enhanced and/or extended. I consider the
purpose of the corridors is also to identify existing GI for retention
(and protection) and the opportunities to create new, this within all
corridor levels of regional, sub regional, district and local.
- I am very concerned regarding the sentences: ?It is thus not the
intention that GI corridors will act as ?designations? or constraint to
development. Rather, the corridors identify where there is a strong
correlation of GI functions and thus where development should take
most account of maintaining and improving GI?. With reference to
Figure 21 I do not feel that the sentences are appropriate to the
Derwent GI corridor and, in the context of the decision process of
planning proposals and planning appeals, could be misinterpreted.
- With regard to the Derwent Regional GI corridor as illustrated on
Figure 21 the whole area appears to be virtually the same area as the
internationally and nationally protected biodiversity designations and
the defined habitat protection area (Local Plan EN4 - retained). I
consider the sentence ?It is thus not the intention that GI corridors
will act as ?designations? or constraint to development?, when related
to Figure 21, reads as implying that there will be no constraint to
development in the corridors as illustrated, which, for the Derwent GI
corridor, is not the case. The majority of the Derwent GI corridor
area is subject to the constraints of statutory and local levels of
protection.

A number of amendments have
been made to the text in this
section, including the description
of green infrastructure
corridors, which should address
these concerns.

- With regard to the sentence ?Rather, the corridors identify where
there is a strong correlation of GI functions and thus where
development should take most account of maintaining and improving
GI.? the wording seems to make presumption of allowable
development within the corridors as illustrated; for the majority of the
Derwent GI corridor this would not be applicable. With regard to the
strong correlation of GI functions, in reality within the East Riding
section of the Derwent GI corridor, there are relatively few GI
functions. The full length of the Derwent GI corridor stretches from
the North York Moors to Barmby on the Marsh and it would seem
that it was the greater number of GI functions outside the East Riding
section that afforded Regional level. Development or increase in
functions in the majority of the Derwent GI corridor as illustrated
would be contrary to designations, government and local biodiversity
conservation policy and landscape character guidance. (The East Riding
section of the Derwent GI corridor, if viewed in isolation of the whole,
would probably fall within the same category as the Pocklington Canal.
The publicly accessible areas of the Lower Derwent Valley NNR are in
Selby District Council and York City Council).
With regard to the above comments I ask that paragraph 9.85 be
reviewed.
Whilst I am aware that the LDF and new planning policies are meant to
reflect changes in the rationale of development control/management I
consider there is still need of emphasis to protect valued assets.
Information in the Natural England Mapping Project document and
Natural England Green Infrastructure Guidance (NE176) includes many
references to the protection of green infrastructure, although within
the LDF section of ?Strengthening Green Infrastructure? reference to
protection of assets is referred to once only in paragraph 9.86 (page
178).
Paragraph 9.86 states of policy HQE5: ?The proposed policy requires
development proposals to have regard to GI assets in Table 9 in view
of their protection?..?, and another reference made within LDF York
Sub Area section (page 109) is: ?Proposed policy HQE5 seeks to
protect?.?,
however the wording of proposed policy HQE5 does not give specific
mention of protection of GI assets.

It is my understanding from the Natural England documents that
protection of both existing and new infrastructure assets is a main
objective within the concept of green infrastructure networks; I am
concerned that the green infrastructure section within the LDF gives
little mention of this issue. I feel, within the LDF narrative of
?Strengthening Green Infrastructure?, the issue of protection of green
infrastructure assets ought to be more strongly emphasised; perhaps
the first sentence of paragraph 9.86 could be included in Policy HQE5?

Figure 21
Consultee
Neville J M Turton, on
behalf of Carstairs
Countryside Trust

Neville J M Turton, on
behalf of Carstairs
Countryside Trust

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/801
I am writing on behalf of the Trustees of the Carstairs Countryside
Trust which is a registered charity and land owner within the area
including significant interests in the Lower Derwent Valley and the
Pocklington canal corridor.
Whilst I appreciate that the consultation period for commenting on
the Core Strategy for the East Riding Local Development Framework
has ended it has recently come to our notice that the map at Figure 21
on page 177 only shows the river Derwent area and not the
Pocklington Canal corridor, which we consider should be included. I
am sending this email now simply to ask for this point to be included in
the list of representations and will be sending a further more detailed
reasoning as to why it is important for the canal corridor to be
included in the near future. I hope you find this acceptable.
CSPA/1798 The Trustees wish to point out that the Pocklington Canal and its
corridor has not been included on the map at Figure 21 on page 177 of
the document. THe map only shows the river Derwent area and not
the Pocklington Canal corridor. The corridor and its importance are
already well documented elsewhere and recognised by Natural England
and the ERYC. The Trust has recently made representations to a
planning application within the corridor and whilst the case is not an
issue here the letter that we wrote to the ERYC set out the
importance of the area. Rather than repeat this again I hope you do
not mind if I simply enclose an extract from the letter. This also refers
to the Lower Derwent Valley, which you have included in the
document, but as you see the LDV and the Pocklington Canal

Officer Comments
Comment noted. The green
infrastructure corridors map has
been amended and now includes
the Pocklington Canal as part of
the Derwent corridor.

Comment noted. The green
infrastructure corridors map has
been amended and now includes
the Pocklington Canal as part of
the Derwent corridor.

(including the Melbourne and Thornton Ings which are within the
corridor) are very closely connected. Also the Special Protection
Areas throughout your region have not been shown on the map.
Perhaps in due course it is your intention to produce a more refined
map but I would be grateful if you would take these points into
consideration.
I hope you agree that the Pocklington Canal Corridor should be
included in the above document and perhaps the omission was an
oversight. However, I should be grateful for your confirmation that
you will be able to accept this letter and that you will be able to
include the corridor.

Table 9
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Other

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2276 Under the bullet-point for the Historic Environment, this also ought to
include designated Historic Parks & Gardens, Scheduled Monuments,
Registered Battlefields, and archaeological landscapes ? as all of these
are often greener than Listed Buildings.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1907 High quality environment, Green Infrastructures, 9.88 please add after
Heywoods??and East Riding of Yorkshire The Partnership? to deliver
this policy and prioritise local deficiencies.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/112
See response to question 31 re gardens

Officer Comments

The relevant text has been
amended to address this
comment.

Paragraph 9.88
Consultee
Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

The relevant text has been
amended to address this
comment.

Question 32
Consultee
Mr Doug Jennings,
Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

CSPA/124

BW would wish to emphasise that the inland waterway network is a
key part of the region's strategic green infrastructure. The definition of
green infrastrucure encompasses 'blue infrastructure and blue spaces'
such as waterways, towing paths and their environs which fulfill key GI

See comment to response no.
CSPA/111
Amendments have been made to
this section which should
address this comment.

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

Support

CSPA/248

Ingrid Barton,

Observations

CSPA/319

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support

CSPA/463

Observations

CSPA/464

Mr John Pilgrim, Yorkshire
Forward

Other

CSPA/459

criteria of providing sustainable transport, biodiversity, leisure and
healthy living , and regeneration opportunties by providing attractive
settings for new residential development.
The Crown Estate supports policy HQE5 and fully supports the
enhancement of Green Infrastructure within East Riding.
The Crown Estate is investigating opportunities to link in with the subregional Green Infrastructure corridor which runs between Driffield
and Beverley as part of plans to develop Land West of Skirlaugh. Initial
design options have reviewed potential to provide buffer zones in the
form of green amenity space alongside Lambwath Stream, children?s
play space and relocated playing pitches. Footpaths and cycleways will
link the Green Infrastructure elements to the existing settlement and
wider Green Infrastructure links beyond.
Possibly but terribly vague.

We support this Policy insofar as it relates to the Green Infrastructure
assets associated with the historic environment.
Grey Box under Q32: This Paragraph needs amending to refer to PPS5
(not PPS15).
The Core Strategy refers to the role of green infrastructure in terms
of open space provision; however, the document would also benefit
from placing additional emphasis on the role green infrastructure can
play in supporting a range of other functions. As highlighted within a
recent study by the NWDA
(http://www.nwda.co.uk/PDF/EconomicValueofGreenInfrastructure.pdf)
a high quality network of green infrastructure has potential social and
economic (and well and environmental) benefits and may support
Yorkshire Forward?s ongoing renaissance activities. It would therefore
be beneficial if the Core Strategy identified the significant
environmental, social and economic benefits that could accrue from
the creation, enhancement and protection of quality green
infrastructure within the East Riding: For example the potential:
? impact of tree planting on climate amelioration;
? economic benefits for landowners, e.g. through short rotation

Support noted

Amendments have been made to
this section to improve the
explanation and application of
this policy.
Support noted
The relevant text has been
amended to address this
comment.
Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment.

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support with
conditions

CSPA/532

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Support with
conditions

CSPA/972

Ray Williamson,
Regeneration Team, ERYC

Observations

CSPA/882

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic

Support

CSPA/1238

coppice;
? for community forests and other woodlands to be managed for
woodfuel;
? to link green infrastructure provision to new public transport,
including walking and cycling routes;
? to use green infrastructure for the management of water resources;
and
? to improve the environmental setting for new buildings and thereby
helping to increase property values.
Green Infrastructure can play a key role in attracting inward investors
to a location and helping to retain existing businesses and should
therefore be considered as an important element in supporting the
expansion of the local economy.
Natural England is in full support of the inclusion of a separate policy
relating to GI. We would highlight the importance of the
multifunctional benefits of GI, allowing for a greater range of social,
environmental and economic benefits. Whilst we welcome Figure 21,
which outlines the region?s GI Corridors we would emphasise that
there are also opportunities outside of these corridors. GI can be
enhanced at the local scale, for example by the provision of street
trees, verges and hedges, green roof and walls, parks and gardens. This
is particularly the case when GI is located in between existing larger
green spaces. It will be important for the policy to emphasise the need
not simply to improve existing GI, but to create new GI where there is
an identified need to strengthen the network, and to maintain GI
resources. It should also be clear on how the policy will be delivered,
for instance through developer contributions.
Whilst we support the inclusion of a green infrastructure policy it is
very much linked with Policy HQEI and our comments made there are
also relevant to this policy.
Policy HQE5. It would be useful to include specific reference to
waterways in this policy, because of their considerable potential to
develop and enjoy green corridors. You will probably have noted the
work that is currently being progressed through the Leader
Programme to develop these assets.
Yes

Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment.

Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment.
The relevant text has been
amended to address this
comment.
Support noted

Society
Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1394

Green Infrastructure should be seen as an essential part of all
development proposals linking with-other aspects of sustainable
development. Could this policy be strengthened to reflect this
relationship?
In the Environment text for Bridlington Coastal green infrastructure is
referenced, which is useful, but we would wish to see consistency
across all sub-areas with reference made to key green infrastructure in
each area and also to important habitat networks/opportunity areas,
which are not currently referenced at all. These are available through
work at the regional level in the same way that Natural England have
developed regional/sub-regional green infrastructure mapping. In
several areas of the LDF core strategy document there is confusion
about the differences between green infrastructure and habitat
networks, e.g. for Goole & Humberhead Levels in Section 6.93
references green infrastructure when it might be more appropriate
here to reference regional/sub-regional habitat networks, which are
also covered by the ERYBAP, given the nature conservation emphasis
of these areas.
Yes
At the end of Part B of this policy it states: ?Green Infrastructure
enhancements may include one or a combination of the following? we
suggest that the following text should added to the end of the
sentence: ?as appropriate to the site?. This is to recognise that
although Green Infrastructure can be multi-functional there can also be
conflicts between individual uses of these areas and therefore some
uses or combinations of uses are more appropriate depending on the
characteristics of individual sites/areas. Local priorities should be
established through appropriate strategies and guidance provided on
these through appropriate SPD.

Amendments that have been
made to this section, including to
the policy, to reflect this
comment.
Amendments have been made
with the document to reflect this
comment.

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1251

Mr Alex Gymer,
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/1362
CSPA/1316

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support

CSPA/1823

Support

CSPA/1574

The Parish Council concurs with the policy.

Support noted

Observations

CSPA/2236

P. 179, grey shaded box: PPS 5, not PPS 15.
P. 180, grey shaded box: the Living draft of the Planning Practice Guide
was replaced in March 2010 by the published version.

Comments noted.

Support noted
Amendments have been made
which should address this
comment.

Support noted

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support

CSPA/2275

Other

CSPA/2277

Nick Sandford, The
Woodland Trust

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2296

We support this Policy insofar as it relates to the Green Infrastructure
assets associated with the historic environment.
Grey-shaded box on pp. 179 and 180
For PPS15, read PPS5 (March 2010). Similarly, on p. 180, the Historic
Environment Planning Practice Guide (DCLG/EH/DCMS, March 2010)
should replace reference to the earlier Living Draft of July 2009.
In the section on Green Infrastructure beginning on page 175, we
welcome the reference to the Heywoods Initiative and to the lack of
woodland cover in East Yorkshire. However, we would like to see a
specific commitment in the Core Strategy to a significant increase in
tree planting and woodland creation in order to address the deficit.
Ideally we would like to see targets adopted and you could use as a
model the wording in policy ENV6 of the Yorks and Humber Regional
Spatial Strategy which is based on our Woodland Access Standard and
states that by 2026 at least 20% of people in the region should have a
2ha wood within 500metres of their home and that 70% should have a
20ha wood within 4km. Our figures show that currently the
percentages are only 2.2% and 5.1% respectively.
The Woodland Trust believes that woodland creation is especially
important for green infrastructure provision because of the unique
ability of woodland to deliver across a wide range of benefits ? see our
publication Woodland Creation ? why it matters
(http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/en/aboutus/publications/Pages/ours.aspx). These include for both landscape and
biodiversity (helping habitats become more robust to adapt to climate
change, buffering and extending fragmented ancient woodland), for
quality of life and climate change (amenity & recreation, public health,
flood amelioration, urban cooling) and for the local economy (timber
and woodfuel markets).
In a recent letter to all Local Authorities calling for support for the
Government?s National Tree Planting Campaign, The Environment
Minister Caroline Spelman has extolled the many virtues of trees:
?Trees offer so many benefits to our citizens. They capture carbon and
hold soils together, prevent flooding and help control our climate.
They also add immeasurably to our quality of life by making areas more
attractive and healthier places to live. In recent years the number of
trees being planted annually across the country has declined, and could

Support noted
Comments noted.

Comments noted. A specific
target for woodland creation is
something that could be
considered in future reviews of
the Open Space Review, and
undergo consultation.

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Observations

CSPA/1886

decrease further, unless action is taken to reverse this trend? (letter to
all Local Authorities, 12th November 2010).
The box on page 190 listing Policy and Relevant Evidence Base and
Best Practice documents needs amending:
Under ?Policy?
PPS25 was revised in March 2010 so reference to 2006 is out of date.
The ?draft PPS20 on Development and Coastal Change? should be
updated to read ?PPS25 Supplement: Development and Coastal
Change? (March 2010) and ?PPS25 Supplement: Development and
Coastal Change Practice Guide? (March 2010).
Under ?Relevant Evidence Base and Best Practice: Produced by
Others?
?Draft River Hull Flood Risk Management Strategy (2010)? and ?River
Humber Flood Risk Management Strategy (2008) should be added to
the list.
Those paragraphs which address coastal change should include
reference to the relevant policies listed in PPS25 Supplement:
Development and Coastal Change. This is to provide clarity that the
LPA have fully understood and taken account of these policies. At
present, it is implicit in the Core Strategy that many of the policy
provisions have been taken account of but it should be made fully
transparent. The relevant PPS25 policies are:
Plan Making Policies:
- Policy DCC1: Evidence Base for plan-making
- Policy DCC3: Local planning approach
Development Management Policies:
- Policy DCC4: Evidence requirements for validation of planning
applications in the Coastal Change Management Area;
- Policy DCC5: Policy principles guiding the consideration of
applications for development in Coastal Change Management Areas.

Comments noted.

Managing Environmental Hazards
Consultee
Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1889 Your Core Strategy and Sustainability Appraisal makes mention of the
Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs) but very little mention is made of
the Catchment Flood Risk Management Plans (CFMPs). We would

Officer Comments
Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment.

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Goole College Students

Other

CSPA/2213

Object

CSPA/2214

Object

CSPA/2174

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

Observations

CSPA/2170

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

Observations

CSPA/2186

suggest that CFMP work is reflected within your Core Strategy before
your DPD is finalised.
Flood Risk and Coastal Erosion
Residents did not seem particularly fearful of coastal erosion and
foresaw no issues in relation to it.

Comment noted

Noted

Floodplains should not be built on. Support for flood defences to be in
place to support new house building.
Gilberdyke and Hull were the worst affected in the last Flooding.
Residents agree that flood defences should be improved in order to
save the existing townscapes. However the residents are dubious
about further construction on flood risk zones due to health and safety
risks of such development. Responsible house building should be
encouraged by the council, in ensuring that flood plains are avoided as
much as possible in future development. Where such development
cannot be avoided they felt that good design, such as the use of higher
level floors and damp course, should be employed, plus the fixing of
high level electric sockets would help prevent catastrophic damage
should flood waters strike again.
The residents feel that facilities should be concentrated in the town
centres and economic investment should be near the places where the
majority of people live, e.g. a shopping centre in Goole, due to the
problems associated with using shopping centres without a car.
Flood Risk
- Common sense says don’t build in flood risk areas, so we shouldn’t.
- Can’t avoid all flood risk areas because other places will be
overcrowded.
- Flood defences should be built so that some essential development
can happen in flood risk places e.g. Goole
Flood Defences
- Flooding is a major concern for Beverley.
- Lack of funding from Environment Agency for flood mitigation ?
therefore there is a local concern for building houses on flood plains.

The policy prohibits
development on land classified as
‘functional floodplain’, as this is
expected to flood frequently (1
in every 25 years). The optimum
flood risk area in the East Riding
(the 1 in 1000 year river/tidal
flood outline) is very large,
therefore it is not possible to
avoid development in the flood
risk area altogether. The policy
does however require
development to incorporate
flood resilient design features in
order to mitigate the risk.
See comment to response no.
CSPA/2174.

See comment to response no.
CSPA/2174.

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

Observations

CSPA/2193

- Increase diameter of pipes, drains and vents to counter flooding
- Housing insurance in flood prone areas is a nightmare. Many people
in this area live with the threat of flooding.

See comment to response no.
CSPA/2174.

Observations

CSPA/2145

Flood Risk
- Osgoodby by pass ? No compensation for businesses or houses.
- This shows you what can happen when things go wrong
- A serious issue in flats
- Hospital in Beverley being built in flood plain
- Don?t build in flood plain
- Can?t get insurance in flood plain or very high premiums
- Flood zone 3 ? top priority
- Access flood zone 1 roads of course but think rain water harvesting
is a good idea.
- Use Dutch designs for retaining land
- Roll back ? don?t throw good money after bad
- Open basement

See comment to response no.
CSPA/2174.

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2165 Flood plains are a bad idea to build new homes on.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1395 9.92 does not make clear the role and status of SFRAs, for instance
that they should be used in preference to the Environment Agency's
own flood maps where they exist.

Officer Comments

Paragraph 9.91
Consultee
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Partenership In Enablement
Group

See comment to response no.
CSPA/2174.

Paragraph 9.92
Consultee
Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment. Also, this issue is
addressed in the Council’s Flood
Risk Note for the Planning
Application Process (Updated July
2011).

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1325

We have no major comment on this Section. However we feel that a
brief summary of the role the Flooding and Water Management Act,
and the responsibilities that this places on the Authority should also be
included. For the sake of consistency it might be worthwhile
referencing CFMPs in the same way that SMPs are referenced, as they
sit at the same strategic level and although these are not yet adopted
or completed they will be during the life of the LDF.

Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment.

Nature Of
Response:
Other

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2278 Add ‘heritage assets’ to the list of things (in the last three lines of this
paragraph) which are at risk from coastal erosion. A great deal of
archaeological deposits and structures are regularly being eroded from
our cliffs and foreshores along both the East Coast and the Humber
Estuary; much of the archaeological data which supports SMP2 has
been supplied by a Rapid Coastal Zone Assessment of what known
heritage assets are currently, or shortly will be, at risk from these
processes.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1326 We are happy that this Section broadly reflects the position with
regards to Coastal Change. However, we feel that Section 9.101 could
be expanded to clarify the role of the Coastal Change Pathfinder as
follows:
?The East Riding Coastal Change Pathfinder project has been
developed to test innovative approaches to helping vulnerable coastal
communities adapt to the impacts of coastal change. The findings of the
project will help to establish best practice in sustainable coastal
management at a local, regional and national level.?

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:

Comment Response
ID

Officer Comments

Paragraph 9.98
Consultee
Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

The relevant text has been
amended to address this
comment and is now more
general.

Paragraph 9.101
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment.

Paragraph 9.106
Consultee

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Observations

CSPA/1882

Reference to the SASAM document (Sustainability Appraisal Site
Assessment Methodology) should be made in this section to direct
readers to the location of the screening process for individual sites in
relation to flood risk. Presently, there is no reference, making it
unclear where to find information on how sites will be sifted.

The SASAM document is not
referenced in the supporting text
to Core Strategy policies as the
policies are primarily focused on
guiding the development
management process. The
SASAM document will be
referenced in the Allocations
DPD.

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1883 Para. 9.114 should be expanded to include ?evacuation? and ?safe
refuge? as issues for Emergency Planners and emergency services, in
addition to access and egress.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1884 Para. 9.115 should be expanded to include the issue of ?structural
integrity? of buildings in flood conditions, as an extension of the issues
of flood resilience and resistance. Structural integrity would be an issue
for LPAs to consider.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/395
Concerned about Section B of Flood Risk in respect of Cottingham.
Needs better criteria to assess exception sites.

Officer Comments

Paragraph 9.114
Consultee
Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

The relevant text has been
amended to address this
comment.

Paragraph 9.115
Consultee
Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

The relevant text has been
amended to address this
comment.

Question 33
Consultee
Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

The criteria ensure that
development is only permitted in
a flood risk area if it cannot be
reasonably located elsewhere,
the risk to users can be
mitigated, and the risk to
adjacent/surrounding areas is not
increased.

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/206

Bourne Leisure sets out its response to Question 33 as to whether
Policy HQE6 provides an appropriate approach to managing
environmental hazards below.
In terms of flood risk, Bourne Leisure supports the principle of the
sequential test and recognition that development in flood risk areas
will be considered. However, the Company is of the view that point B
of policy HQE6 needs to recognise that development in flood risk
areas may also be needed for certain tourism uses which need to
remain 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
acknowledge the attractiveness of waterside sites for holiday
accommodation (paragraph D20 of Annex D).
In terms of coastal change, paragraph 9.98 of the supporting text
recognises that, "the East Riding coast has been identified as one of the
fastest eroding coastlines in north-west Europe" and that "the....
undefended coast is eroding at an average rate of about 1-2 metres per
year (1-1.5 metres per year between Barmston and Atwick...).
Paragraph 9.99 refers to the Integrated Coastal Zone Management Plan
and the Second Shoreline Management Plan, and to the fact that the
current approach is, "to defend the main settlements along the coast,
and allow natural processes to continue in the remaining rural and
agricultural areas". Bourne Leisure considers that reference should also
be made here to the need to consult with landowners and business
operators early on, in order to take into account of their future plans
and acknowledge that there may be circumstances where it is
appropriate to maintain and enhance existing coastal defences.
Bourne Leisure supports paragraph 9.101 which refers to recent
national policies promoting a more pragmatic/flexible means of
adapting to long term environmental risks such as coastal erosion and
paragraph 9.103, which states that there is now the opportunity to
formally establish the principle of Roll Back in the Core Strategy, and
to broaden the remit to allow Roll Back to apply to other types of
development including tourism uses (subject to the comments made
above on Policy SS9.D.2).

The flood risk section of the
policy allows for exceptions to
be made to enable development
that would provide sustainability
benefits to be permitted in a
flood risk area, if there is little
alternative option, and provided
the risk can be satisfactorily
mitigated throughout its lifetime.
This could potentially relate to
tourism uses, however it is not
apparent that tourism
development would be
particularly constrained by flood
risk in the East Riding (compared
to some other uses). Therefore
tourism development is not
specifically referenced in part B
of the policy.
CCMAs will be consulted on at a
later date. The amendments that
have been made to the
supporting text regarding coastal
change should address the
remaining points raised in this
response.

Bourne Leisure, in principle, supports Policy HQE6.E (subject to
comments below), which states that: ?...Certain temporary uses will be
allowed in Coastal Change Management Areas (CCMAs) where it can
be demonstrated that they would contribute to the local economy or
help to improve the East Riding's tourism offer, and that the risk of
development can be mitigated throughout its intended lifespan...?
Bourne Leisure understands that the Far Grange Holiday Park is to be
located within a CCMA and on this basis , in principle, supports Policy
HQE 6.F which states that ?Existing development located within areas
identified at risk from coastal changes (CCMAs) will be permitted to
re-locate or `Roll back' to a suitable coastal location outside of that
area....?provided certain criteria are met.
Whilst Bourne Leisure supports the principle of the roll back policy,
the Company requires clarity on the extent of CCMA(s) to comment
further. Paragraph 9.102 of the supporting text indicates that these
CCMAs should be identified in the LDF (informed by areas identified at
risk in the SMPs) in line with PPS20. The SMP2 for Flamborough Head
to Gibraltar Point is currently at consultation draft stage and the
proposed CCMAs are not clearly identified as yet. Policy HQE6 refers
to Coastal Change Management Areas (CCMAs) being shown on the
Proposals Map. However, the CCMAs do not appear to be shown on
the Key Diagram which forms part of the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy and no other Proposals Map appear to support the Core
Strategy. Bourne Leisure therefore reserves the right to comment
further on the definition and extent of the CCMAs in due course.
Notwithstanding the above, Bourne Leisure considers that each case
should be treated on its merits and there should be the potential to
roll back all coastal sites inland even where the inland site may be part
of a CCMA (e.g. an inland site may be subject to erosion over a longer
period of time so in the short to medium term, it may still be suitable
for development). This type of roll back could be part of a phased
approach to development, to ensure the ongoing viability of existing
tourism-related businesses, given that it may be impractical and
financially unviable to entirely relocate existing development, such as
holiday parks, away from the coast.
Bourne Leisure considers that the policy and supporting text should
also support in principle the relocation of buildings within or

immediately adjoining their landholdings, for example, using open space
within existing sites, where this is necessary due to coastal erosion.
Bourne Leisure therefore supports paragraph 9.120 which states that
"...Replacement provision of caravan and holiday home parks may also
be in the form of: An inland extension to the site at risk; or an
extension to another existing site beyond the CCMA".
Bourne Leisure then welcomes paragraph 9.121 which indicates that,
"Increases in site area and/ or the number of pitches within a caravan/
holiday home park may be acceptable where it can be demonstrated
that these are necessary to secure the relocation or replacement of
the site at risk and an improvement in its provision". The Company
believes this would also help provide 'a more predictable quality of
offer' of tourism accommodation in the Bridlington area, in line with
the draft `Planning for Tourism Accommodation' guidance note
(paragraph 2.3.5).
Bourne Leisure notes that the draft SMP2 policy (referred to in Policy
HQE6.E) for Policy Unit C (Wilsthorpe to Alnwick) is for "no active
intervention". The Company would stress the need to take account of
landowners' proposals, particularly in the short term, and to allow for
existing coastal defences to be maintained and enhanced where
appropriate. In this regard, Bourne Leisure is strongly of the view that
policy HQE6 should acknowledge both the importance of maintaining
existing coastal defence works and providing new works to protect
and enhance coastal and tourist related businesses including along
areas of coastline within CCMAs. Policy should be worded to allow for
existing and enhanced coastal developments to be protected by new
defences and/or improved existing defences, even where such works
are not identified as a priority within a Shoreline Management Plan
(SMP). This would be consistent with the approach set out in the
Environment Agency's `External Contributions Policy' (2009).
Bourne Leisure considers that in regard to sites within Coastal Change
Management Areas, policy and supporting text should reflect national
policy, as set out in the third objective for planning in PPS25
Supplement: Development and Coastal Change which is to: "ensure
that the risk to development which is, exceptionally, necessary in
coastal change areas because it requires a coastal location and provides
substantial economic and social benefits to communities, is managed

over its planned lifetime".
Operators should be allowed to defend their own property and
moreover, recognition should also be given to the need for coastal
operators to be able to respond to emergency situations to protect
their land.
In regard to defined Coastal Change Management Areas, Bourne
Leisure considers that emerging policy should fully recognise the scope
for long term temporary use of sites within the coastal zone (e.g. for
holiday parks), in line with guidance set out at paragraphs 6.16 and 6.17
of the PPS25 Supplement: Development and Coastal Change Practice
Guidance (March 2010), where owners are willing and able to
contribute to maintaining the necessary coastal defences.
Bourne Leisure considers that the list of temporary uses identified in
paragraph 9.119 (which supports HQE6 E.) should include a range of
types of development directly linked to the coast, including holiday or
short let caravan and camping should be permitted in coastal areas,
subject to time-limited planning permissions, and that favourable
consideration should be given to the redevelopment or upgrading of
existing development, such as holiday facilities.
Bourne Leisure consider that with appropriate coastal defence works,
such uses can be accommodated within CCMAs. Bourne Leisure
considers that policy HQE6 should also allow for tourism (and other)
coastal business operators and landowners to fund appropriate coastal
defence work.
This approach would be in accord with paragraph G5 of Annex G of
PPS25, which states that: "Any necessary flood risk management,
including defences or flood alleviation works required because of the
development or which form part of a development should normally be
fully funded by the developer".
It would also reflect advice in paragraph G4 of Annex G of PPS25:
Development and Flood Risk, which states that: "In certain
circumstances, to meet the wider aims of sustainable development, it
may be necessary to permit development that requires the provision
of flood risk management, including defences and mitigation work".
Allowing landowners and operators to contribute to maintain sea
defences would also help to ensure that the land closest to the sea is
not sterilised and ensure that potentially unnecessary restrictions are

Ingrid Barton,
Mr John Pilgrim, Yorkshire
Forward

Support
Observations

CSPA/320
CSPA/458

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

Object

CSPA/592

not placed on development.
Paragraph 9.122 discusses proposals for sustainable coastal change
management measures, including `new and/ or improvements to
existing sea defences'. Bourne Leisure considers that the text should
be amended to recognise the importance of considering positive
benefits of such works, as well as "any potential adverse impacts such a
proposal may have environmentally, socially and/ or economically".
Economic benefits would include those resulting from retaining existing
tourist accommodation and facilities.
Y
Whilst we recognise the importance of ensuring that development is
generally steered away from locations likely to flood, in some
particular circumstances the need for regeneration activities to take
place may be greater. In such instances, the emphasis should be on
allowing development to take place where appropriate mitigation
measures and strategies can be implemented, even where the site is
not in the lowest flood risk zone.
There is no doubt that the large extent of flood risk areas within East
Riding means that the Sequential Test as applied within PPS25 would
be challenging in some locations. It is therefore important that the
Council establishes an appropriate geographical area over which to
apply the Sequential Test for particular development proposals. Such
an area will ensure that the test remains a practical and meaningful way
of steering development towards the lower risk sites whilst
importantly seeking to meet the delivery of Core Strategy policies and
proposals.
Proposed Policy HQE6 concerning the management of environmental
hazards is clearly an important strategic policy for East Riding over the
plan period. Given the extent of Zone 3, it is important to apply the
Sequential Test whilst at the same time ensuring that any other sites
that do come forward which fall within the lower risk/hazard zones are
actually deliverable and available. To this end, we suggest a minor
amendment to proposed Policy HQE6 at paragraph A to read:
"...However, where development cannot be steered away from Flood
Zone 3, the sub-delineation of Zone 3A, detailed within the relevant
SFRA, will be used to apply the Sequential Test with a preference given
to sites that are in the lower risk/hazard zones and which are

Support noted
Comment noted. The policy has
been drafted with the intention
of allowing for an appropriate
balance to be struck between
avoiding flood risk and achieving
regeneration objectives.
Amendments have been made to
the policy and its supporting text
to reflect this comment. Further
guidance in relation to
appropriate search areas for the
Sequential Test will be provided
in a SPD.

Ms Rachael Martin, Colliers
International on behalf of
KeyLand Developments

Support with
conditions

CSPA/497

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Object

CSPA/534

available..."
The application of the PPS25 Sequential Test is supported. However it
is considered that the exception test should also be applied when
location development. Part b of the policy refers to a number of
criteria to be met when locating development in flood risk areas. It is
considered additional criteria should be added to consider the use of
flood defences and history of flooding on the sites.

With respect to the coastal change section of the policy we are
concerned that there is no reference to the Heritage Coasts (Spurn
and Flamborough Head). Where roll back or relocation is proposed
for developments at risk from coastal erosion the Council will need to
ensure that such an approach will only be acceptable when proposals
do not adversely affect the quality of the natural environments on the
Heritage Coasts.
Both the existing PPG20 on Coastal Planning and the draft PPS on
Planning for Healthy Natural Environment emphasise the importance
of specific development plan polices relating the protection of Heritage
Coasts:
?The Government acknowledges the success of Heritage Coasts in
articulating appropriate planning and management policies. The

The Policy supports application
of the Exception Test in
accordance with the NPPF.
Flood defences can be a
consideration in applying the
Exception Test. However, these
may not provide a good standard
of protection and may not
necessarily be maintained over
the lifetime of a development.
There can also be high 'residual
risks' associated with
overtopping and
breaches/collapse. The history of
flooding on a site is also an
important consideration.
However, the fact that a site has
never flooded doesn't mean that
it won't in the future, and a site
that has had a number of
flooding incidents may now be
protected from such incidents as
a result of new infrastructure etc
Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment, as per discussions at a
meeting with Natural England on
05/04/11.

Mrs Kathy West, Hessle
Town Council

Observations

CSPA/804

planning policies to be pursued in Heritage Coast areas should be
incorporated within development plans. The role of the Heritage
Coast and the uses and activities which are or are not likely to be
permitted should be defined. Local plans should contain clear policies
on public access to the coast.? (Paragraph 4.14, PPG20)
?Particular attention should be given to areas defined as heritage coast.
Policies should be consistent with their objectives, special qualities and
management strategies.? (Draft PPS, Planning for a Healthy and Natural
Environment)
Natural England would encourage the Council to have an independent
policy relating to development on the Heritage Coasts, so as applicants
are clear of the importance of Heritage Coasts and how this relates to
proposed developments.
Much of the eastern part of Hessle is now classified as a High Flood
Risk Area. There should be no further development in that area.
Additionally there should be a recognition that any future development
to the West of this area would have an effect on Surface Water
Drainage in that High Risk area as there is a natural downward flow
from West to East.
In addition the antiquated Combined Surface Waster and Foul
Drainage system in Hessle is already showing signs of over-capacity and
incidents or surcharging.
Any future development should contain elements of on-site
retardation of Surface Water (not soakaways) and consideration
should be given to expanding the capacity of the Combined Sewers in
the older parts of Hessle, before any major development takes place.

The eastern part of Hessle is
classified as being at high risk of
tidal/fluvial flooding, which
represents a '1 in 200 year' tidal
flood and '1 in 100 year' fluvial
flood, without defences.
However, this risk is largely
mitigated by the presence of
flood defences. The
Infrastructure Study recognises
that parts of the drainage
network in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements is at
capacity. Current flood
alleviation schemes under
construction at Cottingham and
Willerby are expected to reduce
the pressure on the network,
particularly in times of flood. The
proposed policy requires
development to incorporate
Sustainable Drainage Systems
rather than allow water to drain
directly into the network, and

Mike Downes, Antony
Aspbury Associates on
behalf of Mr Adrian Sail,
Strawsons Development /
Omnivale Ltd
Miss H Berry, Health &
Safety Executive

Support

CSPA/602

Object

CSPA/712

We consider that policy HQE6 does set out an appropriate approach
to managing flood risk. The Policy strikes an appropriate balance
between caution and pragmatism in the interests of proper planning in
potentially permitting development in lood risk areas where the
criteria within Section B of the Policy prevail.
The Hazardoius Installations Divison of the HSE has not considered
the contents of the plan in detail on this occasion, however the
following general comments are made as we find them applicable in
most cases. Department of the Environment, Transport and the
Regions, Planning Policy Guidance Note 12: Development Plans
paragraphs 6.22 and 6.23 state:
6.22 Council Directive 96/82/EC (the Seveso ii Directive) which
entered into force on 3 February 1999 requires Member States to
ensure that the objectives a of the Directive- the prevention of major
accidents involving hazardous substances and limiting their
consequences for man and the environment- are taken into account in
their land use policies. This is to be achieved through controls on the
location of new establishments at which hazardous substances are
present, and controls on new developments in the vicinity of existing
establishments here hazardous substances are present. It also requires
Member States to ensure that their land use policies and the
procedures for implementing them, take account of the need in the
long term, to maintain appropriate distances between establishments
where hazardous substances are present and residential areas, areas of
public use and areas of particular natural sensitivity or interest. These
obligations have been implemented by the Control of major Accident
Hazards Regulation 1999.
6.23 In preparing or amending development plans, local authorities will
therefore need to ensure that they include a policy or policies relating
to the location of establishments where hazardous substances are used
or stored, and to the development of land within the vicinity of
establishments where hazardous substances are present.
If such a policy statement is not included in your plan, the paragraphs

manage surface water run-off so
that it does not increase risk to
neighbouring/surrounding
properties.
Support noted

Comments noted. The
supporting text to proposed
policy ENV6 of the Draft
Strategy Document reflects
these comments. The location of
pipelines and HSE buffer zones
will be taken into account in
preparing the Allocations
Document.

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Support with
conditions

CSPA/973

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Observations

CSPA/957

in the attached Annex could form the basis of such a statement , which
may avoid the submission of planning applications containing
inappropriate proposals.
There may be a conflict between the development policies and the
presence of any hazardous substance establishments or major accident
hazard pipelines within the plan area. In your role as the Hazardous
Substance Authroity under the Planning (Hazardous Substances) Act
1990 and the Planning (Control of Major-Accident Hazards)
Regulations 1999 and previous legislation, you should be aware of the
location of these. Any proposals for developments should take their
presence into account. You are strongly advised to consult the
hazardous pipeline operators, to confirm the exact location and route
of their pipelines int eh area covered by the plan and to ensure that
your records are kept up to date. In addition, we suggest that the
proposals maps be marked to show the locations of the dangerous
substance establishments and hazardous pipelines.
If you are aware of any significant development proposal within the
plan which may be in conflict with the general policy mentioned above
we would be pleased to consider such cases individually.
As per our comments above we very much welcome a robust policy in
dealing with flood risk. We would like to suggest a change of wording
at para.9.109 which states that ?if the ST shows that there are
reasonable available lower risk sites, development MAY be refused? it
would be clearer if the word ?WILL be refused? is used.
Whilst we fully support the content of Policy HQE6 (Managing
Environmental Hazards) Flood Risk and Coastal Change, it should be
noted that it has been formulated in the absence of what we consider
to be essential evidence on flood risk. Without the evidence of a Level
2 SFRA for Goole, it cannot be robustly demonstrated that the policy
is either Justified or Effective. As described in detail above, this may call
into question the overall soundness of the Core Strategy.
In our previous responses dated 19 June 2008 we raised a number of
issues including the Level 2 SFRA work, and advised you to show
clearly and transparently how you were applying the PPS25 Sequential
and Exception Tests (ST & ET) to the Core Strategy. Our comments
on your Site Allocations document have been submitted separately and
provide detail of the constraints for some of the sites put forward.

The policy and supporting text
have been amended as per
discussions at a meeting with the
Environment Agency on
01/03/12.
The Level 2 SFRA for Goole was
completed and signed off by both
the Council and Environment
Agency in May 2011.

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Observations

CSPA/963

Notwithstanding the missing SFRA evidence, we fully support the work
undertaken on your ST methodology thus far, which provides clear
assurance that the tests will be applied to all sites prior to the
consultation of your Preferred Approach to your Site Allocations
document. The methodology put forward appears robust and
consistent with our previous comments made to you. We have
provided for you below, detailed comments about confusions in the
methodology that become apparent as you go through the process
when ruling out sites.
Through the sub-area approach this chapter makes specific mention of
the environment and in particular the impact of development on
contaminated land and source protection zones (SPZ). However there
is very little mention of any specific policy to deal with development
located within a SPZ even though we are very pleased with your
methodology approach at Q17 and 18 in your SASAM guidance note.
We would like to highlight to you the approach the Environment
Agency takes to development in SPZs in the hope that its principles
may be absorbed into the Core Strategy, either in the form of a new
policy or additions to an existing policy. We have provided separate
comments on the Site Allocations documents advising you of which
locations are affected by SPZs and detailed the necessary steps to take
to avoid developing within these critical areas.
Our priority will be to protect water supplies intended for human
consumption. In Source Protection Zone 1 (SPZ1) where the risk is
greatest we will object in principle to certain development proposals.
The Local Planning Authority should take the lead and refuse
applications of this nature. Any development proposal within a SPZ1
has the potential to pose a significant risk to public water supplies from
groundwater. Therefore we will object and the Local Planning should
refuse development incorporating the following in SPZ1:- new sewage effluent discharges to ground
- surface water discharges to ground. The discharge of clean roof
water to ground is acceptable in SPZ1.
- permeable parking areas
- sub water table storage
- underground storage
- cemeteries

The policy and supporting text
have been expanded to include a
section on protecting
groundwater resources, taking
into account the suggestions
made in this response.

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/899

- landfills
- major infrastructure development
- waste related developments (incinerators, transfer stations, scrap
yards, waste treatment facilities and any other waste activities that
require an Environmental Regulations Permit).
- quarrying
The construction phase of any new development in SPZ1 also has the
potential to detrimentally impact groundwater and therefore it will
need to be demonstrated as part of any application how construction
will be carefully managed to ensure against pollution of the
groundwater and protect public water supplies.
Development of brownfield land and/or land affected by contamination
can pose a risk to both groundwater and surface waters, if the risks to
these are not assessed prior to development. In some cases
remediation of land affected by historic contamination may be required
to ensure against future contamination of groundwater and surface
waters. This should be a consideration in terms of protecting the
water environment. The requirements of Planning Policy Statement 23
should be followed for development of brownfield sites/land affected
by contamination.
We have also provided a suggested policy wording for development
incorporating non-mains drainage outside of SPZ1.
Where non-mains drainage is proposed then development should be
refused if it involves sewage, trade effluent or other contaminated
discharge unless it is not reasonable to connect to the public foul
sewer as detailed in policy statement P4-6 within the Environment
Agency document: Groundwater protection: Policy and practice (GP3)
(2008).
Where it is sufficiently demonstrated that it is not reasonable to
connect to the public foul sewer then the developer should consult the
DETR Circular 03/99 to enable a robust non-mains drainage
assessment to be submitted as part of the development proposal.
Development should only be permitted where it can be demonstrated
that innovative solutions for disposing of foul drainage will be effective.
Although we are generally happy with the approach to flood risk being
proposed in HQE6, we would like it to expressly refer to no
development being permitted if it is likely to increase flood risk in Hull.

Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment.

Ms Sara Robin, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Support

CSPA/831

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

Support

CSPA/1449

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

Support

CSPA/1239

Observations

CSPA/1301

Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Observations

CSPA/1399

Mr Alex Gymer,
Joanna Lee, Baker
Associates on behalf of
Dennis Wilkinson,

Support
Observations

CSPA/1363
CSPA/1151

The Trust is pleased to see that SUDS will be required for new
developments. SUDS systems can be very valuable for biodiversity and
the Trust would recommend that systems are designed so that
opportunities to increase their value for wildlife are taken. Information
showing the ecological value of drainage systems is available from
CIRIA
(http://www.ciria.org.uk/suds/pdf/ecological_benefits_summary.pdf )
My client supports the wording in Policy HQE6 to direct allocations
and windfall developments to lowest flood risk area, 'as far as possible'.
My client considers that, given the geography of the district, it is
necessary to maintain flexibility in the applications of policies regarding
environmental hazards in order to ensure the delivery of the vision and
objectives of the Core Strategy, particularly in respect of the
sustainable development objectives of the settlement hierarchy.
Yes

Support noted. The Strategy’s
design, biodiversity, and green
infrastructure policies promote
SuDS as a key element of a
development’s green
infrastructure.

Miller Strategic Land understands the overall approach to flood risk
and Policy HQE6 broadly accords with PPS25. However, the Council
should reflect the constraints of the East Riding and the need for
sustainable growth, which is a balancing act.
Miller Strategic Land recognises that development land located within
areas prone to flooding is constrained. However, we believe the policy
should recognise that where flooding issues can be addressed and
resolved then development in such areas should not be restricted.
The recently published annexe to PPS 25 introduces the concept of
Coastal Change Management Areas. The current form of words
focuses on roll-back policies only and is consequently a little onedimensional. There are many factors to take into account and various
approaches that could be adopted in the East Riding - see PPS 25
annexe for instances and ideas.
Yes
The policy should recognise that there may be challenges and
compromises necessary to deliver the spatial strategy. It is likely that
flood risk will play an important role in decision making, but all other
social, economic and environmental factors should also be balanced to
achieve the best overall outcome. The policy seeks to locate

The policy does allow for a
balance to be struck between
restricting development in flood
risk areas and recognising that
exceptions are warranted in
some locations in the interests
of wider sustainability benefits.

Support noted

Support noted

Amendments have been made to
this section to reflect this
comment.

Support noted
Comment noted

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

Object

CSPA/1500

Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1490

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Support

CSPA/1824

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1885

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1575

Observations

CSPA/2092

development towards areas in lower risk/hazard zones, and sets out a
clear and consistent approach to dealing with potential development in
areas of high flood risk. It is important that priority is given to
achieving the spatial strategy and we support the wording of criteria
2b, although believe the policy should be strengthen to recognise the
importance of delivering the overall spatial strategy.
My client supports the wording in Policy HQE6 to direct allocations
and windfall developments to lowest flood risk area, 'as far as possible'.
My client considers that, given the geography of the district, it is
necessary to maintain flexibility in the applications of policies regarding
environmental hazards in order to ensure the delivery of the vision and
objectives of the Core Strategy.
The approach taken in Policy HQE6 would appear to be reasonable
and the production of an SPD giving further advice in respect of the
Sequential test would be welcomed. The impact of the Sequential Test
on windfall sites in affected principle settlements could be
considerable. As, for example, the whole of Goole is either Flood
Zone 2 or 3 and this area is need of considerable regeneration which
could be frustrated. PPS25 and the introduction of the sequential
approach was not designed to prevent development, only to increase
flood awareness and ensure that development was designed so as to
not increase occurrences and ensure future users are aware. The
failure of the system seems to be that a development can be built
subject to an acceptable Flood Risk Assessment with mitigation but can
still fail as the Sequential test cannot be passed.

Support noted

The policy is intended to enable
a balance to be struck between
restricting development in flood
risk areas and recognising that
exceptions are warranted in
some locations in the interests
of wider sustainability benefits,
such as areas in need of
regeneration.

Support noted

In response to Question 33 on page 189 of your Core Strategy the
answer is 'yes' in part. However because the evidence base is missing
to influence development within Goole, policy HQE6 can't set an
appropriate approach for Goole. It is important to note that the Level
1 SFRA omits analysis of Goole.
The Parish Council concurs with the policy.

The policy and supporting text
have been amended as per
discussions at a meeting with the
Environment Agency on
01/03/12.
Support noted

The sequential test should also apply to sites which when developed
will add to the pressure on built up areas within Zone 3 as in South
Cave where all the identified sites will cause additional pressures along

The policy supports application
of the Sequential and Exception
Test in accordance with the

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

Object

CSPA/1620

Water Lane and ChurchStreet which suffered the worse effects of
flooding in 2007. This is a view supported by the Parish Survey where
99.3% of respondents thought development should not take place
where it increases the flooding risk to other homes. It is not sufficient
to limit run off to Greenfield site levels, as run off is concentrated into
a single exit source where as Greenfield will have a runoff over a wide
area. Any development should proactively mitigate their effects in
those existing areas at risk into which they eventually discharge. In
such cases where sites are upstream of a zone 3 area then the
exception test should apply, i.e. do the wider sustainability benefits to
the community outweigh the flood risk? The SHLAA criteria does not
reflect this issue and again the scoring is unclear. For example in South
Cave the designation of SV is dubious and not sustained by closer
examination, there is no additional housing envisaged which would
increase or sustain community facilities, therefore a weak policy
argument for additional housing, which does not outweigh the flooding
risk to those properties in Zone 3.
Policy D1.ii should be strengthened and make SuDs mandatory for
Greenfield sites. The application notes at 9.111 and 9.112 indicate a
strong presumptionbut we feel this should go further.
Objection
Galliford supports the overall objectives of policy HQE6 and
recognises the need to prioritise development towards those areas of
lowest flood risk, which is consistent to the overall objectives of
PPS25.
We refer to PPS25 (Development and Flood Risk ? Practice Guide)
(December 2009), which states in paragraph 3.27 that the starting
point to gain an overview of broad flood risk issues within a region
should be the Environment Agency?s Flood Map, bearing in mind that
these maps only cover river and tidal flooding.
Paragraph 3.28 goes onto state that flood events that have occurred
since the production of previous assessments will provide more up-todate information on the reality of flood risk. These factors need to be
taken into account when reviewing the adequacy of existing
assessments. Therefore there is a need for a more flexible approach
and consideration of more upto date information demonstrating
potential flaws in the Environment Agency Flood Maps.

NPPF. The policy requires
development to incorporate
Sustainable Drainage Systems
rather than allow water to drain
directly into the drainage
network. The policy requires
SUDs to be installed 'where
practical', acknowledging that in
some instances it may not be
possible/desirable due to risk of
groundwater contamination, for
example. It also requires that
surface water run-off is managed
so that it does not increase risk
to neighbouring/surrounding
properties.

The EA flood Maps are
periodically updated. The most
up to date flood maps should be
considered alongside other
information on other sources of
flooding which should be
contained within Flood Risk
Assessments.

Taking into consideration the above points we propose to add the
following text as a new part B.
?B. Where it can be demonstrated that land shown within the High
Risk Flood Areas is not accurate then the findings of the more up to
date assessment would take precedent over the need to meet the
tests of part A above.?
The application of the PPS25 Sequential Test is supported. However it
is considered that the exception test should also be applied when
locating development.
Part b of the policy refers to a number of criteria to be met when
locating development in flood risk areas. It is considered additional
criteria should be added to consider the use of flood defences and
history of flooding on the sites.

Ms Rachael Martin, Colliers
International on behalf of
Mr K & Mr J Smith,

Object

CSPA/1797

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2050

Although we are generally happy with the approach to flood risk being
proposed in HQE6, we would like it to expressly refer to no
development being permitted if it is likely to increase flood risk in Hull.

Angela Brown,

Observations

CSPA/2039

- I consider the lack of inter-council consultation, planning policy
inconsistencies and lack of reference to regional development policies

The Policy supports application
of the Exception Test in
accordance with the NPPF.
Flood defences can be a
consideration in applying the
Exception Test. However, these
may not provide a good standard
of protection and may not
necessarily be maintained over
the lifetime of a development.
There can also be high 'residual
risks' associated with
overtopping and
breaches/collapse. The history of
flooding on a site is also an
important consideration.
However, the fact that a site has
never flooded doesn't mean that
it won't in the future, and a site
that has had a number of
flooding incidents may now be
protected from such incidents as
a result of new infrastructure etc
The policy refers to ensuring
that development does not
increase flood risk elsewhere,
and this applies land within Hull,
as well as that of any other
adjacent/neighbouring area.
See comment to response no.
CSPA/2038

Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1911

to be a situation that poses a threat to landscape character, nature
conservation and flood control.
- Following installation of flood defences the Lower Derwent Valley
appears to be the water catchment area for Malton and Stamford
Bridge.
- My experience of recent flooding in the Wheldrake Ings area is that
of an increase. Flooding appears erratic and no longer seasonal.
Flooding appears more frequent, levels appear higher and to remain for
longer.
- The River Derwent and Lower Derwent Valley appear to be the
ultimate discharge sump for four council areas. Water discharge will be
an issue within Allocation DP?s of other councils.
- Responsibility for water discharge and flood control to the River
Derwent and Lower Derwent Valley is shared between varying
Internal Drainage Boards, Yorkshire Water and the Environment
Agency. British Waterways are the government body with
responsibility for the waters, structures, navigation and ecology of the
Pocklington Canal.
- I wish to state: The Lower Derwent Valley is not a reservoir.
- The Lower Derwent Valley is a wildlife conservation area with
Ramsar, SAC, SPA, NNR, SSSI and local conservation designations and
an important historic landscape.
- Erratic flooding and raised flood levels, whether caused by remote
flood defences, water discharge or climate change, carries the potential
for detrimental impact on species and habitat.
- I consider extensions to Habitat Protection areas and stronger
measures of protection for all biodiversity in the Lower Derwent
Valley to be a necessary compensatory requirement for any loss
caused by erratic/higher flood levels.
Flood Risk is clearly recognised as a potential high risk hazard for the
ER. The Partnership supports the continuing negotiations with the
Environment Agency with a view to reaching an agreed settlement on
plans for reduction of the likelihood of widespread uncontrolled
flooding and for the mitigation of consequences should such take place.
The Partnership would support attempts to have the EA flood zone
maps show clearly the existing defences.
The Partnership also recognises that in the current economic climate

Comment noted. Existing flood
defences can be viewed on the
Environment Agency’s National
Flood Map and they are also
shown on the maps in the
Council’s Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment.

Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1912

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Sunderlandwick Farms
Nick Sandford, The
Woodland Trust

Support

CSPA/2020

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2297

Mr Peter Hemmerman,

Observations

CSPA/2298

and the consequent restructuring of EA priorities that it is important
that ERYC works in a constructive partnership with the EA.
The Partnership supports the continuing work on the Integrated
Coastal Zone Management Plan It also supports the 2004 roll-back
plan for caravan sites and holiday home parks and the 2005 roll-back
plan for farmsteads and other residences at risk from coastal
recession. The clarification on planning requirements is particularly
welcome.
My client generally supports the framework set out in HQE6 and
acknowledges that proposals for sustainable flood risk management
shall be supported.
Finally, in the section on Flood Risk beginning on page 180 we would
like to see some mention of the role which selective woodland
creation can play in alleviating certain types of flood. The Woodland
Trust believes that trees and woodlands can deliver a major
contribution to resolving a range of water management issues. They
offer opportunities to make positive water use change whilst also
contributing to other objectives, such as biodiversity, timber & green
infrastructure - see the Woodland Trust publication Woodland actions
for biodiversity and their role in water management (pdf) http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/en/aboutus/publications/Pages/ours.aspx.
The term "flood risk", does that only include risk from river flooding
or is the risk of flooding from rainwater taken into account?. Also the
effect of one development on the run off and subsequent flooding of
adjacent sites.
I would argue that in Market Weighton this process is not properly
considered in past planning applications as the amount of run off
experienced in rainstorm events is the single most serious cause of our
problems.
Our town is in a basin/valley with the Beck at its lowest point.
Everytime developers concrete over more of that basin the amount of
run off increases. I know you have a rule about storage of water to
make the run off the same as if it was still a field but I can assure you
that it does not work or it is not being installed.
If you continue to allow development within this basin you will make
the situation worse.

Support noted

Support noted
Amendments have been made to
the Strategy’s green
infrastructure section to reflect
this comment.

The term flood risk relates to all
sources of flooding - tidal, fluvial,
pluvial (rainfall), and
groundwater. The SFRA
identifies that some parts of the
town are susceptible to surface
water flooding, and the
Infrastructure Study recognises
that parts of the drainage
network in Market Weighton
are at capacity. This will be taken
into account as part of the site
selection process for the
Allocations Document. Also, the
policy requires development to

This is the same situation in other towns in the East Riding and if you
continue to allow development without adequate drainage it will only
get worse.
Your current rules on drainage are not adequate.
We have to consider storm drains as a necessity if we are to continue
development.
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding of Yorkshire
Council Tenants' Forum

Observations

CSPA/2150

Q3. Housing and Flooding. Do you think new housing should be
located in areas prone to flooding or near the coast where coastal
erosion is taking place?
- Housing should not be built on flood plains unless extensive flood
prevention schemes are used

incorporate Sustainable Drainage
Systems rather than allow water
to drain directly into the
network, and manage surface
water run-off so that it does not
increase risk to
neighbouring/surrounding
properties.
See comment to response no.
CSPA/2174.

Minimising Environmental Impact and Resource Use
Consultee
Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1910 The ER is not an Air Quality Assessment Area currently. Some
monitoring and assessment through a Staffordshire University
programme currently takes place. The Partnership supports the
continuation of this arrangement which should feature in the LDF.
CO2 emissions are notably high because of high car usage in the rural
areas.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/66
The preferred option is not objected to however COMMENT is
required on the current wording of the policy.
The approach is drawn from the RSS which has been revoked. With
this in mind if the targets therein are to be retained or exceeded then
they should be set out specifically in Part A of the policy.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:

Comment Response
ID

Officer Comments

Noted.

Proposed Policy HQE7
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Comment noted. The policy no
longer refers to targets as the
RSS is to be revoked.

Question 34
Consultee

Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust
Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Observations

CSPA/67

Observations

CSPA/125

Ingrid Barton,

Observations

CSPA/321

Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support with
conditions

CSPA/465

Mr John Pilgrim, Yorkshire
Forward

Support

CSPA/448

The preferred option is not objected to however COMMENT is
required on the current wording of the policy.
The approach is drawn from the RSS which has been revoked. With
this in mind if the targets therein are to be retained or exceeded then
they should be set out specifically in Part A of the policy.
Inland waterways can support climate change and carbon reduction
initiatives by contributing to regional and local renewable energy
targets through onshore wind and hydro-electric power and the use of
canal and dock water for heating and cooling buildings.
Another difficult area. Perhaps more info for local people would be
helpful to avoid knee-jerk reactions.
Whilst we broadly support this Policy, particularly the need to
consider the impact upon the area’s environment assets, Criterion B.2,
relating to heritage, needs to be amended. Some of the assets in the
East Riding are not ‘built’ in the normally accepted meaning of the
word (e.g. the Registered Battlefield at Stamford Bridge, and much of
most Historic Parks and Gardens). Suggested amendment: Amend
Criterion B.2 to read:- ‘.. and nature; historic environment; navigation,
etc’
We welcome proposed policy HQE7 on developing renewable energy.
As emphasised above the RES is underpinned by the theme of
sustainable development, and a target is set within the strategy to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the region by 20-25% by 2016.
Policy HQE7 aligns particularly well with Objective 5C(ii) which looks
to ‘promote energy security and reduced fossil fuel dependency by
more energy efficiency and clean and renewable energy generation’.
The intention for renewable energy provision to have exceeded
RSS/IRS targets is strongly supported. In the light of the recent
announcements regarding abolition of RSS we suggest that the council
should look to determine an ambitious, but deliverable, local target for
grid connected renewable energy which can be integrated as part of
this policy, and meet the same overall objective of the policy as
currently drafted. The policy could also potentially be strengthened
through making reference to the opportunity that carbon capture and
storage, and development at Drax, may have for the district.
We also suggest that the Core Strategy should identify broad locations
where renewable energy developments would be promoted in

See comment to CSPA/66.

Comment noted

Comment noted
Comment noted, the way
heritage has been referred to has
been amended.

Comment noted. The revised
policy does not restrict
renewable and low carbon
energy development to
particular technologies. It does
not set targets but it is
supportive.

Ms Sue Jolliffe, Friends of
the Earth - Hull

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1274

supporting delivery of these targets. Planning Policy Statement 22
highlights that local planning authorities should set out criteria to
reflect local circumstances and identify where renewable energy may
be considered appropriate. Yorkshire Forward has previously raised
concerns, as part of our role as a statutory consultee on regionally
significant planning applications, about the cumulative impact of a
developer led approach to wind farm development in East Riding.
Consequently, there is a need to outline a positive and planned
approach for wind farm development which would enable the
cumulative impacts of these developments to be managed through the
LDF.
The council may find the Yorkshire and Humber Renewable Energy
Toolkit useful in developing this area of the strategy. This has been
developed by Yorkshire Forward and the Local Government for
Yorkshire and Humber as a guide for Local Authority Planners and can
be found at http://www.renewable-energy-toolkit.org.uk/. It provides a
wealth of information to aid the development of policy on renewable
energy, including provides guidance on developing an evidence base to
assess the local potential for decentralised renewable and low carbon
energy and setting targets for renewable energy within planning policy.
Whilst we agree with the basics in this policy and welcome the
council’s commitment to renewable energy, it does not appear to take
into account SIGNIFICANT wider issues :Renewable energy systems
that generate heat as a by -product must be connected to ways to use
this heat to ensure they achieve efficiencies in carbon saving above
conventional fossil fuel power stations i.e. Combined Heat and Power
.This is well documented in UK and EU government information. The
Core Strategy must therefore insist that in planning sites for such
power stations the ability to heat local housing, industry or other
facilities are included. This aspect should be part of the overall planning
strategy for our region so that when new industrial estates , new
housing estates are planned they are built with the ability to take water
hot water to provide heatingMore detail needs to be put in with
respect to Biomass power generation. This is needs to be considered
as a matter of urgency as a Power station of very large size is at an
advanced stage of planning. It is therefore imperative that the council
develops policy on the sourcing of biomass feedstock. This should

Comment noted. Combined
heat and power will be
supported by the policy.
However this is not suitable for
all energy developments for
example for locational reasons.
The sourcing of biomass feed
stock is not controllable by
planning policy. The use of solar
power would be supported by
the policy.

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Object

CSPA/903

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Observations

CSPA/901

consider locally, nationally and internationally sourcing and cover such
aspects of land use, displacement of other, particularly food crops (this
displacement can either be by direct replacement or indirect land use
change). In addition, the effects of surrounding environment in building
such a plant needs to be considered air quality , extraction and
expulsion of water into rivers etc The requirement in house building
to incorporate Photovoltaic power generation is not clearly promoted
with recent improvements in feed-in tariffs this is clearly going to be
more attractive to individual householders and the Strategy should
ensure that new buildings are fitted with these when they are planned.
Notwithstanding this key point I comment on the remaining elements
of the criteria based approach. Criterion 1 refers to the consideration.
of the landscape capacity to accept renewable energy developments,
but that they should avoid areas of high landscape value. I agree with
the inclusion of the need to assess landscape capacity, but Government
guidance is quite clear that all parts of the country, whether rural or
urban are capable of accommodating renewable energy schemes.
Therefore I cannot accept that areas of locally identified landscape
designations (as there are no national designations within the district)
should be avoided. Recent appeal decisions exist for wind energy
schemes within the Wolds Area of Landscape Protection and the
Council has recently granted consent for a biomass power plant within
the same designation. As such, I do not consider the inclusion of The
third criterion is vague and needs to provide a definition of what
impacts on the local community need to be considered.
The fourth criterion includes a typograpical/spelling mistake.
The fifth criterion is vague and needs to identify what standards are to
be considered, the term `relevant standards e.g. noise' is not of
assistance.
Initially the content of Policy HQE7 needs to be reviewed in light of
the revocation of the RSS and the renewable energy targets therein.
Government advice (letter from CLG, 6th July 2010) has indicated that
through their local plans, authorities should contribute to the move to
a low carbon economy, cut greenhouse gas emissions, help secure
more renewable and low carbon energy to meet national targets, and
to adapt to the impacts arising from climate change. The Government
continues to advise that planning authorities may find it useful to draw

Comments noted. The
Important Landscape areas
should now be considered
rather than avoided. Each
criterion now also gives
examples.

See comment to CSPA/66.

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency
Wind Prospect
Developments Ltd

Support

CSPA/974

Observations

CSPA/847

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society

Support

CSPA/1240

on data that was collected by the Regional Local Authority Leaders'
Boards and more recent work, including assessments of the potential
for renewable and low carbon energy.
These documents have essentially been the. evidence base for the
current adopted RSS targets and the SREAT of 2004 has been in the
process of being updated, with an expected release this year. Work on
this update has halted given the revocation of the RSS, nonetheless it is
of weight, particularly in the context of renewable energy targets being
a minimum level rather than a maximum target (a principle which is
retained in the form of PPS1, PPS22 and their respective companion
guides). Therefore, the East Riding must for the purposes of the Core
Strategy provide a sound evidence base for its renewable energy
targets and I would suggest should be subject to scrutiny.
We welcome the Local Authorities efforts in including a robust policy
on renewable energy.
The 2004 AEAT report ‘Planning for renewable energy targets in
Yorkshire and Humber’ suggests that onshore wind energy in the East
Riding of Yorkshire should contribute 40MW of refined potential to
2010 targets, and 120MW of refined potential to 2021 targets. These
targets no longer exist as of 6th July 2010. However, it is clear from
the RSS and RRES that onshore wind energy has played a dominant
role during recent years in achieving the 2010 renewable energy
targets, and must continue and must continue to be delivered in order
to provide a sustainable and clean source of energy going into the
future. WPDL notes that no reference has been made in the policy to
the role of onshore wind. WPDL has strong concerns that a lack of
guidance about the technologies which are best placed to deliver
renewable energy, could obstruct or unnecessarily delay viable and
necessary renewable energy projects.
For the purposes of clarity, WPDL suggests that onshore wind energy
developments are supported. WPDL notes that the Regional Spatial
Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber (2008) was revoked as of the
6th July 2010 and will no longer be part of the Development Plan. This
policy should be revised to reflect this.
Yes

Comment noted
See comment to CSPA/66. Also
the policy supports renewable
energy generally, including wind
turbines. The policy has been
updated to include example
technologies but this is not an
exhaustive list of technologies
that will be supported.

Comment noted

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

Support

CSPA/1071

The Core Strategy Preferred Approach states that there is an existing
significant demand for renewable energy installations in the East Riding
of Yorkshire. This is particularly true for the development of wind
energy installations, with 39 MW of operating grid connected wind
turbines at January 2010, and a further 146 MW with planning consent.
Proposed Policy HQE7 in the Core Strategy Preferred Approach
states that proposals for renewable energy developments will be
supported where the environmental and economic benefits outweigh
any harmful effects.
ABP supports this policy in principle. However, it is requested that the
Core Strategy specifically acknowledges the potential for the
development renewable and low carbon energy related development
at the Port of Goole.
Of note is the fact the Port of Goole plays an increasingly important
role in the import of biomass to facilitate renewable energy generation.
More specifically, ABP has seen a significant recent increase in the
tonnage of biomass imported through the Port of Goole by Drax and
other renewable energy generators.
It should also be noted that ABP has identified two locations within the
port estate which provide viable locations for wind energy installations.
These are shown on the map attached at Appendix 2. In addition, the
Old Goole Shipyard site is considered a well located site, offering the
potential to facilitate the development of an importation and storage
hub for wind turbine equipment.
Further to the above, the existing demand for land to accommodate
renewable and low carbon energy related development in the East
Riding of Yorkshire and the Core Strategy’s aspiration to exceed the
renewable energy targets set out in the RSS should be noted. It is
therefore likely that demand for land to accommodate renewable and
low carbon energy related development will continue to increase going
forward.
In light of the above, being the most inland port on the Humber, the
Port of Goole is an ideal location to handle the likely substantial
increase in business there is going to be in renewable and low carbon
energy related development, particularly the wind energy sector. ABP
therefore requests that the Core Strategy sets out the potential that
the Port of Goole offers for the development of renewable and low

Comment noted. The policy will
support all types of renewable
and low carbon development,
the location of such
developments will be considered
on a case by case basis.

carbon energy related development, including wind energy installations.
We fully support HQE7 although question whether Part A is a policy
or simply a statement. There is no need for the word where possible"
in the opening of Part B - what do they mean anyway? [although the
same words in B1 and B4 are more appropriate]
We broadly agree the approach taken by proposed policy HQE6 but
consider that it is overly prescriptive.

Mr David Hickling, Hickling
Gray Associates

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1400

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 Alex Gymer,
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council
Mr Jon Los,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1116

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1176

We broadly agree the approach taken by proposed policy HQE6 but
consider that it is overly prescriptive.

Support
Support

CSPA/1364
CSPA/1327

Yes I believe so
We feel that this is an appropriate and welcome way of assessing
renewable energy developments.

Comment noted
Comment noted

Observations

CSPA/1503

Comments noted. The policy
supports the use of all renewable
and low carbon energies where
the benefits outweigh any
negative effects.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Object

CSPA/1576

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/2093

Sites that can generate need to be looked at for @ heat power
/bio/gasification wind/solar now the feed in tariff is in place. LOTS
NOT EVEN LOOKED AT IN THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN .
Sites need allocations for Glass production if can be funded ( East
Riding had 500 acres at one time ) GENERATION FITS GREAT WITH
GLASS CO2
District heating systems should be looked at to meet house energy
targets and partnered with builders etc Water facilities / borehole/
holding reservoirs a survey of facilities available, DO THE COUNCIL
/GOVERNMENT KNOW WHAT WE ALL HAVE ON OUR
EXISTING SITES (THAT ARE NOT REDIGESTERED)
The Parish Council The policy seems to focused on large scale
renewable energy projects. Specific policy should be developed in
relation to small scale and particularly community sized projects.
Only small scale renewable energy sites should be allowed in areas of
highlandscape value i.e. the East Yorkshire Wolds.

Mr J R Uney,

Object

CSPA/1977

May I also point out that with the present renewables systems
proposed such as Biomass and with operational systems which are up
and running, the Governments target for the East Riding is already

Comments noted. The policy has
been amended.
Comments noted, it is not clear
why you consider it is overly
prescriptive.
See comment CSPA/1176.

Comments noted. The policy
can be used for all scales of
development.
Comment noted. The policy
requires development to
consider the capacity of the
landscape, particularly the
Important Landscape Areas..
Comment noted. The Council
considers all responses to the
consultation. National

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2279

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

Other

CSPA/2211

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire

Observations

CSPA/2192

being met, mainly from the South Holderness Region, this is without
Dong Energy's Wood burner, save on shipping costs and burn them at
the point of manufacture.
My wish is that residents who have taken the effort to comment on
the future requirements of the East Riding are listened to, not totally
ignored like the 5,500 local residents views on the Saltend incinerator
were during the lead up to planning permission being granted by seven
Councillors, non of which lived anywhere near the proposed site, If
those residents had been listened to, then the East Riding of Yorkshire
Council would not be now involved in a Monumentally uneconomical,
messy, long contractural dispute, and the waste disposal problems of
the East Riding would have been solved now by a much more efficient
system while at the same time producing real green energy.
Whilst we broadly support this Policy, particularly the need to
consider the impact upon the area’s environment assets, criterion B.2,
relating to heritage, needs to be amended. Some of the designated
heritage assets in the East Riding are not ‘built’ in the normally
accepted meaning of the word (e.g. the Registered Battlefield at
Stamford Bridge, and much of most Historic Parks and Gardens);
moreover, this policy needs to take account of the impacts of such
developments on significant heritage assets which may be undesignated
(e.g. there are nationally significant archaeological landscapes which are
not covered by any existing designations; and there is also the potential
for nationally significant heritage assets being present within the
application areas, but nor previously recorded - e.g. those discovered
during the course of preliminary evaluation of these sites). The
amendment should read ‘..on nature, the historic environment,
navigation?., etc’
In relation to Criterion B7, this needs to be amended to include
ensuring that the decommissioning has a minimal impact on buried
archaeological deposits..
The majority of residents are not fans of wind farms saying that they
already have enough in the area. They would like to see a greater
reliance on tidal energy production feeling that this would not only fill
their quota for energy production, but increase the levels of
employment significantly along the East Coast.
Renewable and low Carbon Energy

government policy requires that
the Council has a positive
strategy to renewable energy.

Comment noted. The policy
now refers to heritage assets.

Comment noted

Comment noted

Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding College
Students

Peter Robinson,

- The Council are wrong to put restrictions on energy infrastructure
developers - developers should be able to build where ever they want.
- The local community, businesses and Council should support more
renewable energy projects.
- Energy farms should be built on the coastline and off-shore.
- Approve setting a percentage level for onsite
The current situation where planning applications for wind farms meet
strong local opposition, are turned down by planners, and then
approved by government inspectors seems to make this prediction a
reality.
I was therefore surprised by the absence of any reference to
renewable energy developments in the summary (perhaps it is in the
detailed supporting documents).

Object

CSPA/715

The summary document
summarised the whole of the
consultation document. A
paragraph on renewable energy
was included on page 11.

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/102
This whole policy needs to be rethought and referenced in light of the
recent abolition of RSS's. It is also double counting requiring 10%
renewable energy plus Code for Sustainable Homes. It should only
require meeting the Code which in itself has energy categories
requiring reduction in energy use.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/68
The preferred option is not objected to however COMMENT is
required on the current wording of the policy.
Reference to the RSS should be removed following the revocation of
that element of the Development Plan. Reference to the specific
RSS/IRS targets for decentralized and renewable energy should be
removed and justified targets with background information should be
subject to public consultation through the LDF examination. By doing
so the Local Authority can avoid criticism that these targets have not
been democratically agreed.
CSPA/252
The Crown Estate will investigate opportunities to utilise sustainable

Officer Comments

Proposed Policy HQE8
Consultee
Mr Matthew Shellum, The
Planning Bureau Ltd. on
behalf of East Riding of
Yorkshire Council Tenants'
Forum

Comment noted. Targets have
been removed. The policy has
been made more flexible and has
been incorporated into ENV1 of
the Draft Strategy Document.

Question 35
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

Caroline Searle, Entec UK

Observations

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

Comment noted

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

Observations

CSPA/356

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

Object

CSPA/256

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

Observations

CSPA/284

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

Observations

CSPA/398

Ingrid Barton,
Ian Smith, English Heritage
Yorkshire Region

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/323
CSPA/466

construction methods and decentralised and renewable/ low carbon
energy technologies as part of a balanced approach taking into account
design parameters, other climate change measures required and overall
viability of the scheme at the time of development.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS, which, as identified earlier
has been abolished. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
2) It is not clear whether such evidence based work has been
completed to support Core Strategy policy HQE8. We therefore
consider parts a) and b) to be unsound as there is no evidence to
suggest the 10% target (or more as sought in part b of the proposed
policy) in the RSS for reduced energy from decentralised and/or
renewable sources is realistic for East Riding.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS, which, as identified earlier
has been abolished. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
Y
Whilst we broadly support the thrust of this Policy, it ought, also, to
make reference to the important role which the reuse of existing
buildings can make to reducing energy demands in the Plan area.
Research by the Building Research Establishment estimated that the
energy inherent in materials and construction show that a typical

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

Comment noted
The efficient use of land and
buildings is considered in policy
H4 of the Draft Strategy
Document.

Mr John Pilgrim, Yorkshire
Forward

Support

CSPA/454

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

Observations

CSPA/510

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

Observations

CSPA/551

Victorian house contains energy equivalent to 15,000 litres of petrol
(English Heritage, Heritage Counts: The State of England?s Historic
Environment (2003)). Demolition and construction of new buildings
therefore demands a considerable investment of energy taking account
of the energy embedded within the building, the energy required for
demolition and the energy required for construction of a new building.
Any new buildings therefore have to be many times more energyefficient than the old to make the equation balance over a reasonably
short pay-back period.
Suggested amendments: Add an additional Criterion along the
following lines:- ?All development proposals will be
expected to prioritise the reuse or adaptation of existing buildings.
Where this is not practicable or is shown to be a less sustainable
solution, proposals should seek to reuse existing materials where
possible?.
The provisions set out in proposed policy HQE8 which looks to
promote sustainable construction are supported. Ensuring that new
buildings are energy efficient and reduce carbon emissions in the first
instance is very important, as highlighted by the recent study on ?Top
10 Interventions to Cut Regional Carbon Emissions? by SQW energy
(which was partially funded by Yorkshire Forward and available from
http://www.yorkshirefutures.com/what-works/top-ten-interventionscut-regional-carbon-emissions). We suggest, as with policy HQE7, that
the ambitions of this policy to meet or exceed RSS/IRS targets should
be retained as the policy is redrafted with specific local targets
following the abolition of the RSS.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support with
conditions

CSPA/536

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

Observations

CSPA/672

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

Observations

CSPA/696

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

Observations

CSPA/738

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

Observations

CSPA/619

the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
Natural England is in support of Policy EQE8 and the Council?s
commitment to energy efficiency. However the policy is not clear in
terms of what standards are expected from applicants. The policy
could be improved by stating the minimum BREEAM rating or Code
for Sustainable Homes level that is expected.
Please also refer to comments made on Q28 in relation to climate
change and ensuring construction is adaptable to future climates.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

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

Observations

CSPA/627

Mr Chris Calvert, Pegasus
Planning Group on behalf of
Mr S Goodwin and the
Farnsworth Family,

Observations

CSPA/645

Mr Jason Tait, Planning

Observations

CSPA/1273

sized sites.
Policy HQ8E states that all new development of 1000 sq.m. of nonresidential floorspace will need to achieve at least the RSS/IRS target in
providing decentralised and renewable or very low carbon energy
technologies. Larger developments are expected to exceed the
RSS/IRS target and consider how to contribute/share new technologies
to meet part of the energy needs and/or increase the sustainability of
adjacent existing development, and be capable of being adapted over
time, to further upgrade energy efficiency and allow alternative
occupancy and/or use.
It is important that there is flexibility in the application of this policy
because it is not always viable to provide decentralised and renewable
or very low carbon technologies within a development, particularly
when other requirements such a S.106 agreements and other
contributions have to be taken into account. Policy HQ8E needs to
recognise this.
Suggested revision: ?? 1. All new development of 10 or more dwellings
or 1000m2 (gross) of non-residential floorspace will achieve at least
the RSS/IRS target in providing decentralised and renewable or very
low carbon energy
technologies [BOLD TEXT] where this is feasible and viable [END
BOLD TEXT]
2. Larger developments will aim to exceed the RSS/IRS target and
consider how to contribute/share new technologies to meet part of
the energy needs and/or increase the sustainability of adjacent existing
development, and be capable of
being adapted over time, to further upgrade energy efficiency and allow
alternative occupancy and/or use [BOLD TEXT] where this is feasible
and viable?? [END BOLD TEXT]
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
Policy HQE8 makes reference to the targets for decentralised and

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment

Prospects on behalf of
Horncastle Group PLC

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

Observations

CSPA/1044

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Observations

CSPA/904

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

Observations

CSPA/1450

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Support

CSPA/1241

Object

CSPA/1117

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

Object

CSPA/1177

renewable energy on new developments of differing sizes and refers to
the RSS. The RSS has now been revoked and the targets as set carry
no weight in terms of Development Plan policy. The LDF should
prepare its own targets and evidential base to justify the benefits and
viability of imposing such a target level.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of developments (as
was required by Policy ENV5 of the RSS).
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. if the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized units.
Yes
The requirements of proposed policy HQE8 may jeopardise
achievement of other planning objectives, including the provision of
affordable housing. There is no adequate justification given why the
Council should impose requirements different to national standards,
especially in the light of abolition of RSS.
The requirements of proposed policy HQE8 may jeopardise
achievement of other planning objectives, including the provision of
affordable housing. There is no adequate justification given why the

CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

Comment noted. The policy has
been incorporated into ENV1 of
the Draft Strategy Document.
See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

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

Observations

CSPA/1525

Mr Alex Gymer,

Object

CSPA/1365

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/1328

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on

Object

CSPA/1461

Council should impose requirements different to national standards,
especially in the light of abolition of RSS.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
Option C please.
Policy HQE8 could define more strongly the levels which developers
are required to reach for non-domestic dwellings. This is an
opportunity for ERYC to set clear levels and timescales on BREEAM
standards for non-domestic buildings. The policy could say: ‘All new
commercial developments will be designed to meet BREEAM ?very
good’ rating by 2014 with a minimum of 4 energy credits and
‘excellent’ by 2018?
Given potential shifts in the planning system over a change in
government RSS/IRS targets may no longer be applicable. Though the
outcome of regional work may suggest a target for developments,
requiring domestic developments to meet high Code for Sustainable
Homes (CSH) standards would remove the need for an on site
generation requirement which is difficult to design, police and deliver.
As such the requirement for domestic dwellings over 10 units to
achieve RSS/IRS targets is unnecessary. In order to avoid duplication
domestic dwellings sustainability need only be assessed on CSH
standards.
The BREEAM standards should also be adopted above the RSS/IRS on
site generation requirement. BREEAM standards are established and a
professional network of advice and guidance exists, making complying
with high standards achievable. The blanket application of a 10% or
higher requirement for onsite generation is unnecessary if BREEAM
‘excellent’ is the 2018 target.
Policy HQE8 largely expresses existing National requirements in
respect of energy efficiency and Code/BREEAM standards. As worded

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

Comment noted however
evidence does not exist to sow
that this would be deliverable.
See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

behalf of Mr J R Everatt,

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

Observations

CSPA/1501

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Object

CSPA/1409

the Policy adds little beyond National guidance and lacks clarity in
respect of requirements under the Code for Sustainable Homes.
The amendments to Part L of the Building Regulations (issued on the
12 March with effect from October 2010) will require all new homes
built to be 25% more energy efficient relevant to current 2006
standards, reflecting Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3. The
intention is that Part L will be further amended such that by 2016 all
new homes will be carbon zero rated.
The Part L requirements will introduce a requirement for a 25%
reduction in carbon emissions through energy efficiency mechanics,
well above the 10% former RSS target for renewable usage. The effects
of the Part L changes, and those proposed in 2013, on locally set
targets for renewable energy is noted in the recent consultation draft
Planning Policy Statement, Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a
Changing Climate (March 2010) which states that: ?The progressively
demanding standards for CO2 emissions set through Building
Regulations, together with the assessment of local opportunities for
renewable and low carbon energy, will help drive greater use of
decentralised energy. Targets for application across a whole local
authority area which are designed to secure a minimum level of
decentralised energy use in new development will be unnecessary
when the proposed 2013 revisions (for both domestic and nondomestic buildings) are implemented.?Thus during the Plan period
Policy HQE8 will become redundant and should be deleted or
reworded to reflect changes in national policy and provide flexibility in
application during the Plan period.
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
Policy HQE8 largely expresses existing National requirements in
respect of energy efficiency and Code/BREEAM standards. As worded
the Policy adds little beyond National guidance and lacks clarity in
respect of requirements under the Code for Sustainable Homes. The

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Object

CSPA/1422

amendments to Part L of the Building Regulations (issued on the 12
March with effect from October 2010) will require all new homes built
to be 25% more energy efficient relevant to current 2006 standards,
reflecting Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3. The intention is that
Part L will be further amended such that by 2016 all new homes will be
carbon zero rated.
The Part L requirements will introduce a requirement for a 25%
reduction in carbon emissions through energy efficiency mechanics,
well above the 10% former RSS target for renewable usage. The effects
of the Part L changes, and those proposed in 2013, on locally set
targets for renewable energy is noted in the recent consultation draft
Planning Policy Statement, Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a
Changing Climate (March 2010) which states that:
?The progressively demanding standards for CO2 emissions set
through Building Regulations, together with the assessment of local
opportunities for renewable and low carbon energy, will help drive
greater use of decentralised energy. Targets for application across a
whole local authority area which are designed to secure a minimum
level of decentralised energy use in new development will be
unnecessary when the proposed 2013 revisions (for both domestic and
non-domestic buildings) are implemented.?
Thus during the Plan period Policy HQE8 will become redundant and
should be deleted or reworded to reflect changes in national policy
and provide flexibility in application during the Plan period.
Policy HQE8 largely expresses existing National requirements in
respect of energy efficiency and Code/BREEAM standards. As worded
the Policy adds little beyond National guidance and lacks clarity in
respect of requirements under the Code for Sustainable Homes. The
amendments to Part L of the Building Regulations (issued on the 12
March with effect from October 2010) will require all new homes built
to be 25% more energy efficient relevant to current 2006 standards,
reflecting Code for Sustainable Homes Level
3. The intention is that Part L will be further amended such that by
2016 all new homes will be carbon zero rated.
The Part L requirements will introduce a requirement for a 25%
reduction in carbon emissions through energy efficiency mechanics,
well above the 10% former RSS target for renewable usage. The effects

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1670

of the Part L changes, and those proposed in 2013, on locally set
targets for renewable energy is noted in the recent consultation draft
Planning Policy Statement, Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a
Changing Climate (March 2010) which states that: ?The progressively
demanding standards for CO2 emissions set through Building
Regulations, together with the assessment of local opportunities for
renewable and
low carbon energy, will help drive greater use of decentralised energy.
Targets for application across a
whole local authority area which are designed to secure a minimum
level of decentralised energy use in new
development will be unnecessary when the proposed 2013 revisions
(for both domestic and non-domestic
buildings) are implemented.?
Thus during the Plan period Policy HQE8 will become redundant and
should be deleted or reworded to reflect changes in national policy
and provide flexibility in application during the Plan period.
National Grid support the objectives of the policy which are to
See response to comment
promote sustainable patterns of development and reduce greenhouse
CSPA/102.
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

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

Object

CSPA/1663

circumstances of each case.
Representations have already been made in relation to the absolute
terms currently proposed in Objective 15 and Proposed Policy SS1
therefore they will not be repeated here in relation to Policy HQE8.
However, as advocated in PPS12, all policies require an element of
flexibility so that they are not so restrictive that the ability to deliver
development is cast into doubt.
8.2. In terms of criterion A1, the policy as currently drafted requires all
new development to achieve at least RSS/ IRS targets. However, Policy
ENV5 of the RSS includes a very important distinction in its
corresponding policy, stating that 'new developments of more than 10
dwellings or 1000m2 of non-residential floorspace should secure at
/east 10% of their energy from decentralised and renewable or lowcarbon sources, unless, having regard to the type of development
involved and its design, this is not feasible or viab/e.'(our emphases),
8.3. This is a very important distinction which will obviously have been
given careful consideration throughout the RSS consultation periods
and has stood up to scrutiny at an Examination in Public.
8.4. As previously stated, the rigid imposition of any targets and
thresholds, regardless of their perceived benefits, could result in a
detrimental impact on development as they simply may not be suitable
in all instances, as advocated in the RSS. Further, this could impact on
deliverability of schemes and as such overly restrictive criteria could
ultimately be counter productive as development simply will not occur.
8.5. It appears that criterion A2 has included this flexibility by stating
that 'Larger developments will aim to exceed the R55/ IRS targets'.
(our emphasis). However, if this is based on the fact that, similar to
criterion A1, all larger developments will need to achieve the RSS
targets, then it is' similarly flawed.
8.6. Finally in terms of Policy HQE8, Central Land Holdings objects to
criterion A4. As currently drafted the criterion does not introduce any
flexibility, the principle of which has been discussed above, and
therefore will not be re-addressed here. Further, requiring a 'high
standard of sustainable construction' is too vague and ambiguous and
could easily be misinterpreted given the different levels contained
within The Code for Sustainable Homes or BREEAM. Consequently, it
would be more appropriate to align this criterion with the principles

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

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

Object

CSPA/1723

contained within the RSS, which seek to achieve at least Level 3 of The
Code for Sustainable Homes or at least BREEAM `Very Good'.
8.7 It must be noted that in the RSS this is only applicable to publicly
funded development. It is acknowledged that imposing such a criterion
within HQE8 would be too narrow and would not achieve the goals
set out in National Policy, or indeed the Core Strategy's vision and
objectives. As such, the above thresholds should be applicable to all
forms of development, publicly or privately funded, but with the added
flexibility to ensure that there is scope to continue to develop should
these requirements make projects unviable. Central Land Holdings
therefore considers that Question 35 does not set an appropriate
approach to promote sustainable construction.
Proposed Change
8.8.Consequently, in order for Policy HQE8 to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
`A. Development will, through its planning, design, layout, construction
and usage, seek to reduce carbon emissions and make prudent and
efficient use of natural resources, particularly energy and water. This
includes expecting that:
1. All new development of 10 or more dwellings or 1000m2 (gross) of
non�residential floorspace will seek to achieve at least the RSS/ IRS
target in providing decentralised and renewable or very low carbon
energy technologies, taking into consideration factors such as feasibility
and viability
4. All new development will seek to achieve at /east The Code for
Sustainable Homes Level 3 or BREEAM 'Very Good; taking into
consideration factors such as feasibility and viability
8.9 It must be stressed that, as mentioned above, if criterion A2 is
based on criterion Al in seeking to ensure that all new developments
will achieve RSS/ IRS targets, then that also needs to be revised
accordingly.
Representations have already been made in relation to the absolute
terms currently proposed in Objective 15 and Proposed Policy SS1
therefore they will not be repeated here in relation to Policy HQE8.
However, as advocated in PPS12, all policies require an element of
flexibility so that they are not so restrictive that the ability to deliver
development is cast into doubt.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

In terms of criterion Al, the policy as currently drafted requires all new
development to achieve at least RSS/ IRS targets. However, Policy
ENV5 of the RSS includes a very important distinction in its
corresponding policy, stating that new developments of more than 10
dwellings or 1000m2 of non-resident/a/ floorspace should secure at
least 10% of their energy from decentralised and renewable or lowcarbon sources, unless, having regard to the type of development
involved and its design, this is not feasible or viable. '(our emphases).
This is a very important distinction which will obviously have been
given careful consideration throughout the RSS consultation periods
and has stood up to scrutiny at an Examination in Public.
As previously stated, the rigid imposition of any targets and thresholds,
regardless of their perceived benefits, could result in a detrimental
impact on development as they simply may not be suitable in all
instances, as advocated in the RSS. Further, this could impact on
deliverability of schemes and as such overly restrictive criteria could
ultimately be counter productive as development simply will not occur.
It appears that criterion A2 has included this flexibility by stating that
'Larger developments will aim to exceed the RSS/ IRS targets; (our
emphasis). However, if this is based on the fact that, similar to
criterion Al, all larger developments will need to achieve the RSS
targets, then it is similarly flawed.
Finally in terms of Policy HQE8, Central Land Holdings objects to
criterion A4. As currently drafted the criterion does not introduce any
flexibility, the principle of which has been discussed above, and
therefore will not be re-addressed here. Further, requiring a 'high
standard of sustainable construction' is too vague and ambiguous and
could easily be misinterpreted given the different levels contained
within The Code for Sustainable Homes or BREEAM. Consequently, 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'.
It must be noted that in the RSS this is only applicable to publicly
funded development.
It is acknowledged that imposing such a criterion within HQE8 would
be too narrow and would not achieve the goals set out in National
Policy, or indeed the Core Strategy's vision and objectives. As such,
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the above thresholds should be applicable to all forms of development,
publicly or privately funded, but with the added flexibility to ensure
that there is scope to continue to develop should these requirements
make projects unviable. Central Land Holdings therefore considers
that Question 35 does not set an appropriate approach to promote
sustainable construction.
Proposed Change
Consequently, in order for Policy HQE8 to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
`A. Development will, through its planning, design, layout, construction
and usage, seek to reduce carbon emissions and make prudent and
efficient use of natural resources, particularly energy and water. This
includes expecting that:
1. All new development of 10 or more dwellings or 1000m2 (gross) of
nonresidential floorspace will seek to achieve at least the RSS/ IRS
target in providing decentralised and renewable or very low carbon
energy technologies, taking into consideration factors such as feasibility
and viability
4. All new development will seek to achieve at least The Code for
Sustainable Homes Level 3 or BREEAM 'Very Good', taking into
consideration factors such as feasibiity and viability [DELETE ' attain a
high standard of sustainable construction in line with the prescribed
national ratings (The Code for Sustainable Homes, BREEAM or
equivalent']
It must be stressed that, as mentioned above, if criterion A2 is based
on criterion Al in seeking to ensure that all new developments will
achieve RS5/ IRS targets, then that also needs to be revised
accordingly.
Consultation Draft PPS: ‘Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a
Changing Climate’ (2010) suggests that local planning authorities
should assess their area for opportunities for decentralised energy.
The assessment should focus on opportunities at a scale which could
supply more than an individual building and include up-to-date mapping
of heat demand and possible sources of supply.
It is not clear whether such evidence based work has been completed
to support Core Strategy policy HQE8. We therefore consider parts
a) and b) to be unsound as there is no evidence to suggest the 10%
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target (or more as sought in part b of the proposed policy) in the RSS
for reduced energy from decentralised and/or renewable sources is
realistic for East Riding.
The Parish Council concurs with the policy

This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of smaller and medium
sized sites.
Representations have already been made in relation to the absolute
terms currently proposed in Objective 15 and Proposed Policy SS1
therefore they will not be repeated here in relation to Policy HQE8.
However, as advocated in PPS12, all policies require an element of
flexibility so that they are not so restrictive that the ability to deliver
development is cast into doubt.
In terms of criterion Al, the policy as currently drafted requires all new
development to achieve at least RSS/ IRS targets. However, Policy
ENVS of the RSS includes a very important distinction in its
corresponding policy, stating that 'new developments of more than 10
dwellings or 1000m2 of non-residential floorspace should secure at
least 10% of their energy from decentralised and renewable or lowcarbon sources, unless, having regard to the type of development
involved and its design, this is not feasible or viable.'(our emphases).
This is a very important distinction which will obviously have been
given careful consideration throughout the RS5 consultation periods
and has stood up to scrutiny at an Examination in Public.
As previously stated, the rigid imposition of any targets and thresholds,
regardless of their perceived benefits, could result in a detrimental
impact on development as they simply may not be suitable in all
instances, as advocated in the RSS. Further, this could impact on
deliverability of schemes and as such overly restrictive criteria could
ultimately be counter productive as development simply will not occur.

Comment noted. The policy has
been made more flexible and
incorporated into ENV1 of the
Draft Strategy Document.
See response to comment
CSPA/102.

See response to comment
CSPA/102.

It appears that criterion A2 has included this flexibility by stating that
'Larger developments will aim to exceed the RSS/ .IRS targets: (our
emphasis). However, if this is based on the fact that, similar to
criterion Al, all larger developments will need to achieve the R5S
targets, then it is similarly flawed.
Finally in terms of Policy HQE8, KPDC objects to criterion A4. As
currently drafted the criterion does not introduce any flexibility, the
principle of which has been discussed above, and therefore will not be
re-addressed here. Further, requiring a 'high standard of sustainable
construction' is too vague and ambiguous and could easily be
misinterpreted given the different levels contained within The Code
for Sustainable Homes or BREEAM. Consequently, 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'.
It must be noted that in the RSS this is only applicable to publicly
funded development.
It is acknowledged that imposing such a criterion within HQE8 would
be too narrow and would not achieve the goals set out in National
Policy, or indeed the Core Strategy's vision and objectives. As such,
the above thresholds should be applicable to all forms of development,
publicly or privately funded, but with the added flexibility to ensure
that there is scope to continue to develop should these requirements
make projects unviable. KPDC therefore considers that Question 35
does not set an appropriate approach to promote sustainable
construction.
Proposed Change
Consequently, in order for Policy HQE8 to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
'A. Development will, through its planning, design, layout, construction
and usage, seek to reduce carbon emissions and make prudent and
efficient use of natural resources, particularly energy and water. This
includes expecting that:
1. All new development of 10 or more dwellings or 1000m2 (gross) of
nonresidential floorspace will seek to achieve at least the RSS/ IRS
target in providing decentralised and renewable or very low carbon
energy technologies,, taking into consideration factors such as
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feasibility and viability
4. All new development will seek to achieve at least The Code for
Sustainable Homes Level 3 or BREEAM 'Very Good; taking into
consideration factors such as feasibility and viability [DELETE 'attain a
high standard of susrainable construction in line with the prescribed
national ratings (The Code for Sustainable Homes, BREEAM or
equivalent)']
It must be stressed that, as mentioned above, if criterion A2 is based
on criterion Al in seeking to ensure that all new developments will
achieve RSS/ IRS targets, then that also needs to be revised
accordingly.
We support the policy, however where housing developments take
place with reliance on the private car for transport to work, leisure
and retail, this negates this policy objective entirely.
Representations have already been made in relation to the absolute
terms currently proposed in Objective 15 and Proposed Policy SS1
therefore they will not be repeated here in relation to Policy HQE8.
However, as advocated in PPS12, all policies require an element of
flexibility so that they are not so restrictive that the ability to deliver
development is cast into doubt.
In terms of criterion Al, the policy as currently drafted requires all new
development to achieve at least RSS/ IRS targets. However, Policy
ENV5 of the RSS includes a very important distinction in its
corresponding policy, stating that new developments of more than 10
dwellings or 1000m2 of non-residential floorspace should secure at
least 10% of their energy from decentralised and renewable or lowcarbon sources, unless, having regard to the type of development
involved and its design, this is not feasible or viable. '(our emphases),
This is a very important distinction which will obviously have been
given careful consideration throughout the RSS consultation periods
and has stood up to scrutiny at an Examination in Public.
As previously stated, the rigid imposition of any targets and thresholds,
regardless of their perceived benefits, could result in a detrimental
impact on development as they simply may not be suitable in all
instances, as advocated in the RSS. Further, this could impact on
deliverability of schemes and as such overly restrictive criteria could
ultimately be counter productive as development simply will not occur.

Comment noted. The location of
development has been covered
in the Spatial Strategy section.
See response to comment
CSPA/102.

It appears that criterion A2 has included this flexibility by stating that
'Larger developments will aim to exceed the R55/ IRS targets'. (our
emphasis). However, if this is based on the fact that, similar to
criterion Al, all larger developments will need to achieve the RSS
targets, then it is similarly flawed.
Finally in terms of Policy HQE8, Central Land Holdings objects to
criterion A4. As currently drafted the criterion does not introduce any
flexibility, the principle of which has been discussed above, and
therefore will not be re-addressed here. Further, requiring a 'high
standard of sustainable construction' is too vague and ambiguous and
could easily be misinterpreted given the different levels contained
within The Code for Sustainable Homes or BREEAM. Consequently, 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'.
It must be noted that in the RSS this is only applicable to publicly
funded development.
It is acknowledged that imposing such a criterion within HQE8 would
be too narrow and would not achieve the goals set out in National
Policy, or indeed the Core Strategy's vision and objectives. As such,
the above thresholds should be applicable to all forms of development,
publicly or privately funded, but with the added flexibility to ensure
that there is scope to continue to develop should these requirements
make projects unviable. Central Land Holdings therefore considers
that Question 35 does not set an appropriate approach to promote
sustainable construction.
Proposed Change
Consequently, in order for Policy HQE8 to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
'A. Development will, through its planning, design, layout, construction
and usage, seek to reduce carbon emissions and make prudent and
efficient use of natural resources, particularly energy and water. This
includes expecting that:
1, All new development of 10 or more dwellings or 1000m2 (gross) of
non�residential floorspace will seek to achieve at least the RSS/ IRS
target in providing decentralised and renewable or very low carbon
energy technologies, taking into consideration factors such as feasibility
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and viability
4. All new development will seek to achieve at least The Code for
Sustainable Homes Level 3 or BREEAM 'Very Good; taking into
consideration factors such as feasibility and viability
It must be stressed that, as mentioned above, if criterion A2 is based
on criterion Al in seeking to ensure that all new developments will
achieve RSS/ IRS targets, then that also needs to be revised
accordingly.
Consultation Draft PPS: 'Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a
Changing Climate' (2010) suggests that local planning authorities
should assess their area for opportunities for decentralised energy.
The assessment should focus on opportunities at a scale which could
supply more than an individual building and include up-to-date mapping
of heat demand and possible sources of supply.
It is not clear whether such evidence based work has been completed
to support Core Strategy policy HQE8. We therefore consider parts
a) and b) to be unsound as there is no evidence to suggest the 10%
target (or more as sought in part b of the proposed policy) in the RSS
for reduced energy from decentralised and/or renewable sources is
realistic for East Riding.
Objection
We refer to those representations that have already been made in
relation to Objective 15 and Proposed Policy SS1, which will not be
repeated here. PPS12 set out that the Core Strategy needs to be
flexible and needs to be able to deal with changing circumstances. It
also sets out that plans should be able to show how they will handle
contingencies it may not always be possible to have maximum certainty
about the deliverability of the strategy.
In terms of criteria A1, the policy as currently drafted requires (our
emphasis) all new development to achieve at least RSS/ IRS targets.
However, Policy ENV5 of the RSS states that ?new developments of
more than 10 dwellings or 1000m� of non-residential floorspace
should secure at least 10% of their energy from decentralised and
renewable
or low-carbon sources, unless, having regard to the type of
development involved and its design, this is not feasible or viable.? (our
emphases).

See response to comment
CSPA/102.
The Council will support
opportunities for decentralised
energy, including at a scale that is
greater than individual buildings,
the Council recommends the
use if the UK CHP development
map to consider where district
heating may be appropriate. This
is covered by policy EC6 of the
Draft Strategy Document.
See response to comment
CSPA/102.

Galliford believes this is an important distinction, which has been
tested through the Examination in Public in 2006. Galliford considers
that a rigid imposition of any targets and thresholds, regardless of their
perceived benefits, could undermine the delivery of projects and as
such overly restrictive criteria could ultimately be counter productive
to
restrict development from progressing.
Part A2 of policy HQE8 appears to have included this flexibility by
stating that ?Larger developments will aim to exceed the RSS/ IRS
targets?. (our emphasis). However, if this is based on the fact that,
similar to criterion A1, all larger developments will need to achieve the
RSS targets and then it is similarly flawed.
With regards to criteria A4, our client objects on the basis that
requiring a ?high standard of sustainable 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?.
Proposed Change
Taking into account the above points, and in order for Policy HQE8 to
be considered sound we recommend the following changes: ?A.
Development will, through its planning, design, layout, construction
and usage, seek to reduce carbon emissions and make prudent and
efficient use of natural resources, particularly energy and water. This
includes expecting that:
1. All new development of 10 or more dwellings or 1000m� (gross)
of non-residential floorspace will seek to achieve at
least the RSS/ IRS target in providing decentralised and renewable or
very low carbon energy technologies, taking
into consideration factors such as feasibility and viability
2. As drafted
3. As drafted
All new development will seek to achieve at least The Code for
Sustainable Homes Level 3 or BREEAM ?Very Good?, taking into
consideration factors such as feasibility and viability?.
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Representations have already been made in relation to the absolute
terms currently proposed in Objective 15 and Proposed Policy SS1
therefore they will not be repeated here in relation to Policy HQE8.
However, as advocated in PPS12, all policies require an element of
flexibility so that they are not so restrictive that the ability to deliver
development is cast into doubt.
In terms of criterion Al, the policy as currently drafted requires all new
development to achieve at least RSS/ IRS targets. However, Policy
ENV5 of the RSS includes a very important distinction in its
corresponding policy, stating that 'new developments of more than 10
dwellings or 1000m2 of non-residential floorspace should secure at
least 10% of their energy from decentralised and renewable or lowcarbon sources, unless, having regard to the type of development
involved and its design, this is not feasible or viable,'(our emphases).
This is a very important distinction which will obviously have been
given careful consideration throughout the RSS consultation periods
and has stood up to scrutiny at an Examination in Public.
As previously stated, the rigid imposition of any targets and thresholds,
regardless of their perceived benefits, could result in a detrimental
impact on development as they simply may not be suitable in all
instances, as advocated in the RSS. Further, this could impact on
deliverability of schemes and as such overly restrictive criteria could
ultimately be counter productive as development simply will not occur.
It appears that criterion A2 has included this flexibility by stating that
'Larger developments will aim to exceed the RSS/ IRS targets: (our
emphasis). However, if this is based on the fact that, similar to
criterion Al, all larger developments will need to achieve the RSS
targets, then it is similarly flawed.
Finally in terms of Policy HQE8, the Humber Growers Group objects
to criterion A4. As currently drafted the criterion does not introduce
any flexibility, the principle of which has been discussed above, and
therefore will not be re-addressed here. Further, requiring a 'high
standard of sustainable construction' is too vague and ambiguous and
could easily be misinterpreted given the different levels contained
within The Code for Sustainable Homes or BREEAM. Consequently, 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
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Code for Sustainable Homes or at least BREEAM 'Very Good'.
It must be noted that in the RSS this is only applicable to publicly
funded development.
It is acknowledged that imposing such a criterion within HQE8 would
be too narrow and would not achieve the goals set out in National
Policy, or indeed the Core Strategy's vision and objectives. As such,
the above thresholds should be applicable to all forms of development,
publicly or privately funded, but with the added flexibility to ensure
that there is scope to continue to develop should these requirements
make projects unviable. The Humber Growers Group therefore
considers that Question 35 does not set an appropriate approach to
promote sustainable construction.
Proposed Change
Consequently, in order for Policy HQE8 to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
'A. Development will, through its planning, design, layout, construction
and usage, seek to reduce carbon emissions and make prudent and
efficient use of natural resources, particularly energy and water. This
includes expecting that:
1. All new development of 10 or more dwellings or 1000m2 (gross) of
nonresidential floorspace will seek to achieve at least the RSS/ IRS
target in providing decentralised and renewable or very low carbon
energy technologies, taking into consideration factors such as feasibility
and viability
4. All new development will seek to achieve at least The Code for
Sustainable Homes Level 3 or BREEAM 'Very Good', taking into
consideration factors such as feasibility and viability [DELETE 'attain a
high standard of sustainable construction inline with the prescribed
national ratings (The Code for Sustainable Homes, BREEAM or
equivalent)]
It must be stressed that, as mentioned above, if criterion A2 is based
on criterion Al in seeking to ensure that all new developments will
achieve RSS/ IRS targets, then that also needs to be revised
accordingly.
8.1 Representations have already been made in relation to the absolute
terms currently proposed in Objective 15 and Proposed Policy SS1
therefore they will not be repeated here in relation to Policy HQE8.

See response to comment
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However, as advocated in PPS12, all policies require an element of
flexibility so that they are not so restrictive that the ability to deliver
development is cast into doubt.
8.2 In terms of criterion A1, the policy as currently drafted requires all
new development to achieve at least RSS/ IRS targets. However, Policy
ENV5 of the RSS includes a very important distinction in its
corresponding policy, stating that new developments of more than 10
dwellings or 1000m2 of non-resident/a/ floorspace should secure at
/east 10% of their energy from decentralised and renewable or lowcarbon sources, unless, having regard to the type of development
involved and its design, this is not feasible or viable.'(our emphases).
8.3 This is a very important distinction which will obviously have been
given careful consideration throughout the RSS consultation periods
and has stood up to scrutiny at an Examination in Public.
8.4 As previously stated, the rigid imposition of any targets and
thresholds, regardless of their perceived benefits, could result in a
detrimental impact on development as they simply may not be suitable
in all instances, as advocated in the RSS. Further, this could impact on
deliverability of schemes and as such overly restrictive criteria could
ultimately be counter productive as development simply will not occur.
8.5 It appears that criterion A2 has included this flexibility by stating
that 'Larger developments will aim to exceed the RSS/ IRS targets :
(our emphasis). However, if this is based on the fact that, similar to
criterion A1, all larger developments will need to achieve the RSS
targets, then it is similarly flawed.
8.6 Finally in terms of Policy HQE8, David Watts objects to criterion
A4. As currently drafted the criterion does not introduce any
flexibility, the principle of which has been discussed above, and
therefore will not be re-addressed here. Further, requiring a 'high
standard of sustainable construction' is too vague and ambiguous and
could easily be misinterpreted given the different levels contained
within The Code for Sustainable Homes or BREEAM. Consequently, 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'.
8.7 It must be noted that in the RSS this is only applicable to publicly
funded development.
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It is acknowledged that imposing such a criterion within HQE8 would
be too narrow and would not achieve the goals set out in National
Policy, or indeed the Core Strategy's vision and objectives. As such,
the above thresholds should be applicable to all forms of development,
publicly or privately funded, but with the added flexibility to ensure
that there is scope to continue to develop should these requirements
make projects unviable. David Watts therefore considers that
Question 35 does not set an appropriate approach to promote
sustainable construction.
Proposed Change
8.8 Consequently, in order for Policy HQE8 to be sound it should be
revised as follows:
'A. Development will, through its planning, design, layout, construction
and usage, seek to reduce carbon emissions and make prudent and
efficient use of natural resources, particularly energy and water. This
includes expecting that:
1. All new development of 10 or more dwellings or 1000m2 (gross) of
nonresidential floorspace will seek to achieve at least the RSS/ IRS
target in providing decentralised and renewable or very low carbon
energy technologies, taking into consideration factors such as feasibility
and viability
4. All new development will seek to achieve at least The Code for
Sustainable Homes Level 3 or BREEAM 'Very Good; taking into
consideration factors such as feasibility and viability [DELETE 'attain a
high standard of sustainable construction in line with the prescribed
national ratings (The Code for Sustainable Homes, BREEAM or
equivalent)]
8.9 It must be stressed that, as mentioned above, if criterion AZ is
based on criterion Al in seeking to ensure that ali new developments
will achieve RSS/ IRS targets, then that also needs to be revised
accordingly.
10.4 Our Client is generally supportive of the aims of Proposed Policy
HQE8. We note however that whilst part A.1 of the Policy is largely in
line with Policy ENV5 of the RSS, it neglects the impact of such
technologies on viability. On this basis, our Client objects to this part
of the Policy. Viability is recognised within Policy ENV5 and should
consequently be recognised within this Policy in order to maintain its

See response to comment
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flexibility. Our Client therefore requests that the final clause of Policy
ENV5; "unless, having regard to the type of development involved and
its design, this is not feasible or viable", is included at the end of part
A.1.
10.5 Our Client also objects to the terminology of part A.4 of Policy
HQE8, which requires a "high standard of sustainable construction in
line with the prescribed national ratings': It is considered that the
words 'a high standard' are ambiguous and could easily be
misinterpreted. As per our comments at paragraph 5.4 and 5.5
(above), our Client recommends that this part of the Policy includes
reference to the different Code levels and timescales set out in
'Greener Homes for the Future' whilst being mindful of the imminent
review of timescales in respect of Code Level 6.
Question 35
10.6 Our Client believes that as drafted, Policy HQE8 does not at
present set out an appropriate approach to sustainable construction
and should therefore take into account the representations made at
paragraphs 10.4 and 10.5 (above).
This policy refers to the targets in the RSS which has now been
revoked. If the Council wishes to set a threshold for new
developments achieving decentralised, renewable or low carbon
energy technologies the level of this threshold should be supported by
the evidence base. In particular, it should be demonstrated that this
will not have an adverse impact on the viability of Group smaller and
medium sized sites.
Whilst we broadly support the thrust of this Policy, it ought, also, to
make reference to the important role which the reuse of existing
buildings can make to reducing energy demands in the Plan area.
Research by the Building Research Establishment estimated that the
energy inherent in materials and construction show that a typical
Victorian house contains energy equivalent to 15,000 litres of petrol.
Demolition and construction of new buildings therefore demands a
considerable investment of energy taking account of the energy
embedded within the building, the energy required for demolition and
the energy required for construction of a new building. Any new
buildings therefore have to be many times more energy-efficient than
the old to make the equation balance over a reasonably short pay-back

See response to comment
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We support this Policy particularly Criterion I. which requires the
demand for minerals to be met in a manner which
safeguards the area?s environmental assets and the quality of life of its
communities. However:(a) MPS1 Annex 3 requires Mineral Planning Authorities to, where
practicable, identify and safeguard important historic
sources of building and roofing stone. English Heritage is currently
undertaking work with the British Geological Society to identify
sources of building and roofing stone around the Region and the keys
areas where the stone has been used. The results of this work, known
as the ‘Strategic Stone Study’, are due to be completed this Autumn.
This study may identify a number of historic quarries within the plan
area which should be identified for safeguarding in line with the

Officer Comments
Following the introduction of the
National Planning Policy
Framework and Local Planning
Regulations, which take away any
requirement for a 'Core
Strategy' to which all other Local
Plan documents need to
conform, the minerals policy
element previously contained in
the Core Strategy (except for
that element regarding what
non-minerals development needs
to do within mineral safeguarding
areas) has now been transferred
to the Joint Minerals Plan.
Officer comments to address
consultee feedback to this policy
will therefore be provided via
the Joint Minerals Plan process.
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guidance in MPS1. Consequently, provision for this should be made
within Policy HQE9.
(b) The site at Greenwick Quarry site is located in an extremely
important archaeological landscape. The western part of this site
includes a section of linear boundary dyke on Millington Lings which is
a Scheduled Monument. This monument is part of a very extensive and
important system of linear boundary dykes in this area of the
Yorkshire Wolds, dating back to the Bronze Age several areas of
which lie to the south, west and east of this Area of Search. There are
also two round barrows within 150 metres of the boundary of this
area. We have significant concerns about further extension of
quarrying activities within this sensitive landscape.
Suggested amendment: (a) Add an additional Criterion to Policy HQE9
as follows:- ‘Safeguarding those quarries which the Strategic Stone
Study has identified as being important historic sources of building and
roofing stone’
(b) Before identifying this site as a potential minerals site, an
archaeological assessment needs to be undertaken of
this area.
Natural England considers that more emphasis should be placed on the
opportunities for positive restoration projects. With careful
management there is great potential to enhance wildlife, e.g. through
contribution to targets sets out in the UK and Local Biodiversity
Action Plan. More detail on what is required in terms of restoration
should be provided in the Joint Minerals Development Plan Document.
The Council should also refer to the ‘Nature After Minerals
Programme’, developed by Natural England and the RSPB, with support
from the Mineral Products Association, which seeks to help nature
following mineral extraction. More information is provided on the
programme’s website, www.afterminerals.com.
Sites which support important species and habitats should be afforded
the highest degree of protection from mineral developments.
Centrica supports policy HQE9 which states that sustainable minerals
development will be achieved by ensuring that
proposals for future development for oil and gas extraction, storage
and transportation that provision has been made for mitigation of all
environmental impacts during the anticipated lifetime of the

See response to comment
CSPA/324.

See response to comment
CSPA/324.

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Alex Gymer,

Support

CSPA/1243

development.
Centrica is committed to understanding, managing and reducing the
environmental impact of its activities. The company has implemented
internationally recognised environmental systems and is EMAS and
IS014001 accredited.
Yes

Support

CSPA/1366

Yes

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/1329

Chris Brake, Dalton
Warner Davis on behalf of
E.ON UK, E.ON UK

Object

CSPA/1516

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1578

Point J of this policy HQE9 should include a reference to the
encouragement of restoration end uses for minerals sites, as these
contribute to the enhancement of biodiversity and green
infrastructure. This should link into the biodiversity priorities for the
area, which they sit within, and be informed by the relevant ERYBAP
priorities.
Section 9 (A High Quality Environment) ‘Providing for the Supply of
See response to comment
Minerals’ notes at paragraph 9.154 that the Core Strategy will provide
CSPA/324.
an overarching policy context within which the JMDPD can be
prepared and proposes a policy HQE9.
The policy HQE9A refers to ‘identifying Safeguarding Areas for sand
and gravel, crushed rock, limestone, industrial chalk, clay and silica sand
in the Joint Minerals DPD’. Figure 22 Simplified Geology of the East
Riding refers to ‘salt’ along with other minerals.
Suggested change ‘ for clarification and having regard to the recognised
importance of gas importation and storage in Section 6 the policy
HQE9A should refer to ‘salt’ (see below)
The policy HQE9A refers to ‘identifying Safeguarding Areas for sand
and gravel, crushed rock, limestone, industrial chalk, clay [DELETE] and
[END DELETE] silica sand [UNDERLINED] and salt [END
UNDERLINGING] in the Joint Minerals DPD?.
At HQE9, there is reference to ‘storage and transportation’, which is
assumed to be ‘gas storage’, the wording should be changed to read
[UNDERLINED] ‘gas storage and transportation’ [END
UNDERLINING}
The Parish Council concurs with the policy
See response to comment
CSPA/324.

See response to comment
CSPA/324.
See response to comment
CSPA/324.
See response to comment
CSPA/324.

Miss Rachael Bust, The
Coal Authority

Support

CSPA/1978

Miss Rachael Bust, The
Coal Authority

Object

CSPA/1979

Mr Dave Evans, Humber
Archaeology Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2281

As you will be aware The Coal Authority has commented upon the
East Riding and Hull Joint Minerals Core Strategy Preferred
Approaches in June 2010, in addition to the comments it made on that
DPD it does not wish to make any comments specifically upon this
Core Strategy.
In relation to the overall approach to minerals, set out in Policy HQE9,
you invited comments to be made on this policy in the Joint Minerals
Core Strategy and in this Core Strategy. For the sake of completeness
The Coal Authority made the following comments on Policy HQE9 in
response to the Joint Minerals Core Strategy:
Consistent with National Policy - Yes
Support ? The Coal Authority supports the overall general policy
approach advocated towards coal and coal bed methane proposals in
criterion H and restoration in criterion J.
Justified - No
Comment ? The Coal Authority is concerned about the inclusion of
the word ‘all’ in relation to environmental impacts in criterion H. This
implies that development that results in any environmental impact may
not be acceptable, whereas in practical terms the planning system
should be addressing necessary adverse environmental impacts.
Criterion H is therefore suggested for rewording as follows:
‘Ensuring that proposals for future development for oil and gas
extraction, storage and transportation, and for exploitation of coal and
coal bed methane demonstrate that adequate
provision has been made for mitigation of [Delete "all"] [insert
"necessary adverse"] environmental impacts during the anticipated
lifetime of the development’
Reason ? This would make the policy more suitable for implementation
and will not result in unnecessary expectations in the minds of
communities that developments can be implemented without any
environmental impacts.
We support this Policy, particularly Criterion I,. which requires the
demand for minerals to be met in a manner which safeguards the
area’s environmental assets and the quality of life of its communities.
However, MPS1 Annex 3 requires Mineral Planning Authorities to,
where practicable, to identify and safeguard important historic sources
of building and roofing stone.

See response to comment
CSPA/324.

See response to comment
CSPA/324.

See response to comment
CSPA/324.

Philip Neaves, CB Richard
ellis on behalf of
Composite Energy Ltd, C B
Richard Ellis

Object

CSPA/2025

English Heritage is currently undertaking work with the British
Geological Society to identify sources of building and roofing stone
around the Region, and the keys areas where the stone has been used.
The results of this work, known as the ‘Strategic Stone Study’, are due
to be completed shortly. This study may identify a number of historic
quarries within the plan area which should be identified for
safeguarding, in line with the guidance in MPS1. Consequently,
provision for this should be made within Policy HQE9.
Delete reference to coal bed methane from Policy HQE9 Criterion
(H). Insert new criterion as follows:
"Proposals for the appraisal, exploration and production of
unconventional oil and gas should ensure that likely impacts are
identified and satisfactorily addressed. Sites should be fully restored
upon completion."
At page 202, insert supporting text and policy to deal with "Onshore
Gas Extraction - Unconventional Gas". Please see attached letter for
explanation.[Relevant section (not introduction to company/repetition
of policy) of attached letter included as additional comments below]
Representation
Composite Energy Limited welcomes the recognition given to Coal
Bed Methane but believes the references to the importance of CBM
and other forms of onshore oil and gas as given in the Joint Minerals
Development Plan policies and text require clarification and that there
is a need to rectify some inaccuracies. This representation is intended
to provide further information to re-enforce the arguments for
recognition within the development plan of the importance of
unconventional gas and the adoption of specific policy to deal with
CBM and shale gas.
Policy HQE9 makes reference at Criterion H to future development of
oil and gas and coal bed methane. In response to question 36,
regarding the adequacy of Policy HQE9, the reference to adequate
provision being made "for mitigation of all environmental impacts",
should be revised in line with MPS1. Coal Bed Methane is a much less
intensive process than the others identified and we believe a new
criterions should be added. The criterion should state:
"(1) Proposals for the appraisal, exploration and production of
unconventional oil and gas should ensure that likely impacts are

See response to comment
CSPA/324.

identified and satisfactorily addressed. Sites should be fully restored
upon completion."
The Government's Energy White Paper addresses the security of
future energy supply, advocating maximising economic production
from our domestic fossil fuel reserves.
Minerals Policy Statement 1: Planning & Minerals (2006) [MPS1]
recognises that minerals are essential to the nations prosperity and
quality of life and their ability to help create and develop sustainable
communities.
It identifies a number of aims to reduce the impact of decreasing
offshore gas production, one of which is the aim of encouraging the
development of clean coal technologies, [i.e. CBM & shale gas]
MPS1 seeks that MPAs identify coal reserves and CBM Licence Areas
within their Local Development Documents. It also requires that they
identify the relevant constraints to development in those areas. We
believe that reference should also be made to shale gas which is
covered by the same PEDL licence.
The area covered by the Minerals Plan contains significant reserves of
unworked coal along with other hydrocarbon resources that can make
a positive contribution to the nation's energy supply and sustainable
economic development of the area by embracing new energy
technologies, including CBM and shale gas. It is therefore vital that the
Core Strategy recognises the guidance contained in MPS1 and the
importance of unworked coal seams and shale reservoirs establishing
avision for the area for the next 10 - 15 years, a list of objectives to aid
the development of this resources and a suite of strategies and policies
to enable its delivery.
It is also possible that the coal seams worked could contribute to
carbon capture by chemically bonding carbon dioxide to the coal (using
flue gases) as part of a concurrent process of improving the efficiency
of methane release.
Composite Energy requests that the importance of Unconventional gas
and in particular CBM and shale gas is reflected by a specific policy, or
an insert into a policy to reflect its importance as an alternative source
of energy. Reference should also be made to the importance of
safeguarding. Composite Energy believes that the PEDL areas should
be identified and safeguarded on the proposals map. Accordingly,

Composite Energy requests that the following wording should be
included within the core strategy.
Supporting Text
At page 202, after section on providing for the supply of minerals and
policy HQE, insert supporting text and policy as follows:
"ONSHORE GAS EXTRACTION Unconventional Gas
The Government's energy policy seeks to encourage the full range of
onshore oil and gas or part of a strategy for clean coal technology. This
is supported in Minerals Policy Statement 1: Minerals and Planning
(MPS1). On-shore gas extraction is comprehensively regulated. The
Department of Energy and Climate Change has awarded a Petroleum,
Exploration and Development Licences for an area which covers pads
o Hull & East Riding of Yorkshire.
These PEDL areas have the potential to produce gas from the deep
virgin (un-mined) coal seams (at depths of 550m to 1500m) in this area
and from shale reservoirs (at depths of 914m to 3700m). These PEDL
areas are also located close to the existing national power (gas and
electricity) transmission grid and they cire in important strategic
location.
Coal Bed Methane (CBM) and shale gas developments provide an
opportunity to extract a nationally important natural energy resource
without the environmental impact normally associated with coal
extraction.
The extraction of CBM and shale gas in the Hull & East Riding of
Yorkshire area will be incremental In nature and involve more than
one exploration and production site. Due to advanced drilling
techniques, 'these sites can be up to 1 km apart."

Paragraph 9.166
Consultee
Mr Barry E Robinson,

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/711
I note on page 204, a statement 'What you told us....' quote.
The majority of respondents considered the suggested themed content
to be suitable focus for the policy. Most also considered that an
approach of recycling, re-using, or composting non-residual waste, and
recovering energy from residual waste was the most appropriate way
of moving waste uo the waste management hierarchy.'

Officer Comments
All responses to the previous
Joint Waste DPD issues and
options (2008) were reported to
the East Riding of Yorkshire
Council’s Cabinet on 9th Dec
2008 and are publicly available.

Unquote.
Please tell me what this actually means. For instance, what does, 'the
suggested themed content', actually mean?
Please explain what, 'Most also considered that an approach of
recycling ,etc and recovering energy from the residual waste was the
most appropriate way of moving waste up to the waste management
hierarchy' means? I have no recollection of agreeing that 55% of waste
is residual waste, nor that recovering energy from waste by means of
incicneration, (your interpretation of 'recovering energy from waste'),
is acceptable.
please quantify with actual numbers your statement, 'The majority of
respondents considered......'

The potential content of the
Core Strategy Waste Policy was
set out as a series of bullet
points in the document which
were broadly supported during
consultation. Three options for
addressing the waste hierarchy
were presented of which an
option for recycle, reuse or
compost non-residual waste and
recovering energy from nonresidual waste drew the most
support.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National
Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.

Question 37
Consultee
Ingrid Barton,

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/325
Y

Officer Comments
Noted.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National

Mr Barry E Robinson,

Object

CSPA/576

The answer to question 37 is, 'No'.
The reasons are indicated in a significant piece of research: "Response
by People Against Incineration (PAIN) to the Nottinghamshire and
Nottingham Waste Core Strategy-Update.
This refers, not to the proposed ERYC Core Strategy (Sustainable
Waste Management Section), nor its KHCC equivalent, nor the
ERYC/KHCC Joint Waste Development Plan Document. It does
however deal with a similar/ the similar, situation faced by the Notts
campaigning group PAIN. The reasoning therein can be directly
transferred to our situation to prodce a satisfactory proposed Policy
HQE10-----(the policy I have already proposed to you in part 1 of my
submission).
1. A very important conclusion from teh calculations in the work by
PAIN, (mentioned above), is that prevention of waste is a vital factor in
the fight against climate change. It is not enough alone even to
maximise recycling and composting say to 70% or more in order to
become sustainable, without we strive vigourously to reduce the waste
we generate. Anything less, such as the joint councils' target of a 45%
recycling rate, followed by incineration of teh 55% remaining, will
therefore be inadequate. Yet the importance of this is not highlighted
in the proposals.
2. It is stated in the draft policy HQE10 that it should support the Joint

Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.
A review of the Joint Sustainable
Waste Management Strategy
which has given people a say on
what new recycling and
composting target is realistic for
household waste has been
completed and a new Joint
Municipal Waste Management
Strategy adopted.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National
Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local

Mr Barry E Robinson,

Object

CSPA/718

Municipal Waste Management Startegy. It is no clear which JSWMS is
referred to.... teh present, probably unsound, JSWMS, base on outdated projected wast guesstimates, or a revised JSWMS, base on upto-date, realsitic waste projections. It must be made clear that it refers
to the latter.
3. A central part of the present JSWMS is incineration of residual
waste to produce electricity. A vitally important question ia, 'What
should it regard as residual waste? That relatively small
quantity qqich cannot be realsitically, viablly conomically treated in
more sustainablke manner, or the much larger 55% left afeter the
minimal 45% recycling target is reahced? At present, residul waste is
regarded unsustainably as the 55%.
4. The present JSWMS, with its emphasis on incineration is supposed
to repreent sustainability. Yet, in reference, the Audit Commission
links incineration to low recycling levels (surely an unsustainable
attribute?) Clearly, the policy proposed in the draft document by the
officers is not sustainable.
5. I have already explained the problem of your proposal B, 'transport
via rail or water'.
I have not carefully and completely examined the 'ERYC Sustainability
Appraisal of the Core Strategy Development Plan Document.
Sustainability Appraisal Report' document.
However, I am already perturbed by certain anomalies which seem to
cast doubt on the quality of Atkins' workmanship, and the suitability of
the document. Naturally, if you consider that no action is required, I'll
accept your decision, and draw it to the Inspector's attention later.
I have the feelings that much of the data used is out of date, relevant to
the situation around 2006. I realise that some has been updated to
2008, but I feel that this has not been systematic.
There has been an exceptionally long gap between this consultation
stage and the previous 'options' stage which may account for it, but I
feel up-to-date data will produce surprisingly different conclusions.
For instance, there has been a dramatic turn around in the weight of
the waste arisings. Both municipal solid waste (MSW) and the closelyrelated household waste (HW) have decreased dramatically of late.
I do note that on page 70, it is stated that MSW has decreased since
2007, (without giving any impression of the significance). Yet I note

planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.

A review of the Joint Sustainable
Waste Management Strategy
which has given people a say on
what new recycling and
composting target is realistic for
household waste has been
completed and a new Joint
Municipal Waste Management
Strategy adopted.
The data on waste arisings used
as part of the Sustainability
Appraisal documentation has
been updated to reflect more
recent figures.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National

Mr Barry E Robinson,

Object

CSPA/719

Mr Barry E Robinson,

Object

CSPA/753

that on page 58 and elsewhere, it is stated that household waste is
increasing at 6& per year. (unfortunately I can find no data to confirm
this disturbingly high figure, If the latter data is incorrect the argument
for incineration becomes invalid). The mere fact it is claimed that HW
is increasing, and yet at the same time, the closely related, MSW is
decreasing, leads to serious questions.
On page 20 I note that the Joint Sustainable Waste management
Strategy (JSWMS) is dated 2006 and 2008. The incorrect date 2008
supports the ERYC Director for Energy from Waste's argument that
there is no justification for reviewing the JSWMS, but 2006 shoots his
argument down. There should then be a completely different approach
to waste management.

Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.
-

We believe the Core Strategy (Sustainable Waste Management
Section) is not sound.
Comment 1: In the Sustainability Appraisal Report mentioned, we note
that on pages x & 58, the consultants make an erroneous claim that
ever-increasing tonnages of household waste are being generated in
the East Riding. They make no attempt to justify the claim. They make
no attempt to determine whether the size of this alleged increase has
changed over a time period. Instead, they seem simply to use one,
unsubstantiated, figure, claiming that it increases at 6% p.a. This is a
fundamental error on a matter of fundamental importance. The
tonnages of household waste (HW), and of municipal solid waste
(MSW) generated in the East Riding are decreasing, as shown by the
council?s own statistics, regularly reported to, and checked by, Defra.
It is no surprise to find that similarly, the tonnages of HW and MSW
generated in the
joint authorities area, (ERYC plus KHCC), are decreasing, as are the
regional tonnages, and the national tonnages. have already drawn this
to the attention of the Planning Policy Officer, Mr. Owen
Robinson, in an e-mail, as follows [this email has already been input].
Comment 2

The data on waste arisings used
as part of the Sustainability
Appraisal documentation has
been updated to reflect more
recent figures.
A review of the Joint Sustainable
Waste Management Strategy
which has given people a say on
what new recycling and
composting target is realistic for
household waste has been
completed and a new Joint
Municipal Waste Management
Strategy adopted.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National
Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which

The (ERYC / KHCC) Joint Sustainable Waste Management Strategy
(2006), (JSWMS), ------------better known as Target45+, (retrievable via
www.target45plus.org.uk), is based on the Best Practicable
environmental Report Option (BPEO), (also retrievable via
www.target45plus.org.uk). It is a vital document, necessary to support
the Core Strategy. It indicates the targets and the technologies /
techniques required to manage the waste we generate. Unless it is
based on as accurate waste statistics as is possible, it is unsustainable
and will render the Core Strategy (Sustainable Waste Management
section) unsound.
The statistics on which its projections for waste are based are outdated. It is now clear that, rather than the increase in growth rate for
MSW of 3.97% p.a (in the East Riding), and increase in growth rate for
HW of 3.74% p.a (in the East Riding), as quoted in the JSWMS section
5.3 tables 3 and 4, there has been, over the last 3 years, a decrease of
approximately 3% p.a, for each of MSW and HW. (in the East Riding).
Further, the tonnages of each of MSW and HW generated in the joint
council's area has decreased significantly). Note the BPEO, pages 6 & 7.
Figure 1, 'Projections for waste growth until 2020'. This indicates that
by 2020, HW generated in the joint authority areas was projected to
be 600,000+ tonnes p.a. In the JSWMS, Section 8.1, it is stated that
both authorities planned to bring the growth rate down to zero by
2012 / 2013.
Quote?----------the Authorities will seek to reduce waste growth and
limit further waste growth from 2012 / 2013. Limiting growth from
2005 / 2006 was not thought to be realistic ---------------------introduction of [collection of] green waste could increase arisings
initially?. Unquote
The reality is that we have been experiencing a significant negative
growth for the last three years, both in the East Riding, and in the joint
Hull+East Riding area. Earlier, I estimated that by 2020 the two
authorities will be generating a maximum of 330,000 tonnes MSW
p.a.That's in the order of 270,000 tonnes p.a. less than the projections
on which the JSWMS and the BPEO are based! I suggest that the BPEO
and the JSWMS are no longer sound. Unless the JSWMS is thoroughly
reviewed, the Core Strategy (Sustainable Waste Management section),
and the proposed Joint Waste Management LDF, are / will be unsound.

take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.

There will be a serious risk that planning policy will encourage the
wrong technologies, in the wrong facilities, on inappropriate(-sized)
sites, at damaging financial cost.
Comment 3.
Proposed policy HQE 10: Sustainable Waste Management. Although
this policy must be couched in terms of generalities rather than
specifics, it should not be, (but is, in parts), meaningless, vague,
inappropriate, and banal. It must revolve totally around sustainability. I
suggest that a viable definition of ?sustainability? is, 'To live within the
carrying capacity of the planet / to return to the planet at least as much
as we take from it, in order that it may continue to function
effectively'. This must not be allowed to be interpreted as, 'To merely
claim to be sustainable'. We are all aware that we are using the
planet?s resources far faster than they can be replenished. Planning
policy must not be allowed to pay lip service. We suggest the following
is the only statement necessary to define ?Proposed policy HQE 10?.
Quote. The guiding philosophy shall be, 'Sustainable waste management
--------------- cost-effective solutions, compatible with social justice, and
the protection of all aspects of the environment of all'. Unquote.
All your statements A, B, C, have the potential to conflict with this
statement. Our suggestion, is simple, and places social justice and
environmental protection where they belong, ---------------- at the
forefront of waste management policy. Note. Although we regard your
statement B as superfluous, we point out that, as worded, it is open to
?misinterpretation? by a developer. It is meant to encourage the use of
rail- and water-borne transport if available, in preference to road
transport. But your statement merely suggests that rail or water
transport should be available. An astute developer will use the claim
that these alternatives are available, but, in fact, he will have no
necessary commitment to their use.
Further, transport is only one of a number of important factors in
sequential choice of sustainable site for a facility ----------------- other
factors may be equally or more important. Again, too much emphasis
on the importance of water-transport, In the Hull and East Riding area,
directs centralised heavy-industry-type facilities to the docks and
adjacent areas. This is not socially just to residents of areas such as the
Marfleet

Ms Diana Sandy,

Ms Sue Jolliffe, Friends of
the Earth - Hull

Observations

Observations

CSPA/800

CSPA/1275

ward in Hull, one of the most socially-deprived council wards in the
country, which will be at risk of being disadvantaged yet again.
I’m glad to see that some of my suggestions in re Waste Management
have been thought about. But I would suggest that all the elements are
sited near each other to reduce travel costs. They should be sited by a
railway line and a rive with perhaps a canal network alongside.

We are concerned the current waste disposal strategies are based on
a projection of increasing quantities of waste. The ERC figures appear
to be at odds with most other sources including DEFRA which show
that waste production is decreasing. Review of the figures and strategy
are therefore required.

Noted.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National
Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.
Up to data figures have been
used in a consultation on a
review of the Joint Sustainable
Waste Management Strategy. A
new Strategy has now been
adopted.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National
Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the

Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.
Comment noted.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National
Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.
See response to comment
CSPA/975.

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Support

CSPA/975

We recognise that the management of waste will be dealt with in detail
in the forthcoming Joint Waste Management DPD. We support East
Riding's commitment to sustainable waste management and the waste
hierarchy as stated in the policy.

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Alex Gymer,

Support

CSPA/1244

Yes

Support

CSPA/1367

Yes

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council
Mr Chris Taylor,

Object

CSPA/1330

In relation to part B of this policy moving wastes on waterways may
not be the most effective way of reducing pollution risk.

See response to comment
CSPA/975.
See response to comment
CSPA/975.

Observations

CSPA/1331

In relation to part C of this policy major developments (over
£300,000) already require a site waste management plan by law.

See response to comment
CSPA/975.

Object

CSPA/1579

The Parish Council finds the policy is conflictive with the need to

The issue of managing

Melbourne Parish Council

Mr Barry E Robinson,

ensure aquifers are secure from contamination.

Object

CSPA/1991

environmental hazards is dealt
with elsewhere in the plan.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National
Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.
[The Attachment to response] makes it clear that KHCC and ERYC
A review of the Joint Sustainable
have agreed with the EU authorities that they will not modify the
Waste Management Strategy has
present joint waste management contract. It indicates that they will not now taken place. This presented
proceed with the proposed 240,000 tonnes p.a. capacity waste
an opportunity to reconsider
incinerator. It suggests that the 240,000 tonnes incinerator is probably how municipal waste is managed
irrelevant to the LDF. It suggests that we are being inadequately
in the East Riding and Hull, and a
informed in the LDF consultations.
new Joint Waste Management
Strategy has been adopted
accordingly.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National
Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no

Mr Barry E Robinson,

Object

CSPA/2139

You know, you really must start consulting properly with us, the LDF
stakeholders, on waste management.
You have a Joint Sustainable Waste Management Strategy which is
unsound; you have LDDs which are being consulted on which depend
on a sound JSWMS; you have litigation on the Joint Waste
Management Contract coming up which a whistleblower tells me you
haven’t a chance of winning; WRG are not attaining landfill diversion
targets, so throwing CO2 strategies out; you’ve got household waste
and municipal solid waste arisings dropping like stones, yet in your LDF
Evidence Base documents you insist they are rising; you have given
planning permission for a 240,000 tpa incinerator, (scheduled to
generate 20MW electricity), which the EU will not allow you to build,
hence you won’t generate the 20 MW; the KHCC Infrastructure
report claims the electricity will be low-carbon, but you won’t be able
to generate the claimed amount; and so on.
The Examining Inspector who comes to inspect the soundness of your
LDDs etc, will have apoplexy, and yet ERYC for instance has only
insurance cover for such event of £10 million, (surely the Inspector’s
bosses will claim more than that in damages to him!).

longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted
within the Joint Waste Plan.
A review of the Joint Sustainable
Waste Management Strategy has
now commenced. This presents
an opportunity to reconsider
how municipal waste is managed
in the East Riding and Hull. In
tandem with this, a revised
issues and options Joint Waste
DPD has also been released.
Both of these documents have
been subject to a full public
consultation process.
Please note that following the
introduction of the National
Planning Policy Framework and
Local Planning Regulations, which
take away any requirement for a
'Core Strategy' to which all
other Local Plan documents
need to conform, a policy on
waste management will no
longer be adopted within the
Local Plan Strategy Document
(formerly known as the Core
Strategy). Instead, all local
planning policy specifically
relating to sustainable waste
management will be adopted

within the Joint Waste Plan.

Chapter 10
A strong and healthy community
Consultee
Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

Other

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire

Other

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1915 The working of the Local Cultural Partnership with its
strategy of seeking to engage widely across the Authority
through its 'Sense of Place' photographic competition
should be the model for other partnerships and to be
facilitated and encouraged by the provisions of the LDF.
There will in the current economic climate be a pressing
need to share services and facilities to make the very best
use of the resources available. The earlier point made
about ease of generous access to school facilities and
sites is a key factor which in turn may help to engage the
volunteer contribution. A potential improvement in
Broadband access, again as referred to earlier, has the
potential for engaging the widest possible range of the
public by keeping them informed and supported. Training
provision for more volunteers should be a significant
element in the LDF strategy, policies and practices.
CSPA/2206 Need play areas for all sites
Have to travel a long way to hospital ? Scarborough or
York depending on illness
GPs are full
Public transport to these areas
Leisure centre is run down
Internet cafe etc to keep kids off street
Post offices
Improve beach area
Green areas for football etc and accessible
Maintenance and safety
Allotments ? keep and improve and provide more.
CSPA/2198 ? Big lack of parks in Bridlington

Officer Comments
Comments noted

The Draft Strategy Document has a
variety of policies that will cover these
issues, particularly policies;
• EC5
• C1
• C2
• C3

Comments noted

Planning Aid on behalf of
Pensioners Action Group
East Riding

? Charge to go into Sewerby Park
? No seafront or central garden park
? Community & health facilities inadequate
? Ageing population but out of hours services and
hospitals poor

Paragraph 10.3
Consultee
Mr Richard Borrie,

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Mr Colin Butterfield,

Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/767
It would have been preferable to have the Infrastructure
Study and Delivery Plan available for this round of the
consultation. As it stands, the Core Strategy does not
(yet) have enough detail on the infrastructure that is
required to enable it to be delivered, nor any idea of the
cost of this infrastructure. These documents are
therefore crucial to any assessment of the deliverability
of the Core Strategy.
CSPA/686
A strong and Healthy Community: The proposed sites
would reduce the areas of existing open space and
greenfield sites.

Officer Comments
Noted. An Infrastructure Study has been
prepared to inform the Further
Consultation Core Strategy and Draft
Strategy Document.

Comment noted

Providing Community Services and Facilities
Consultee
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Goole College Students
Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
East Riding Youth
Assembly, East Riding
Youth Assembly

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/2179 - There is a need for facilities to keep young people out
of trouble, off the streets and with interests in their lives
? e.g. improved leisure facilities.
- West Park in Goole seen as a good facility ? could an
outdoor gym be planned there for the future?
CSPA/2173 Community Facilities and Open Space
- There is a consensus that community facilities and open
space are at a poor standard.
- There is no large hospital in Hornsea.
- There should be a 'Protective Policy' preventing
community facilities being taken away (demolished,
removed, etc).

Officer Comments
Comments noted

Comments noted

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

Observations

CSPA/2190

Community Facilities
- Good hospital in Hornsea.
- Withernsea needs better health facilities, nearest
hospital is in Hull.
- Hessle has good health facilities, Hull Royal Infirmary is
nearby.
- Run-down parks in Withernsea, need better parks.
- Good recreation facilities in Hornsea parks.
- Good park facilities in Hessle, Haltemprice Park has
good gym facilities.

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/396
Strongly support Section C - the local community should
be given the opportunity to retain facilities for
community use.

Ingrid Barton,

Observations

CSPA/326

Christopher Hurd,

Observations

CSPA/365

Rose Freeman, The
Theatres Trust

Object

CSPA/563

Mrs Pamela Austin, Cottage
Farm Neighbourhood
Watch

Object

CSPA/703

Question 38
Consultee
Mrs Judith Macklin,
Cottingham Parish Council

Probably not deliverable in the present financial climate.
Going in the right direction.
Can there be more local decent sized homes.

We object to this proposed policy as it is not consistent
with the accompanying text. Paragraph 10.9 on page 209
states that East Riding provides a range of sport, health,
social and cultural activities but only health and education
are mentioned within the policy itself. As there is no
Glossary to define a description of the term 'community
facilities' we suggest the policy spells out exactly what
services and facilities are included here so that decisions
on planning applications can be given a clear steer. (PPS12
�4.5)
In the Bridlington area no. A 25% permanent rise in
population will require Bridlington Hospital to be open
fully with a 24hour A+E Department Schools will need to

Officer Comments
The Localism Act, community right to bid
and amended planning policies within the
Draft Strategy Document further
supports this.
Comments noted
Policy H2 and H4 of the Draft Strategy
Document help ensure a mixture of
house sizes, types and affordability are
provided on each development
The definition of what the Council would
consider to community facility is given in
the supporting text of policy C2 of the
Draft Strategy Document - this includes
facilities that provide social interaction
and community cohesion

Comments noted

Ms Diana Sandy,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/799

Rebecca Lisseter,

Support with
conditions

CSPA/778

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Alex Gymer,

Support

CSPA/1242

be built.
Sewage and water resources will need to be extensively
overhauled leadup to high building costs. At present
insufficient for the developments already approved.
Bus services will need to be initiated and new routes
developed for a 7am to at least 11pm service or traffic
will be horrendous.
Parking on new developments will need off road spaces
for at least two cars per household or streets will be
obstructed for emergency vehicles.
If the economy is improved enough to give some jobs
then the closed tax office will need to be reopened and
definitely the benefit office expanded.
Just a thought ... If all our schools could move toward
becoming learning centres for all of the communities they
serve and if they could include the library network, all age
groups would benefit and the whole enterprise could
become much more cost effective. A suggestion for the
future maybe?
I agree with much of the proposed framework. However,
as a resident of one of the larger villages in the region,
Hutton Cranswick, I would like there to be a greater
emphasis on the development of local services within the
larger villages, or those marked as Rural Service Centres.
For example, Hutton Cranswick does not have its own
GP surgery. Currently the healthcare provision is all
based in Driffield and for many of the local residents it
can be difficult to travel there using the public transport
system, particularly for the elderly residents or those
with young children. Such services would be a welcome
addition to the village, and I am sure would be well used
by both the residents of Hutton Cranswick itself and
residents of smaller surrounding villages.
Yes

Support

CSPA/1368

Maintain SHC1

Comments noted.

Comments noted. Noted. An
Infrastructure Study has been prepared
to inform the Further Consultation Core
Strategy and Draft Strategy Document
and this considers demand and provision
of healthcare facilities.

Noted
Noted

Mr Jon Los,

Observations

CSPA/1506

Community facilities need to be regenerated and created,
thoughts needs put on the table with existing
developments to help councils get there ambitions filled.

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1825

Support

CSPA/1580

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2096

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Partenership In Enablement
Group

Observations

CSPA/2163

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/327
A2 Local people's ideas of "equally accessible" should be
sought, not assumed.
CSPA/1245 Yes

Officer Comments

CSPA/1369
CSPA/1494

Comment noted
The policy does not and could not stop a
facility from closing. The policy controls
the use of the unit and the Council would
only accept a change of use where it can
be proven that there is no longer a

The Parish Council concurs with the policy especially the
provision in D for Parish and Town Councils to be
involved in the decision.
We would support the policy SHC1 but see no value in
restricting the policy to LSCs and above. It is arguably
more important, and has a bigger impact for small villages
to reuse a redundant facility. We would request Policy C
is amended to delete all reference to settlement type.
Policy D should require formal pre-application
consultation with the Parish Council to establish the
importance of individual facilities and be given sufficient
notice commensurate with the complexities of the
proposals to develop solutions for their retention.
Equitable between Housing Growth and New
Community Facilities

Noted
Noted
Comments noted.
Policy C2 of the Draft Strategy
Document has been amended accordingly

Noted

Question 39
Consultee
Ingrid Barton,
Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Alex Gymer,
Melissa Madge, The Land
and Development Practice

Support
Support
Support with
conditions

Maintain current arrangement.
Policy SHC2 does provide a suitable framework for
assessing the potential loss of rural community facilities. It
should, however, be remembered that Planning cannot be
used to prevent the closure of the types of facilities
referred to. It can only consider the alternative uses

Comments noted
Comment noted

proposed for any buildings. Preventing a reasonable
change of use because the LPA consider that a facility
should be retained will not in itself secure the retention
of the facility.
Need for maintenance/improvement of public transport
in some areas and local shop(s) i.e. to meet local needs.

demand for that specific use.

The Parish Council concurs with the policy welcome the
opportunity in the provision in B for Parish and Town
Councils to be involved in the decision.
Policy SHC2 is supported. Policy B should require formal
pre-application consultation with the Parish Council to
establish the importance of individual facilities and be
given sufficient notice commensurate with the
complexities of the proposals to develop solutions for
their retention.
Should there be local service centre in the local village
schools?

Comment noted

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1826

Policy EC5 of the Draft Strategy
Document provides this tool through the
implementation of transport
statements/assessments and travel
planning.

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support

CSPA/1581

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/2097

Christopher Hurd,

Observations

CSPA/2026

Mr Mike Dando, Yorkshire
Planning Aid on behalf of
Partenership In Enablement
Group
Mr Stephen Courcier,
Carter Jonas LLP on behalf
of C Carver Esq and Family,

Support

CSPA/2162

All agreed that existing facilities and shops should be
kept.

Comment noted

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1118

The aim of proposed policy SHC2 is supported but rural
community facilities are much more likely to be retained
if the population base of settlements is maintained by
provision of new housing, including for families.

Comment noted
This point is discussed within the spatial
strategy, smaller villages will receive a
proportion of new housing.

Nature Of

Comment Response

Comment noted
The community right to buy provides
additional tools for this point.

Policy C2 of the Draft Strategy
Document is broad in the description of
possible community facilities that could
be provided to allow for such proposals
to be put forward where there is a
recognised need.

Paragraph 10.30
Consultee

Officer Comments

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Response:
Observations

ID
CSPA/1337

Nature Of
Response:
Object

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1339 We would suggest amending the wording of this Section
by deleting 'such as' so it just reads 'or compensate for
the loss of amenity, open space, biodiversity or a right of
way'. This makes it clear that biodiversity is an issue in its
own right and not simply an element of amenity value,
which is distinctly different.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/69
There is insufficient evidence on which to comment on
the current proposed approach pending the release of
the infrastructure study and the preference for the means
by which developer contributions to such provision will
be secured.

Officer Comments

The OPSCG understands that the Infrastructure Study
does not include an assessment of open space and that
the open space strategy (2008) provides the data relating
to recreation and leisure provision to complement this
study. The group has concerns that Appendix F:
Provision for Children and Young People from the open
space strategy contains data that are out-of-date and/or
do not reflect the actual quality (e.g. play value) and
standard of certain sites. The group would ask Forward
Planning to consider refreshing this information with
feedback from the OPSCG.

Comment noted. The Local Plan
preparation process will consider the
latest data available at the time.

Paragraph 10.31
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

This issue has been clarified in the Draft
Strategy Document to refer more
generally to the types of infrastructure
and facilities - which may be provided for
by developer contributions. Further
details are included within the
infrastructure delivery plan.

Proposed Policy SHC3
Consultee
Mr Michael Edgar,
Development Land &
Planning Consultants on
behalf of Strategic Land
Planning Trust

The Council has agreed to the principle
of introducing a Community
Infrastructure Levy in its area. Such a
charge would be consulted upon
separately alongside evidence of the
infrastructure needed to be secured
through funds from the charge. The
Infrastructure Study itself is now available
to view on the Councils Website.

Government regulations still allow for
section 106 agreements to pay for
infrastructure directly related to specific
development sites regardless of whether
a CIL charge is eventually introduced. A
combination of both contribution
mechanisms is therefore likely in future.

Question 40
Consultee
Mr Matthew Naylor,
Yorkshire Water

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

Nature Of
Response:
Support

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/135
Yorkshire Water supports policy SHC3; we have
commented on the infrastructure delivery plan and are
happy to discuss the coordination of infrastructure with
new development further. How would developer
contributions be dealt with on developments progressing
prior to the adoption of an SPD?

Observations

CSPA/253

The Crown Estate looks forward to responding to the
full policy on infrastructure and facilities once the
Infrastructure Study is complete and the SPD or charging
schedule for collecting developer contributions is
devised.
The Crown Estate would suggest the Council do not
apply a blanket tariff requiring the same level of
developer contributions on all sites throughout East
Riding as this may be unduly restrictive, may severely
impact on viability, and ultimately could prevent sites
coming forward for development.

Officer Comments
We continue to work closely with
Yorkshire Water on the emerging Local
Plan's implications on sewage treatment,
sewer capacity, and water supply
infrastructure. An SPD may not be
necessary for the continued use of
Section 106 agreements, however the
Council would need to introduce a
Community Infrastructure Levy Charging
Schedule in order to introduce CIL in its
area.
The Council has agreed to the principle
of introducing a Community
Infrastructure Levy in its area. Such a
charge would be consulted upon
separately alongside evidence of the
infrastructure needed to be secured
through funds from the charge. The
Infrastructure Study itself is now available
to view on the Councils Website.
Government regulations still allow for
section 106 agreements to pay for
infrastructure directly related to specific
development sites regardless of whether
a CIL charge is eventually introduced. A
combination of both contribution

mechanisms is therefore likely in future.

Caroline Searle, Entec UK
Ltd on behalf of Crown
Estate, Crown Estate
Ms Margaret Baddeley,
Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners Ltd on behalf of
Bourne Leisure Ltd, Bourne
Leisure Ltd

We are completing development viability
work which will inform what level of
developer contribution is to be expected
in different parts of the East Riding. This
will ensure that the vast majority of
developments are not prevented from
coming forward.
-

CSPA/255
Observations

CSPA/209

In response to Question 40, Bourne Leisure notes Policy
SHC3 requirement that:
"Developer contributions will be sought from new
development in order to meet the need for additional
infrastructure and facilities it generates and to mitigate its
impact on the environment and the community".
Such an approach will prevent developer contributions
being sought which are unrelated to the proposed
development or an attempt to supplement existing/
historical deficiencies in services or to fund provision in
other areas of the district, unrelated to the proposed
development. However, the Company considers it would
be prudent for the policy to expressly clarify that
developer contributions should be directly related to the
development as set out in the Community Infrastructure
Regulations (CIL) 2010, paragraph 122.2.
Whilst Bourne Leisure welcomes the statement in Policy
SHC3.C that, "...in setting the level of developer
contributions, regard will be had to the viability of
development and, where appropriate, specific
circumstances affecting the viability of individual sites".
The Company considers that reference should also be
made to the need for developer contributions to be fairly
and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed
development, also set out in the CIL Regulations 2010,

Whilst the CIL regulations require
Section 106 contributions to be directly
related to specific development sites,
there is no such requirement for CIL
contributions which simply need to
facilitate the overall development planned
in the Local Authority area.
CIL regulations and the NPPF already
require Section 106 contributions to be
fairly and reasonably related in scale and
kind to the proposed development. As
set out above CIL contributions need
only pay for infrastructure needed to
facilitate the overall development planned
in the Local Authority area.
The principles set out in Government
Circular 11/95 on planning conditions do
not need to be reiterated in the Local
Plan.

Ingrid Barton,
Mr Richard Borrie,

Observations
Observations

CSPA/329
CSPA/768

Mr Geoff Heald, Went
Internal Drainage Board

Object

CSPA/720

paragraph 122.2. In addition, in order to reflect
Government advice in Circular 11/95 on planning
conditions, the potential impact of proposed
development should be dealt with by planning conditions
rather than by seeking developer contributions.
Not sure until more info.
SHC3 appears to be sufficiently detailed with regard to
how developer contributions are to be organised and
enforced. However in the absence of the Infrastructure
Study, it is not clear what the costs of the Core Strategy
are and therefore what level of contribution is going to
be needed from developers. The policy appears to
assume that individual developers will contribute to
specific pieces of community infrastructure local to the
area they are building in. That sounds desirable, but it
may become difficult to manage given that the overall
level of investment needed by the Core Strategy is likely
to be very large and involve investment from many
stakeholders, and the timing of delivery of key
components of strategic infrastructure may not dovetail
neatly with individual development projects. The Council
also needs to demonstrate that it has similar measures in
place to ensure other sources of funding are made
available when required, including funding from partner
organisations, central government, and from budget
allocations within the Council.
It is probable that some of the new developments will be
within the above Internal Drainage Board's area. Under
such circumstances any proposals which are likely to
interfere with or affect any watercourse in their district
will need to be assessed and commented on.
The Board is defined as the Statutory Drainage Authority
within their district, and they will need to be consulted
on all issues relating to surface water run off from any
potential site for development. Their consent always is a
requirement when applications indicate changes to
surface water discharges from any site.

Noted.
The Infrastructure Study is available on
the Council's website and sets out the
various items of infrastructure required
to facilitate the planned growth of the
area.
The Council has used the infrastructure
Study to take into account various
funding streams, to the extent that this is
possible given the limited information
available on available funding into the
future. Developer contributions are
intended to supplement existing funding
streams where a gap in funding exists so
that infrastructure is delivered when it is
required.

Internal drainage boards are specifically
mentioned in the Council's draft revised
Statement of Community Involvement as
organisations to consult in the
production of the Local Plan.

Mrs Pamela Austin, Cottage
Farm Neighbourhood
Watch

Object

CSPA/704

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Observations

CSPA/906

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Observations

CSPA/900

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

Support

CSPA/629

Subject to the inclusion in any plan setting out the
operations of the Internal Drainage Board, and the need
for them to be consulted at an early stage on any
development issue, they are unlikely to comment further.
If you need to discuss the above further, please do not
hesitate to contact Geoff Heald, quoting our reference
on all correspondence.
Infrastructure on the new estates built in the last 9 years
in appalling with drainage, sewerage, open space and road
problems. How will this be different on the new estates??
Developers in the current economic climate will not have
the resources to provide good infrastructure and keep
the price down.
Final comment there is very little detail on Bridlington
with report considering it is the largest town.

We have no comment in this instance. We reserve the
right to submit comments on any Supplementary Planning
Document on developer contributions.
We would welcome consideration being given to using
developer contributions to fund works in Hull City
Centre where East Riding of Yorkshire residents are
likely to benefit (SHC3B).

Policy SHC3 seeks to ensure that new development
makes contributions in order to meet the need for
additional infrastructure and facilities it generates and to
mitigate its impact on the environment and the
community.
It is important that this policy ensures that there will be
flexibility in the provision of such contributions to ensure

The Council's Infrastructure Study has
assessed the capacity of infrastructure,
services and facilities to accommodate
future development as well as its
adequacy to serve the current population
of the district. Funding streams have
broadly been identified to address gaps in
provision, which includes consideration
of developer contributions and a
potential new standard charge on most
new development called the Community
Infrastructure Levy.
Comment noted.
Consideration will be given to funding
any infrastructure via developer
contributions, which facilitates new
development in the East Riding. However
the Council is not aware of any evidence
to date which links improvements to Hull
City Centre with planned future
development in the East Riding.
Support noted.

that they do not render developments unviable. As such,
Centrica fully supports the policy's provision that in
setting the level of developer contributions, regard will
be had to the viability of the development and, where
appropriate, specific circumstances affecting the viability
of individual sites.
We would like to see a broadening of the definition of
'Public Open Space' to include the public open realm for
section 106 contributions. For example where
developments are brought forward on the seafront,
funding through section 106 should be made available for
the Promenade public realm and facilities.
Infrastructure needs to be a prerequisite to any
development, particularly in health and sustainable
transport.

Ms Felicity Clayton,
Hornsea Area Renaissance
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/939

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Alex Gymer,
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Support

CSPA/1247

Yes

In order for promenade public realm and
facilities to be included under the
definition of public open space, it would
need to be surveyed and categorised into
one of the open space typologies
examined by the Open Space Review. A
standard of provision would need to be
devised to take this into account as well
as potential future needs. The revised
standard of provision would then need to
be implemented via the relevant policy on
the provision of open space within the
Local Plan. All of the above is likely to
take some time. Notwithstanding this if
any evidence comes to light which
demonstrates a link between promenade
improvements and new development,
then this can be considered in
determining whether any CIL funds can
be used to fund the improvements.
There is provision within the policy to
require that adequate infrastructure is in
place to facilitate new development.
Noted

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/1370
CSPA/1332

Yes
We support the new policy of using developer
contributions to provide infrastructure and facilities.
However, priorities will need to be set for different parts
of the East Riding for different functions, as more services

Noted
Agreed that all of these issues need to be
looked at in determining Community
Infrastructure Levy Spending priorities if
such a charge is introduced. This would

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/1333

will see approach as a way of delivering what is needed
for their respective work areas. For open space there
should be a greater emphasis on enhancing green
infrastructure where this currently exists. For
biodiversity contributions could be used to get Local
Sites into better management or to reinforce habitat
networks. For coastal change management community or
infrastructure adaptation measures could be a useful
thrust for developer contributions.
The local circumstances should be considered when
setting contributions and what they should deliver so that
the range of functions delivered in that area meets local
needs. Green infrastructure will provide a good method
of doing this balancing of multiple functions spatially, but
further detail through SPD may be required to effectively
deliver this. Various strategies and plans already provide
the priorities for different parts of the East Riding that
could be used to inform developer contributions, but
these need to be synthesised and balanced against each
other to develop priorities for any given area that can be
used to inform contributions. Thus SPD is likely to be
required to effectively deliver this multi-functional
approach.
The East Riding approach to broadening developer
contributions should reflect the growing pressure
nationally to identify any benefit to the private sector of
flooding and coast defence works to try and lever
additional contributions for proposed schemes. It is
anticipated that with the removal of the ring fence from
the national coast defence budget that there will be a
push towards delivering schemes in partnership with
central government, local authorities, NGOs and the
private sector.
With regard to part A, we would suggest that the phrase
'new development' be made clearer. The Outdoor Play
Space Consultation Group (OPSCG) would like new
employment/commercial developments, as well as

involve the costing of any required
investment up front and demonstrating
why biodiversity, coastal change
management, or other investment is
more important for facilitating new
development than, for example,
additional schooling provision, roads or
the other deficits in infrastructure
identified by the Council's infrastructure
study. Section 106 agreements will
continue to be negotiated on a site by
site basis and any infrastructure or
facilities paid for via this method will need
to be directly related to the development
and of a commensurate scale. In all cases,
any funding from new development is
likely to be very limited, which
emphasises the need to spend the funding
on measures which are essential to
facilitate the growth of the area.

The general nature of the policy means
that the phrase 'new development' needs
to remain as it is. As set out this could
mean any type of new development

residential developments, to provide contributions to
open space where local standards require them.

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Object

CSPA/1334

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Observations

CSPA/1335

Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council
Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Support

CSPA/1336

Support

CSPA/1827

Object

CSPA/1414

In part B, we would ask that the wording be altered to
read 'Developer contributions will be sought from new
development in order to meet the need for additional
infrastructure and facilities and/or to improve existing
infrastructure and facilities in order to satisfy local
standards and mitigate the development's impact on the
environment and community.'
The OPSCG supports the need to be responsive to
specific circumstances that affect the viability of individual
developments, such as affordable housing or
contaminated land.
The OPSCG understands that a new SPD will be set for
open space. This document will affect how the group
applies the new policies. Therefore, it is crucial that the
OPSCG is consulted on the development of the SPD
because of the specialist knowledge (e.g. assessment of
play value and quality) members can bring to the
document.
We (i.e. Sustainable Development and Leisure, Tourism
and Culture Policy Sections) would support the approach
outlined above to developer contributions.

whether it be residential or commercial.
The relevant policy on the provision of
public open space within the Local Plan
provides a framework for enabling open
space contributions to be taken from
new commercial developments.
Such wording may not comply with
legislation which requires that developer
contributions make provision only to
facilitate new development.

Noted and the OPSCG will continue to
be fully involved in the preparation of the
Local Plan and associated Supplementary
Planning Documents.

Support noted.
-

Proposed Policy SHC3 provides insufficient detail to
allow for a proper consideration of the potential impacts
of the policy upon the viability of new development. As
currently worded the Policy suggests that developer
contributions will be set having regard to the viability of
the particular development. Paragraph 10.37 confirms
this, indicating that development viability assessments will
be used before setting out the level of contributions

Noted. Viability work is ongoing to
inform any potential CIL charge adopted.
This will ensure that the vast majority of
development would not become unviable
after developer contribution
requirements have been imposed.

Dacres Commercial,
Dacres Commercial on
behalf of Redrow Homes
(Yorkshire) Ltd

Object

CSPA/1423

required.
Whilst this approach is likely to beneficial where
deliverability is threatened by abnormal site costs such an
open book approach to all sites will be impractical. It
suggests a variable tariff level for contributions and this
will lead to uncertainty in the development planning
process. This is compounded by the absence of a clear
schedule of infrastructure requirements likely to attract a
tariff.
Whilst it is appreciated that the detail of the Policy will
be provided
through an SPD, as currently worded the Policy is
seriously flawed and will lead to uncertainty until such
time as the SPD is adopted. The evidence base for the
Core Strategy should provide an assessment of potential
viability impacts, considered in conjunction with the
Affordable Housing Viability Assessment, in order to
inform appropriate tariff levels and contribution
mechanisms.
Proposed Policy SHC3 provides insufficient detail to
allow for a proper consideration of the potential impacts
of the policy upon the viability of new development. As
currently worded the Policy suggests that developer
contributions will be set having regard to the viability of
the particular development. Paragraph 10.37 confirms
this, indicating that development viability assessments will
be used before setting out the level of contributions
required.
Whilst this approach is likely to beneficial where
deliverability is threatened by abnormal site costs such an
open book approach to all sites will be impractical. It
suggests a variable tariff level for contributions and this
will lead to uncertainty in the development planning
process. This is compounded by the absence of a clear
schedule of infrastructure requirements likely to attract a
tariff. Whilst it is appreciated that the detail of the Policy
will be provided through an SPD, as currently worded

Noted. Viability work is ongoing to
inform any potential CIL charge adopted.
This will ensure that the vast majority of
development would not become unviable
after developer contribution
requirements have been imposed.

Mr Zulficar Ali,
Environment Agency

Observations

CSPA/1887

Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1582

Mrs V. L. E. Cox, Barmby
Moor Parish Council
Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/2004

Observations

CSPA/1895

Mrs K. Richmond, South
Cave Parish Council

Observations

CSPA/2098

the Policy is seriously flawed and will lead to uncertainty
until such time as the SPD is adopted. The evidence base
for the Core Strategy should provide an assessment of
potential viability impacts, considered in conjunction with
the Affordable Housing Viability Assessment, in order to
inform appropriate tariff levels and contribution
mechanisms.
We note the ongoing East Riding Infrastructure Study
which will inform Policy SHC3 (p216) in listing
infrastructure that will attract developer contributions.
We would expect that flood defence and drainage
infrastructure would figure in the resultant list.
The Parish Council concurs with the policy but is deeply
concerned that there is no mention of transport and
sewerage needs especially in rural areas and in particular
supporting villages.

Would like all planning conditions by developers adhered
to including holiday cabins/roundabouts and highways etc.
However, again as is recognised by the Partnership and
by the Planning team increased housing may well mean
increased population (not necessarily at precisely the
same rate) and this increases pressure on all aspects of
the infrastructure. The Partnership therefore strongly
welcomes the ongoing review of infrastructure across the
authority and eagerly awaits the publication of a report
on these deliberations which we hope will be a very
significant element in the final LDF.
This policy goes some way, however all infrastructure
requirements should be in place before the development
commences. The most concerns in the village are around
traffic (31.9%), flooding (18.8%), Utilities (14.2%),

The Infrastructure Study confirms that
investment may be needed in flood
defences to maintain them and to keep
pace with climate change impacts.
The Council has completed an
Infrastructure Study to assess the
requirements of new development
including transport and sewage treatment
capacity. The findings of this study have
been used to produce an Infrastructure
Delivery Plan, which sets out more detail
on potential phasing of improvements
and potential infrastructure funding
sources.
Noted.
Noted. The Council's infrastructure
assessment work is available to view
online.

Noted. The policy seeks to ensure that
all new development is adequately
serviced by infrastructure and facilities.
An Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been

Mr Alex Codd, Hull City
Council

Observations

CSPA/2051

Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1904

parking(11.5%) and the school (11.1%). Historically the
planning system has failed to provide the infrastructure
required even after 435 dwellings have been built since
1980 and we would welcome an infrastructure delivery
plan if further housing development is imposed.
We would welcome consideration being given to using
developer contributions to fund works in Hull City
Centre where East Riding of Yorkshire residents are
likely to benefit (SHC3B).

ERYC Information Digest Figure 25 is a map of the
current provision of Broadband in the authority. It shows
a very uneven pattern with some apparently curious
anomalies, eg. a small area extending North-east from
Pocklington. More significantly the discrepancy between
the Western border area of the authority which benefits
from 80-90% coverage compared to substantial parts of
the Eastern coastal zone, several deprived inner urban
areas and some parts in and around Driffield.
The commentary on the map suggests one significant
reason for the uneven pattern arises from the limited
choice available in localities served by the extension of
Kingston Communications network into adjacent areas of
the East Riding via their Karoo ISP. Other commercial
providers balk at the cost of providing the necessary
infrastructure. As a general consequence it appears that
ER customers have to pay more for Broadband access
than occurs in other areas.
The Newcastle University report on Rural Prospects
confirms the above analysis by concluding that despite
original optimism about Broadband being a major
incentive in promoting business opportunities in fact
urban areas with their dense customer network have
benefitted most; multiple deprivation localities excepted.

produced to set out what is required to
service the planned new development in
the district.
Consideration will be given to funding
any infrastructure via developer
contributions, which facilitates new
development in the East Riding. However
the Council is not aware of any evidence
to date which links improvements to Hull
City Centre with planned future
development in the East Riding.
The infrastructure study work concluded
that no investment in internet services is
required at the strategic level. However,
there will still be localised investment
needed to make new connections. This
was based on the settlements which form
part of the Local Plan's settlement
network (where the vast majority of
housing and other development would be
focussed) largely been assessed as having
the digital Britain standard of access of
2MBS. That is not to say the Local Plan is
not supportive of further improvements,
indeed the Broadband Delivery UK
investment in the East Riding is
recognised in the Local Plan's
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and there are
policies which support further
improvements.

The 2008 OFCOM report gave slightly more encouraging
news that actual take-up in rural areas had just begun to
exceed urban areas overall. The conclusion in that report
was that lack of demand should no longer be blamed for
lack of provision. The uneven pattern of provision in the
ER must however be accepted as a caveat on this
conclusion. Market forces have not solved the problem of
universal access. There are 3 gaps in provision all of
which apply to the ER :1.There are places without even basic broadband
2. Areas targeted for intervention to secure 90% New
Generation Access (NGA) by 2017
3. The final 10% of homes and businesses for whom there
are no plans for NGA level provision.
In this situation the public sector can act to encourage
the telecom. Providers into under served areas by :1. Stimulating and aggregating demand
2. Setting minimum supply requirements by means of
Universal Service Obligations (USO)
3. Encouraging new providers to enter the arena
4. Encouraging sharing of duct and pipe infrastructure by
all infrastructure providers
5. Providing loans, grants, financial incentives (the RDPE
funding is important in this respect) to telecom
.providers.
6. Initiating and managing projects to supply Broadband
including public sector acting as the provider (there are
examples of local authorities using their own telecom.
network as the basis for extension to homes and
businesses via fibre optic provision.
7. Encouraging community organisations to play their part
in extending the network, despite the patchy nature of
such provision nationally
The LDF has a very important role to play in identifying
the best way forward for the East Riding with a view to
reducing inequality of access for the most rural localities.
Community organisations may then find it viable to

Mr John Brown, East Riding
of Yorkshire Rural
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/1905

provide the 'last link' on an affordable basis.
NHS; Caring services; Library; Education; Transport; Job
Centres; Recreation; Emergency services including
midwifery????
The list is long and could easily be longer. All of vital
importance in one way or another to the rural
population, particularly to those people living and
working in the more remote parts; those hidden pockets
of deprivation in some cases. There is the danger that
these people may be doubly deprived by a combination of
their own impoverished circumstances combined with
difficulties of accessing services. The current economic
climate has the potential to make a difficult situation
worse.
Two possible ways in which the LDF may help to mitigate
the situation: 1. consciously seeking to plan through the activities of
other sections of the local authority to reinforce or help
to create community engagement and volunteerism (e.g.
via mechanisms such as community led planning).
2. to plan on the basis of shared provision of services,
either in terms of physical facilities (eg. Schools) or of
mobile provision (eg. Libraries, Sports/exercise).
Both these strategies are in accord with current
government policy and local authority practice. With
regard to school sites and facilities we make a plea for
easier, more generous access. The LDF has an
opportunity to influence matters towards positive
decisions.
The case of emergency services, including midwifery, is
rather different where the joint service provision might
be limited to multi-skilling the personnel and the LDF
task is to identify the need for extra training.
Finally in this section it should be noted that 80% of all
ER households have access to at least one car/van. This
leaves 26,534 households (according to the last census)
with no access to a vehicle. Most of these tend to be in

The Local Plan provides the policy
framework to support improvements to
services and facilities including shared use
facilities, and more importantly to help
prevent such services from being lost.
However, the initial step in ensuring
people have access to services and
facilities is to ensure that development is
proposed where services and facilities
exist in the first place. This has formed
one of the fundamental principles behind
the Local Plan's settlement network. The
Local Plan has more limited influence
over bringing services and facilities to the
existing population, especially in rural
areas where less development is
expected. However the Local Plan has
the policy framework in place to support
additional service provision.

Bridlington and Goole where public transport is available
but by no means all such households are in these two
urban areas. Some carless households are in those hidden
pockets of deprivation. The LDF task (tying in with
previously identified need for rural poverty research) in
these cases is to drill down sufficiently deeply to locate
them exactly and thus help to direct provision precisely.

Paragraph 10.45
Consultee
Mr David Renwick, East
Riding Of Yorkshire
Council

Nature Of
Response:
Observations

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/1340 The OPSCG recognises that the definition of open space
is being broadened and is aware of the impact this may
have on the way the group is structured and how it
works.

Officer Comments

Nature Of
Response:
Support with
conditions

Comment Response
ID
CSPA/126
The canal infrastructure can make for healthier and active
living by encouraging walking and cycling along canal
towpaths and the use of leisure and recreation facilities
provided by the canal network on and next to the water.
The recent Department of Health publication Be Active,
Be Healthy: A plan for getting the nation moving refers to
the waterways and towing paths. Specific references to
waterways & towing paths within the strategy document
include:
1. 'Therefore, we will work with the Peninsula Medical
School to pilot the Blue Gym initiative for active
conservation in both inland waters and the coastal and
marine environment.' Page 7
2. 'Each year there are around 1,000 million visits to the
10,000km of canals, lakes and rivers in Great Britain. In
particular, waterway paths link the centres of towns and
cities with surrounding countryside' Waterways for

Officer Comments

Comment noted.

Question 41
Consultee
Mr Martyn Coy, British
waterways

Policy HQE5 on green infrastructure
within the preferred approach document
recognises that rivers and other
watercourses play an important role in
the functionality of green infrastructure
corridors. It seeks for development
proposals to maintain and capitalise on
opportunities to enhance, strengthen, and
create links with green infrastructure.
There may be links with other policies in
the plan such as preferred approach
policy PE5 where the watercourse
towpath may form a direct transport link
to the development site and may
therefore justify a developer contribution
for improvement.

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

Observations

CSPA/259

Tomorrow sets out the Government's policy on the
inland waterways and describes how they can contribute
to the promotion of recreation and health.? Page 41
The strategy document establishes a new framework for
the delivery of physical activity alongside sport leading up
to the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games and
beyond.
We recommend that the policy acknowledges the
importance inland waterway infrastructure has on the
nations health and well being and specifies the role
developer contributions has in order to meet the need
for additional infrastructure and facilities arising from new
development which it generates and to mitigate its impact
on the environment and the community.
The Crown Estate looks forward to responding to the
full policy on open space for sport and creation once
evidence for delivering local standards has been consulted
on via the Open Space Review and Playing Pitch Strategy
in October.
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

Comments noted. The six acre standard
has been considered through the open
space review which has devised standards
of open space provision which have been
reflected upon and consulted through the
Core Strategy Further Consultation.

Ingrid Barton,
Zoe Buddle, Natural
England

Support
Support with
conditions

CSPA/331
CSPA/538

that required by national and emerging local standards.
As per SHC4 C2, The Crown Estate will provide land for
relocated and enhanced playing pitches as part of
integrated development options for the site. Relocated
playing pitch space is likely to be located either to the
north or to the south of Benningholme Lane to the west
of the new development. Discussions will continue to be
held with the Skirlaugh Playing Fields Association, the
Parish Council and the local community to select the
most appropriate location for new sports provision.
Y
Natural England welcomes Policy SHC4 in terms of the
commitment to enhance existing green space as well as
providing areas of new green space. We are also
encouraged by the direct link to the GI policy HQE5. The
Policy should make reference to the Open Space and
Playing Pitch Strategy so as applicants are aware of the
standards that should be met when schemes are
developed. We would also recommend use of Natural
England's Accessible Natural Greenspace Standards
(ANGsT):
These standards recommend that people living in towns
and cities should have:
- an accessible natural greenspace of at least 2 hectares in
size, no more than 300 metres (5 minutes walk) from
home
- at least one accessible 20 hectare site within two
kilometres of home
- one accessible 100 hectare site within five kilometres of
home
- one accessible 500 hectare site within ten kilometres of
home
- one hectare of statutory Local Nature Reserves per
thousand population.
When considered new sites the Council should consider
existing GI networks and how improvements can be
made by linking new space to the existing network.

Comment noted.
The Open Space Review has now been
completed, which considered and
discounted the ANGsT standards on the
basis that these would be very hard to
achieve in rural areas such as the East
Riding. The standards of provision
suggested by the draft review were
presented for consultation within the
Core Strategy Further Consultation
(2011).

Mrs Sarah Mustill, Pegasus
Planning Group

Observations

CSPA/907

We have no comment in this instance. We reserve the
right to submit comments on any Supplementary Planning
Document on developer contributions.
We would like to see a broadening of the definition of
'Public Open Space' to include the public open realm for
section 106 contributions. For example where
developments are brought forward on the seafront,
funding through section 106 should be made available for
the Promenade public realm and facilities.
Infrastructure needs to be a prerequisite to any
development, particularly in health and sustainable
transport.

Comment noted.

Ms Felicity Clayton,
Hornsea Area Renaissance
Partnership

Observations

CSPA/940

Ms Maureen Bell,
Bridlington & District Civic
Society
Mr Alex Gymer,

Support

CSPA/1249

Yes

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1379

I would liek this strengthend to ask all developments
greater than 5 units.

Miss K. E. Laister, Ferriby
Conservation Society
Mr Chris Taylor,
Melbourne Parish Council
Mr Neil Manock, Neil
Manock on behalf of Lady
Miller,

Support

CSPA/1828

Comment noted. Although it is intended
for all housing development to
contribute, whatever their size.
Noted

Support

CSPA/1583

The Parish Council concurs with the policy.

Noted

Observations

CSPA/1747

The standards of provision have been
included in the revised policy for
consultation within the Core Strategy
Further Consultation (2011).
Development size thresholds for
provision have not been included as it is
expected that all housing developments
should contribute.

Mrs K. Richmond, South

Observations

CSPA/2099

As Policy SHC4 is incomplete, the respondent's position
regarding the provision of public open space for leisure
and recreation is reserved. SHC4should include the
identification of thresholds for provision as part of
residential developments including on site provision and
commuted sumpayments in lieu thereof, where
appropriate.
Proposed amendments;
Complete policy for public consultation, including the
identification of thresholds for provision.
The Policy does not address how open spaces will be

Seafront promenades are not currently
surveyed as a typology of open space
within the Open Space review. There
may be potential for developer
contributions to pay for promenade
improvements against preferred approach
policy SHC3 where a direct link exists
between the promenade and the
development or where promenades help
facilitate the development of the area and
have been included as an infrastructure
to be funded via the Community
Infrastructure Levy.
Comment noted.

The delivery mechanism for open space

Cave Parish Council

provided in the RSC and SVs where the provision of
open space is unlikely to be provided on site due to the
small scale nature, but where often, as in South Cave,
that existing open space provision is inadequate (from
PPG17 1991 since revised and standards removed).
Proposed policy SHC4 generally reflects PPG17 but, until
the Open Space and Playing Field strategies are prepared,
it is not a complete policy and we reserve the right to
comment further on it at that stage.

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1119

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

Support with
conditions

CSPA/1179

Proposed policy SHC4 generally reflects PPG17 but, until
the Open Space and Playing Field strategies are prepared,
it is not a complete policy and we reserve the right to
comment further on it at that stage.

Mr Alex Gymer,

Observations

CSPA/1380

Option B should be followed.

off-site is likely to be via Section 106
agreements and/or the Community
Infrastructure Levy.
Comment noted. A revised policy
including draft standards of provision
using the findings of the draft Open Space
Review and Playing Pitch Strategy was
included in the Core Strategy Further
Consultation.
Comment noted. A revised policy
including draft standards of provision
using the findings of the draft Open Space
Review and Playing Pitch Strategy was
included in the Core Strategy Further
Consultation.
Comment noted and assumed to relate
to rejected option B from the issues and
options consultation on preferred
approach policy SHC3.

