Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Draft Strategy Document (General Comments)
Total number of responses logged against Draft Strategy Document Heading: 52
Comment
Ref(s)

DS/1561
(Ryedale
District
Council)

Summary of comments
Broadly consider that the Draft Plan complements key elements of
the emerging Ryedale Plan. Particularly welcome the recognition of
the relationship to surrounding areas, the identification of Stamford
Bridge as a RSC, the proposed housing figure and the recognition of
the Yorkshire Wolds as an Important Landscape Area. Consider the
emerging East Riding Local Plan is reflective of on-going
communications between both authorities on cross boundary issues.

Officer Response
Support noted and welcomed.

Housing allocations at Stamford Bridge are noted, though have no
specific comments.
DS/1560
(Doncaster
Metropolitan
Borough
Council)

DS/523
(North East
Lincolnshire
Council)

DS/1257
(Beverley

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the East Riding Local
Plan; it does not raise any issues of concern and do not wish to make
any specific comment.

Noted.

Welcome the opportunity to comment on the East Riding Local Plan. Noted.
During the consultation period the RSS was partially revoked, and NE
Lincolnshire Council are currently considering the implications and
effects for their Local Plan. It is important that we take a consistent
approach when planning for strategic issues such as green
infrastructure and would welcome the opportunity to further discuss
and investigate cross boundary issues to ensure they are clearly and
consistently reflected in our emerging development plans.
Extract of minutes from Town Council meeting attended by officers

Noted.

Comment
Ref(s)
Town
Council)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

from Forward Planning - records and overview of the role of the
Local Plan the consultation period and the questions asked regarding
St Nicholas Primary School, pedestrianisation and why the plan
covers a 17 year period.

DA/864
(North
Ferriby
Parish
Council)

Regret that the Draft Plan is not supportive of the village's needs and
locally expressed views. Concerned about lack of joint working with
Hull City Council. Do not considered planning for a 17 year period in
the context of political and economic uncertainty is sensible - would
be preferable to concentrate on a 5 year period where there is more
certainty.

Noted. The East Riding of Yorkshire Council has worked closely with Hull
City Council, as set out in the 'Duty to Cooperate' background paper. The
Local Plan seeks to cover a 15 year period from adoption, which is accordance
with the time period that the National Planning Policy Framework indicates it
is preferable to covered.

DA/1286
(RSPB)

RSPB welcomes efforts made to incorporate biodiversity into forward
planning, particularly attempts to enhance habitat networks, utilise
good design to encourage biodiversity and promote integrated
approaches to habitat and specicies management. Have some
concerns in relation to the Local Plan - particularly in relation to the
HRA and areas where the local plan requires strengthening.

Support noted and welcomed. The HRA has been revised, taking into account
your comments. Comments on specific policies have been logged against and
considered through the relevant part of the Strategy Document.

Disagree with the methodology / conclusions of the Habitats
Regulations Assessment.

Noted. The HRA has been revised, taking into account your comments.

Concerned about whether the Local Authorities (Functions and
Responsibilities) (England) Regulations 2000 have been complied
with, and so whether Section 113 of the 2004 Act (preceded by
Section 284 of the 1990 Act) gives two areas of challenge to anyone
who could be aggrieved, (a) the document is not within the
appropriate powers and (b) the procedural requirement has not been
complied with (misfeasance and nonfeasance).

The Head of Legal and Democratic Services has advised that the Local
Authorities (Functions and Responsibilities) (England) Regulations 2000 do
not prevent the executive of authorising drafts of development plan
documents. The Proposed Submission version of the Local Plan, which is the
version that is intended to be submitted to the Secretary of State, has been
approved by Full Council. As such, it is considered that the Local Plan has
been prepared in compliance with Regulations.

Consider that the Local Plan has been rushed, and that it should be
re-drafted taking into account the loss of the RSS and re-consulted

The abolition of the RSS Proposed Major Changes consultation took place
after the abolition of the RSS.

DA/741
(Yorkshire
Wildlife
Trust)

DS/1270
(Councillor
Bayram)

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

on.
DS/1100,
DA/1079
(East Riding
of Yorkshire
and Kingston
upon Hull
Joint Local
Access
Forum)
DS/792 (East
Riding of
Yorkshire
Rural
Partnership)
DS/461 (The
Elloughton
cum Brough
Community
Led Plan
Steering
Group)
DS/10
(Timothy
Kirkhope
MEP)

Consider that the draft document us thorough and access and rights
of way are generally well covered. A number of specific
recommendations are made. The LAF should potentially formally
request that they are automatically consulted where any planning
proposal potentially impacts on existing rights of way or green spaces.

Noted. Specific comments have been logged against and considered through
the relevant part of the Strategy Document. Please contact Development
Management if you wish to be contacted on specific planning applications.

The draft Local Plan has evolved markedly from previous drafts; it
represents a more pragmatic and flexible approach to strategic rural
development in the East Riding which is to be broadly welcomed.

Support noted welcomed. Specific comments have been logged against and
considered through the relevant part of the Strategy Document.

Aim to deliver a community led plan for Elloguhton cum Brough,
followed by Activity and Action groups who will strive to resolve the
problems residents identify as important to them. A draft version of
the plan is attached for consideration.

Noted.

Thank you for informing with about the East Riding Draft Local Plan
consultation. May not make any comments, but will be keeping a
close eye on things.

Noted.

DS/17 (Civil
Aviation
Authority)

It is not necessary to consult the CAA about Strategic Planning
Documents other than those with direct aviation involvement (e.g.
Renewable Energy Plans).

Noted.

DS/26
(Marine

The MMO is responsible for marine licences under the Marine and
Coastal Access Act 2009. A marine licence may be needed for

Noted.

Comment
Ref(s)
Management
Organisation)

Summary of comments
activities involving a deposit or removal of a substance or object
below the mean high water springs mark or in any tidal river to the
extent of the tidal influence. Any works may also require
consideration under The Marine Works (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2007 (as amended) and early consultation
with the MMO is advised. You may wish to make reference to this
within the document. We would encourage applicants to engage early
with the MMO alongside any application for planning consent to
ensure that the consenting process is as efficient as possible.
Thank you for advising us of your Regulation 18 document, which I
understand has been published for consultation in accordance
Regulation 18(1)(b) of the 2012 Regulations.
On publication of the Local Plan under Regulation 19 please send the
Planning Inspectorate one paper and one electronic copy of the Local
Plan. Upon receipt of these documents, the Planning Inspectorate will
enter into a Service Level Agreement (SLA).

DS/3
(Planning
Insectorate)

Officer Response

When submitting the regulation 19 documents to the Planning
Inspectorate, please ensure that you confirm the specific date on
which you intend to submit your Local Plan for examination. This
date is needed to reserve an Inspector at the appropriate time to
examine your Local Plan when you submit under regulation 22. You
should also ensure that a Programme Officer is in place upon
submission, although we strongly recommend that they are in post by
regulation 19 publication stage.
To assist in preparing for the examination, you may find it helpful to
refer to the Planning Inspectorate publication Examining
Development Plan Documents: Procedure Guidance. This can be
found on our website.

Noted.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

General support for the Strategy Document.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Clear that the Strategy Documen should be applied as flexibly as
possible and it should be made clear that each case will be determined
on its merits where other, beneficial, material considerations are
present.

Noted. Policy S1 outlines the presumption in favour of sustainable
development, and the role of material considerations in the decision making
process.

General

Local Plan is too long / a number of the policies in the plan are
unnecessary as they are not locally specific and would be covered by
the NPPF. The justification or commentary to the policies fails to
provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a
proposal. Propose all such policies and justification/commentary,
along with the Introductory and Key Spatial Issues chapters, are
deleted - though it would be useful if some of the material was set out
in a background document.

Together all of the policies of the Strategy Document provide a local
distinctive framework that reflects the NPPF and has been prepared to help
meet the future needs of the East Riding. Supporting text to policies has been
revised to ensure that it provides clear guidance to a decision maker.

There are contradictions in the plan - for example it states that it
looks to minimise flooding, and identifies the area south of Beverley
(which has been subject to flooding previously) as an area for growth.
Consider more housing should be focussed around the Major
Haltemprice Settlements.

Policy ENV6 of the Strategy Document sets out how the plan seeks to
respond to the risk of flooding. Flood Risk is considered as part of the Site
Assessment Methodology which has been used to identify sites for
development, and public open space is direct towards the part of the site to
the South of Beverley that is within flood zone 3a. The distribution of housing
has been considered through Policy S5.

Believe the East Riding will be overdeveloped if the proposals in the
plan are actually realised. How has it been decided how many homes
are needed? Who is going to buy these comes if they get built? If
housing is needed brownfield sites should be used first rather than
greenfield.

Noted. A Local Housing Study has been undertaken which identifies how
many houses are required. Policy H4 of the Strategy Document looks to
prioritise the use of previously developed land, though it is recognised that
green field sites will also be requirement to meet requirements over the period
of the plan. Chapter 11 of the Document sets out how the plan will be
monitored, and reviewed, to ensure that plan is effective.

General

General

Is the strategy going to be revisited over the coming years? Are there
plans to assess whether the housing built is actually selling and
respond accordingly if it is not?

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General

The Strategy Document appears to have been prepared as a "sop" of
individual Councillors "NIMBYismic" tendencies rather than any
attempt to utilise this opportunity to bring sensible planning for
Economic Development and sustainable improvement to the East
Riding. Treating each community as a separate unit negates an
possibility of sensible and/or useful planning. If the Plan had been
presented for public scrutiny before a small fortune was spent on the
associated documentation much uncessary and unjustifiable expense
would have been saved.

The Strategy Document has been prepared following significant public
engagement and consultation, with consultation taking place at 'Issues and
Options', 'Preferred Options', 'Further Consultation', 'Draft' and 'Proposed
Major Changes' stages. See Consultation Statement for further details.

General observation is that the plan marking process has stretched
out over a long period which is makes it hard to re-trace the formative
steps and determine if the evidence base is up to date.

Noted. The Sustainability Appraisal Report and Consultation outlines the how
the plan has evolved from Issues and Options to Proposed Submission Stage
in response to the Sustainability Appraisal and Public Consultation. The
Compendium of Evidence identifies the evidence base documents that
support the Proposed Submission version of the plan.

General

General introduction or conclusion to specific comments / outlining
which elements of the NPPF are considered particularly relevant to
the Local Plan / identifying which policies specific comments have
been made on.

Noted. Specific comments have been logged against and considered through
the relevant part of the Strategy Document.

General

Outline of the respondents interests / the role of agent in acting for a
client / the client's interests.

Noted

Comments on specific site.

Noted. Specific comments have been logged against the relevant site /
settlement in the Allocations Document.

Ofcom only respond to wind turbine/farm requests.

Noted.

General

General
DS/1527
(Ofcom)

Officer Response

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Chapter 1 - Introduction
Total number of responses logged against this chapter: 22
Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

The consultation process undertaken by ERYC has not allowed for
Neighbourhood Development Plans. The process has excluded
residents from knowing about or engaging in this process.
Communities should be involved in the decision making process as the
local neighbourhood level.

All town and parish councils are consulted on the East Riding
Local Plan and have been contacted regarding Neighbourhood
Development Plans. Policy S1 has been revised to include
additional guidance for Neighbouring Plans.

Plan period should extend to at least 2030. NPPF (para 157) requires
Local Plans to be ‘at least’ 15 years from the adoption and ‘take account
of longer term requirements, and be kept up to date.’

Para 157 states that Plans should be drawn up over an
appropriate times scale, preferably 15 years. The East Riding
Local Plan plan period covers a 17 years.

General

General

The Plan is unlikely to be adopted until late 2014, therefore the end
period should be 31 March 2030 (2015-2030).
The strategy fails to provide enough consideration of older people.
Should support retirement communities outside of development limits
– approach is too restrictive. They’re unlikely to be built within
developed areas due to the returns for developers so will not come
forward as required.

Noted. These comments are of more relevance to the Strategy
Document, and so have been logged and considered against the
relevant policy (policy H1).

Keeping older people living in their own homes in certain settlements
creates isolation and reduces downsizing (and freeing up larger
accommodation).
Plan has not been positively prepared, is not justified or effective
•
•
General

•
•
•

Prepared in advance of 2013 Household Projections
Significantly reduced housing number from 2008 household
projections
Backlogs in housing delivery not taken into account
Lack of necessary cross-boundary participation on housing will
be met on a strategic level
Proposed delivery will not meet where need is identified in
SHMA

Noted. These comments are of more relevance to the Strategy
Document, and so have been logged and considered against the
relevant policies.

Comment Ref

Summary of comments
•
•
•

Officer Response

The council doesn’t have a 5 year supply of housing
Has abandoned the positive approach to hinterland settlements
Insufficient land planned for and location of allocations does
not reflect demand which will overheat housing markets and
undermine housing affordability

The Plan is not consistent with national policy:
•
•
•
•
•

Prescriptive approach on density
Housing not based on up-to-date evidence
Housing approach leads to decline of rural communities
Focuses on pdl rather than significantly increasing housing
growth
No evidence of cross boundary co-operation.

Changes through consultation have reduced the potential for growth in
those settlements close to Principal Towns – this is a missed
opportunity.
Site in Nafferton is well served by public transport, adjacent to the
settlement boundary and is outside of high flood risk area, landscape
value and avoids development of high quality agricultural land.
HRA requires significant alterations. Several impact pathways are
missing and evidence supporting the HRA’s conclusions that there is
no LSE is also missing.
The levels of uncertainty cannot be resolved by an overarching policy
that prevents development contrary to national and international sites –
this creates internal policy conflicts.
Natural England
DS/1458

Our advice shows clear connections between the Strategy and
Allocations Documents. The latter has raised some concerns that some
settlements may not be able to accommodate the levels of development
proposed.
The Strategy’s HRA should determine whether the levels of housing in
a settlement will have a LSE upon these designated sites.
NE are concerned that the policies in the Strategy rely on Policy ENV4
to ensure compliance with the Habitats Regs. Each policy should be
individually examined and any wording required to deal with issues

The HRA has been revised and a final version published
alongside the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

causing uncertainty.
A ‘catch-all' statement is needed which makes a commitment to the way
in which specific Policies and subsequent Plans, Projects and Activities
will be addressed where there are implications for Internationally
Protected sites – such as that in 1.13.

General

The HRA has been revised and a final version published
alongside the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.

However, a much greater emphasis is required. Without a clear and
unequivocal statement of intent as to how detailed Policies, Plans and
Projects and other activities will be treated, the Strategy will not be
Habitats Regulations compliant and potentially will be left open to legal
challenge at later stages. Should consider the Selby approach of working
with NE to provide an appropriate statement to perfect their plan: e.g.
The Council has also undertaken a Habitats Regulations Assessment in compliance
with the EU Habitats Directive and the UK Habitats Regulations. The
Appropriate Assessment ensures protection for Natura 2000 sites against
deterioration or disturbance from plans, projects or activities (alone or in combination
with other plans, projects and activities) on the features for which they are designated.
The Assessment also considers areas designated as Ramsar Wetlands of
International Importance. A HRA will be required at the lower tier plan stage for
any plans, projects or activities which may have a significant effect on Natura 2000
and Ramsar sites.
RSPB has significant concerns about the adequacy of the HRA report.
20 of the 43 Strategy policies rely on the wording of ENV4 and
paragraphs 8.54 to 8.55, which effectively restates national policy and
legal requirements.

RSPB
DS/1298

Consideration of impacts has been left to subsequent stages of the
planning process – an opportunity missed. The Draft Strategy
Document provides sufficient detail to undertake an assessment of the
document’s impact. This is fundamental and undermines the soundness
of the Strategy – no evidence that the issue has been addressed.
The HRA does not satisfy the legal requirements in relying on Policy
ENV4 at the expense of carefully evaluated evidence.
No evidence that the in-combination effects have been properly
considered. The omission of consideration of the Paull LDO is of
particular concern, as is the lack of clarity in the names of the
considered projects and plans (planning application, or similar,

The HRA has been revised and a final version published
alongside the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

references should be supplied where available)
General

Concern over HRA’s accuracy given the devastating effect of the 2010
severe winter on wildlife – particularly in respect of Landscape
Character Type 22: Farmed Urban Fringe (nr Ferriby)

The HRA has been revised and a final version published
alongside the Proposed Submission Strategy Document

Broadly concur with SA report. However, there are some thoughts on
how it could be improved:

The SA has been revised and a final version published alongside
the Proposed Submission Strategy Document

Policy S7 & Objective 16 (Heritage) of the SA – agree that development
of Hedon Haven could have impact on heritage in the vicinity.
Recommend following mitigation measures:
•
•
•
•

English Heritage
DS/916

Heritage impact assessment required
Plan needs to set out measures to mitigate harm where
identified
Consider opportunities for development to enhance
significance of heritage assets
If not possible to reduce harm, assess against NPPF and justify
why development should proceed

For Bridlington, the Council produced a Heritage Impact Assessment
with re the marina. This assessed possible harm and identified
mitigation measures. The EIP was aided as the Plan referred to the
assessment.
Policy A1 & Objective 16 (Heritage) and 17 (Landscape ) of the SA –
disagree with conclusions re the impact of the policy on heritage and
landscape. Particularly in respect of development to south of Beverley.
LCA identified the area as sensitive to development with a low capacity.
The proposal could harm the landscape setting of Beverley and key
views of the Minster. There’s a need to acknowledge this and identify
mitigation measures – i.e.
•
•

Need a heritage and landscape impact assessment to consider
impact on elements which contribute to the setting of the area
Use the assessment to guide a masterplan to guide
development.

EH strongly advises the continued input of the Council’s Conservation
Section and HAP within the SA process.

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Five options tested in SA for scale of housing. Option D (higher than
Details of the scoring used in the SA can be found in the SA
1,500) scored highest on 7 of the 20 SA objectives. NPPF objectives are Appendices published alongside the Proposed Submission
to build a strong competitive economy, promote sustainable transport
Strategy Document.
and deliver a wide choice of high quality homes.
General

Not clear why Option D scored considerably lower than Options C and
E for environmental objectives.
Using the HLS, a number of scenarios would vastly reduce the
indigenous labour force and impact on economic performance.
Therefore, scenarios with a minimum of 1,970 dwelling per annum
remain. The minimum in the Plan should be 1,800 dwellings per
annum.

General

Very happy to see the inclusion of the work undertaken by the MMO
referenced here. One point of accuracy is the Marine Policy Statement
not The Marine Planning Policy Statement.

Support noted. Changes have been made accordingly to reflect
this comment.

Scarborough Borough Council have no objections to the plan.

Comments noted and support welcomed.

Whilst the authorities share boundaries, the main links are between the
Bridlington area and Scarborough re employment and housing market.
The remainder of the East Riding has closer links with York and Hulls.
There are cross boundary issues in respect of landscape and the
environment, particularly the Wolds. Both authorities continue to work
jointly where possible for a consistent approach.

Scarborough
Pleased to see Gypsy provision in Driffield/Bridlington area. May assist
Borough Council
travellers to Scarborough by freeing up pitches which could be used for
DS/1544
‘stopovers’.
Support for level of development in and around Bridlington- Accords
with Scarborough’s own growth aspirations for the coast.
Pleased to see a policy of restraint has not been carried forward in light
of revised population projections.
No comments on sites and methodology closely aligns with the method
used by SBC.
General

East Riding shares strong links with York and Hull. Need to ensure

Comments noted. The Local Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the duty to co-operate. This has been set out

Comment Ref

Summary of comments
meeting Duty to cooperate.
Need to consider whether neighbouring authorities will meet their own
need and implications for East Riding. York may struggle given Green
Belt constraints so East Riding needs to be in discussions with York
CC.

Officer Response
in a separate background paper published alongside the
Proposed Submission Local Plan.

East Riding is not making provision to meet the full objectively
assessment needs of the East Riding.
Uncertainties remain with regards to overall scale of housing and links
with Hull. Lack of clarity in the plan and what it means in terms of
housing delivery.
Gladman query whether the Draft Strategy in its current form has
fulfilled its Duty to Cooperate.
Hull and York have displayed unrealistic and unjustified approaches to
housing provision.
General

RSPB
DS/1287
Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust
DS/675

General

Approaches based on former RSS policy cannot be justified – it sought
to reverse market trends. NPPF requires LPAs to respond positively to
such trends. Therefore, strategy should not be based on policy of
reversing out-migration from the city of Hull to the Major Haltemprice
Settlements or impose restraint on ER part of York housing market.

Comments noted. The Local Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the duty to co-operate. This has been set out
in a separate background paper published alongside the
Proposed Submission Local Plan.

Welcome acknowledgement of Duty to Cooperate. Asked to consider
two emerging Local Nature Partnerships (LNP) as prescribed bodies in
the Duty to Cooperate: Humber LNP and the Hull and East Riding
LNP.

Noted.

Failure to cooperate appropriately with York – particularly in respect of
housing provision. Strategy reflects now-revoked RSS without any
critical assessment of whether this remains valid. Ne w policy is that
Local Plans should meet the full, objectively assessed needs for market
and affordable housing in the relevant market area. Fundamentally
different to RSS policy. Therefore Strategy is unsound.

Comments noted. The Local Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the duty to co-operate. This has been set out
in a separate background paper published alongside the
Proposed Submission Local Plan.

York due to prepare Local Plan with green belt limit. Other LPAs
around York are unlikely to meet York’s development needs. If York
cannot meet needs within Green Belt, ER is next alternative.

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Need to evidence alternatives have been considered.
RSS policy promoted development in Malton but restricted it in
Pocklington. Now there is the opportunity to look positively at
expansion of Pocklington (and also Stamford Bridge and Wilberfoss).
Also have concerns about reliance on the SHLAA and on windfall sites
in the assessment of the housing requirement.
Legal duty to cooperate on cross boundary issues. Need to consider the
level of unmet need which will not be delivered in ER. LPAs can no
longer assume others with accommodate their own household growth,
let alone ER’s unmet need.
General

Comments noted. The Local Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the duty to co-operate. This has been set out
in a separate background paper published alongside the
Proposed Submission Local Plan.

Need to explicitly confirm ERYC will engage in continuous and close
working with neighbouring authorities to assess and meet the full
identified development needs of the area.
Recommend adding: “The Council will engage in continuous and close working
with its neighbouring authorities to assess and meet the identified full development
needs of the area.”
There is no list of who the Council has engaged with under the Duty to
Cooperate nor does it refer to the strategic priorities and issues
identified in the process, particularly for York and Hull. Needs
documenting/evidencing.
Without a major review of the Green Belt, York is unlikely to meet its
own required growth.

General

Hull has tight boundaries and high flood risk. With Hull’s Strategy
withdrawal, serious reservation over Hull’s requirement and delivery.
Lack of evidence means its impossible for anyone to assess whether
Council has discharged its Duty.
NPPF (159) states that where housing markets cross boundaries,
authorities should work together to prepares a SHMA. ER’s SHMA
was pre-Duty and doesn’t make reference to joint working. Not enough
collaboration is apparent.
There is no mechanism for dealing with any shortfall in housing
provision should Hull not be able to accommodate its own needs.

Comments noted. The Local Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the duty to co-operate. This has been set out
in a separate background paper published alongside the
Proposed Submission Local Plan.

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

To be sound, a joint SHMA is required.
English Heritage
DS/608

Should set out what the Strategic Policies are (paras 156 & 184 of
NPPF) to provide certainty for Neighbourhood Development Plans.
Could clarify with statement that all policies in the Strategy Document
are considered to be strategic.
Unreasonable and unfair consultation process given:
•
•
•
•
•

General

•

•
•

Two month deadline
Substantial nature of the document
Notices re drop in sessions where not put up until the date of
the Brough drop in session
2pm-7pm makes it impossible for people who work to attend
Residents had to travel to view hard copies of the document or
speak to anyone from ERYC
Copies not available in every library or village hall – therefore
residents w/o internet and who couldn’t travel excluded from
process – yet the Plan identifies this type of ageing
demographic
Parish Council not given any advance notice of tight timetable
– didn’t allow time for residents to feed into PC meeting
timetable
Only agreed extension because Hessle had been granted one –
differing deadlines on website

Unreasonable and unfair consultation process given:
General

Comment noted. Policy S1 has been revised to include
additional guidance for Neighbouring Plans.

•

No information about Neighbourhood Development Plans to
enable residents to take something forward.

The Local Plan has been consulted on at various stages in its
preparation, in accordance with the requirements of the
Councils adopted 'Statement of Community Involvement'.

All town and parish councils are consulted on the East Riding
Local Plan and have been contacted regarding Neighbourhood
Development Plans. Policy S1 has been revised to include
additional guidance for Neighbouring Plans.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Chapter 2 - Key Spatial Issues
Total number of responses logged against this chapter: 41
Comment Ref

Summary of comments

General

Strategy acknowledges changing and growing population which needs
to be supported by housing, The population is not evenly represented –
disproportionate number of older people and under representation in
the 20-34 years age range. Clearly a reflective lack of sufficient housing
and employment opportunities. Population will grow, driven in part by
in-migration from Hull, York and West Yorkshire.

Noted. Demographic changes are considered in the Local
Housing Study which has been used to derive an appropriate
housing requirement for the East Riding.

There are a number of policies which are unnecessary and unrelated to
matters of specificity and are covered by NPPF.

Some of the policies referred to are required through the NPPF
or are model policies suggested by the Planning Inspectorate.

Justification and commentary fails to provide for how decisions should
be made – should be deleted and set out in a background document.

Commentary provides a reasonable explanation of how to use
the policies though a degree of flexibility is required to respond
to individual circumstances.

General

The introductory chapter should be excluded and the Key Spatial Issues
chapter extracted and used as an evidence base document.
East Riding is a desirable place to live and demand will continue.
General

General

The Key Spatial Issues chapter provides a useful context for the
Local Plan.
Noted.

It is acknowledged that a large proportion of the district is at risk of
flooding which means strategy should focus new development in low
risk areas.
Support for issues identified, in particular, recognised population
growth from neighbouring authorities and ageing population.

General

Officer Response

Need to recognise the opportunity to counter the loss of people within
the 20-34 age range. Key issue is to address making the district a place
where young people want to live and work.
Amend to say, "Geographically, the ER lies north of the Humber
estuary and is bounded to the east by the North Sea." as it is its position
north of the estuary that places it uniquely - many other places also

Noted. Demographic changes are considered in the Local
Housing Study which has been used to derive an appropriate
housing requirement for the East Riding.

Ok – amend comment

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

having the North Sea to the east.
City of York
Council

Agree that there are strong ties between York and the East Riding and
that York is an employment destination for many East Riding residents.

Noted. This trend is recognised throughout the approach taken
in the Strategy Document.

Right to identify strong relationships with Hull and York, including
levels of in-migration.

Noted. These trends and issues are recognised throughout the
approach taken in the Strategy Document.

The section, however, does not set out if there are planning challenges
from these relationships. York has a Green Belt and is a high demand
area. It is unlikely to meet its housing needs – withdrawn Core Strategy
was planning for less than household forecasts.

An updated Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of
evidence for the housing requirement identified in the Plan
based on an analysis of the latest data available. This is the data
that the Council must use to identify its Objectively Assessed
Needs.

DS/1568 &
DS/1569

If York doesn’t revise its Green Belt then there will be pressure on East
Riding villages. ER needs to ensure York reviews its boundary or agree
to accommodate York’s residual requirement. This needs to be
articulated – not ignored.
Hull is constrained by flooding and dereliction. Significant numbers of
people move out of the city to East Riding – as evidenced on the What
Households Where website.
General

Selby are preparing a plan based on falling net migration levels which
means they’re not meeting their assessed needs. Other authorities have
to increase their supply.
Ryedale also planning for a figure lower than 2008-based household
figure and SHMA. It is therefore questionable that they will be meeting
their own needs.
Not clear what will happen to ER’s unmet needs – difference between
SHLAA (27,000) and provision (24,000). Unlikely switching off supply
in ER will channel required housing to Hull. What proportion of unmet
need should be channelled to Hull. Hull’s approach is in doubt
following withdrawal of strategy.
Stats show many other authorities are net exporters of migrants to ER
(e.g. Leeds and Bradford) and these are experiencing significant
population increases.
2008-based projections show huge disparity for ER (37,000) compared

Both Hull and York have identified that they will meet their
own needs within their boundaries. Under the duty to
cooperate, the Council has not been asked to consider meeting
any residual need stemming from these areas.
The Council believes it has satisfied the duty to cooperate and
this has been set out separately.

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

with planned provision (24,000). Therefore need to account for 13,000
households not provided for in the plan – unlikely to be mopped up by
the other authorities.
Housing supply is a significant strategic issue to be addressed. Need to
undertake joint working.

General

Hull and East
Riding Local
Nature
Partnership

Some reference to displaced housing demand from the York/Leeds
areas putting pressure on (or providing opportunities for) western and
northern East Riding settlements should be acknowledged.

York has identified that they will meet their own needs within
their boundaries. The East Riding is not located within the
Leeds housing market area, but in migration has been
accounted for in the updated Local Housing Study.

This is a strong introduction to the strategy and should be supported.

Support welcomed.

Reference should be made here to the issue of cross boundary flood
storage, in particular with Hull City Council

Ok – text added

Strategy recognises continued population growth and in-migration as a
key driver. Therefore, cross boundary engagement is required. Need to
engage constructively as per the Duty to Cooperate, particularly in
respect of housing numbers with Hull, York and Leeds. In Coventry,
the inspector rejected the Plan due to failure on the Duty.

Both Hull and York have identified that they will meet their
own needs within their boundaries. Under the duty to
cooperate, the Council has not been asked to consider meeting
any residual need stemming from these areas. The East Riding
is not located within the Leeds housing market area, but in
migration has been accounted for in the updated Local Housing
Study.

DS/229
Environment
Agency
DS/1354

General

General

No evidence to show a joint committee, a memorandum of
understanding or a jointly prepared strategy in accordance with the
NPPF (para 181).

Support for recognition that plan will need to increase the supply of
housing. As a result of overall low delivery rates, affordable housing
delivery rates have also been low.
Delivering more affordable housing can only be achieved through the

The Council believes it has satisfied the duty to cooperate and
this has been set out separately.

Ok – text added

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

supply of open market housing in parallel. This should be emphasised
more.
Add: ‘The Plan needs to make provision for increasing the supply of
open market housing that will in turn deliver more affordable housing’.
The use of projections based on past trends is a well-established tool to
inform future housing requirements. However, t he current figures set
out in DS Policy S5 are a substantial reduction in earlier household
projections. Its also lower than the SHMA.
SHMA identifies locational preferences of Holderness, The Wolds and
Beverley. Goole, Hull Borders and Bridlington were not subject to
these same pressures (para 6.7).
Restricting the supply of housing in those areas with high demand as
well as delivering a lower overall total in the East Riding can only
exacerbate issues of affordability.
The amount of new affordable housing need equates to 25% of the
total requirement set out in the Draft Strategy. This only accounts for
new need – not backlog, and can’t be delivered through market housing
which is being restricted.
General

Strategy needs to deal with strategic issues such as growth of 50+
population and loss of 20-34 year old age range.
An increase in demand would be generated solely by the existing
population (zero-net migration)due to the changing demographics and
household sizes. Demand for housing will increase irrespective of
economic climate.
Need to recognise affordable housing provision will be supported
through improvements to the supply of housing.
Appropriate levels of growth in rural areas alongside the urban
regeneration objectives for those larger settlements such as Bridlington,
Goole and Withernsea should be identified in draft Policy S5 and draft
Policy H2.
The availability of services within the rural areas is an issue, however
the opportunity to bolster customer thresholds for shops and school
roles by accommodating appropriate new housing levels in the area
needs to be recognised as an opportunity to improve the sustainability

Demographic changes are considered in the Local Housing
Study which has been used to derive an appropriate housing
requirement for the East Riding.
The approach to distributing development across the East
Riding has, amongst many other factors, considered the role of
demand in different parts of the authority area. The Plan is
supportive of the rural economy and is much more flexible than
previous approaches.

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Instead of managing these different land uses in rural areas, a balanced
and careful approach between protection of the countryside and
provision of appropriate and attractive tourism accommodation. This
will support economic growth and emphasis in NPPF on enhancing the
rural economy.

Noted. The Plan seeks to do this. The Plan is supportive of the
rural economy and is much more flexible than previous
approaches.

By delivering the necessary housing in those more rural areas to meet
demand, those amenities that the local community rely upon can be
secured and as such the vitality of the area is strengthened. The
retraction of facilities from rural areas, fuelled by declining customer
levels, can be most readily address by bolstering customer and
population levels in these areas.

The Plan is supportive of the rural development and is much
more flexible than previous approaches. The Hinterland
Villages have not been abandoned – they have been subsumed
into the Primary Villages category and a more definite steer on
the level of development proposed here has been provided.

of those settlements.

General

General

The strategy steps away from this approach by abandoning hinterland
villages. The strategy fails to recognise the connections between
settlements and has substantially reduced the amount of housing in
rural areas – not suitable for ER context.

Flood risk issues and the character of the landscape have been
important factors in shaping the overall approach to
development.

Parts of ER are at significant risk of flooding. Areas outside of high risk
should be considered alternative locations for housing as larger
allocations in flood risk areas may be delayed due to infrastructure
provision.
Landscape is another constraint, particularly, in the Yorkshire Wolds
and the Lower Derwent Valley.
Not all land outside of settlements is used for food production.
Releasing lower quality grazing land for other uses will ease
competition.

Environment
Agency
DS/1355

Current climate change predictions are that rainfall will become less
Ok – text added
frequent but with a higher intensity (i.e. the sort that runs off quickly so
doesn’t recharge groundwaters). It is therefore likely that re-charge rates
will become more variable and harder to predict, leading to situations of
drought and then groundwater flooding both occurring more
frequently. This paragraph should also read ‘increased flooding and
coastal erosion from rising sea levels’. Mention should also be made of
the increased likelihood of periods of drought.

Comment Ref
Hull and East
Riding Local
Nature
Partnership

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Placing flooding high on the agenda clearly identifies it as a high priority Noted.
and demonstrates leadership/seriousness to both residents who may be
at risk and those interested in developing within the East Riding.

DS/230
Environment
Agency
DS/1356

RSPB
DS/1288

Reference should be made to the important fisheries within the plan
area, some of which are internationally renowned. The River Hull, for
example, is the most northerly chalk stream in the world, its SSSI status
reflecting its importance.

Ok – text added

The term 'nature Conservation Area' is inappropriate. In conjunction
with the use of captial letters, it suggests an official designation, which
is not the case. In addition, this statement does not reflect the wealth of
local nature conservation designations in the East Riding.. Therefore it
would be more appropriate to state:

Ok – text added

'There are many sites which are designated because of their
international, national or local ecological importance.'
Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Additional reference could be made to priority habitats such as lowland
heath, saltmarshes and flood meadows.

Ok – text added

DS/683

Reference should also be made to the provision of ecosystem services –
eg providing flood alleviation, carbon capture, tourism opportunities
and recreational value.

DS/1080
(ERY&H JLAF)

Need to reference important recreational/ access assets – eg. Yorkshire
Wolds National Trail. PROW network is some 1600km.

Ok – text added

Little significance afforded to heritage as a key spatial issue which is
borne out by other policies paying insufficient regard to this.

Heritage is identified as a key spatial issue in the Key Spatial
Issues chapter and significant work has gone into the
preparation of policies relating to heritage and development
within the Plan.

Paragraph 2.21, line 4 - (1) Move the sentence relating to Conservation
Areas to follow the sentence relating to Listed Buildings, and Scheduled

Ok - amended

General

English Heritage
DS/610

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Monuments
(2) Amend the end of this sentence to read:- “ ,,, the East Riding’s rich
historic character”..
English Heritage
DS/609
Hull and East
Riding Local
Nature
Partnership

In view of the fact that not all heritage assets are “built” in the normal
meaning of the word (e.g. the Registered Battlefield at Stamford
Bridge), it would be preferable to refer to “historic environment”.

Ok – amended

The average rate of erosion is for the East Riding coast is 1.5 - 2.5m per
year rather than the 1.5 - 2m given in the Plan.

Ok – amended

Welcome recognition of tourism as a key sector, but there is greater
scope for the Strategy to recognise the importance of tourism to the
economies in areas requiring regeneration – e.g. Bridlington and
Withernsea.

The Plan has been prepared taking into account the latest good
practice guidance. Tourism is an important sector which is
recognised within the Plan.

DS/234

General

This would be in line with CLG’s Good Practice Guide: Planning for
Tourism.
Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Nature tourism has a key role to play, particularly for the important
wildlife areas referred to in 2.20.

Noted.

Is there current and up to date economic strategy document for the
area? If so, then should there not be some reference to it. If not, then
what steps are underway to update this complementary strategy?

The current Economic Strategy is referenced in paragraph 2.24
of the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.

Page 15 – 2.24: talks about industrial processes and implies that the
main source of energy is from wind or biomass. I would welcome a
discussion about this statement to clarify your understanding.

Noted.

Support the principle of renewable energy as a key economic sector.
The economic impact of onshore wind development can be significant
(DECC 2012 – Onshore Wind: Direct and wider economic impacts)

Noted.

DS/685
General
National
Farmers Union
DS/84
General

Comment Ref
Hull and East
Riding Local
Nature
Partnership
DS/352
Hull and East
Riding Local
Nature
Partnership

Summary of comments

Officer Response

ERYC will need to start planning for the Government’s 2016 zero
Noted.
carbon target if indeed this comes to fruition. It is hoped that S106
payments associated to ‘allowable solutions’ can be utilised to fund low
carbon infrastructure to support communities and businesses in the east
riding and wider Humber area.
The text/intention within paragraphs 2.25 to 2.27 is reflected within the
Hull & Humber City Deal expression of interest. The Local Plan has a
role in supporting the development of the low carbon sector in the East
Riding and wider Humber LEP area.

Noted.

(Typing) third sentence: '80% of the all of the North Sea offshore wind
farms zones'. Delete first ' the'.

Ok – amended

The spatial portrait, specifically the sub-section on “The Economy”
makes no mention of the Gas Terminals Complex, which does not
reflect their national importance.

Reference added in 2.27 of the Proposed Submission Strategy
Document.

DS/233
Hull and East
Riding Local
Nature
Partnership
DS/228

General

•
•

Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust
DS/687

City of York
Council

The Langeled Pipeline alone has the capacity to supply up to
20% of the UK’s peak gas demand.
The UK’s principal strategic gas storage facility, the Rough
Field, is operated from the gas terminals complex (capacity to
supply up to 10% of the UK’s peak gas demand)..

Concerned about the potential impacts of the Enterprise Zones on the
Humber Estuary SPA/SAC/Ramsar/SSSI.
•
•

Development may impact on functionality of land for high-tide
foraging and roosting
Mitigation/compensation will need to be in place before
developments can go ahead

There may be other constraints on the highway network beyond the

Noted. A Habitats Regulations Assessment has been
undertaken for the Proposed Submission Strategy Document
which considers the impact of the Plan on designated sites.

Noted. Further work has been undertaken with the City of

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

DS/1570

East Riding boundary that will need to be considered.

York Council and the Highways Agency to consider this issue.

General

Consideration need to be given to widening transport choice.

Noted.

Is the third bullet point of "The Economy" statistics correct?

Yes – note that figures have been updated in the Proposed
Submission Strategy Document to show latest available.

General

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Chapter: Vision, Place Statements, Objectives and Key Diagram
Total number of responses logged against East Riding Local Plan Vision: 14 (17 other comments logged against the supporting text of this chapter have
been summarised against the relevant section)
Comment Ref(s)
DS/1515 (North
Lincolnshire Council),
DS/611 (English
Heritage), General
General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General support for the vision

Supported noted and welcomed.

The vision should specify what is envisaged by 'economic prosperity'
- for example, ratio of jobs per person or working age, levels of pay,
jobs within the district, the number of VAT registered businesses?

Comments noted. A definition of economic prosperity would be too detailed in the
vision. However, the Key Spatial Issues chapter of the Strategy Document identifies a
series of relevant statistics, and the Delivery and Monitoring chapter sets out how the
success of the Strategy will be monitored.

The vision should state if there is an intention to grow the economy.
This is mentioned in chapter 7, but again it is not quantified.
Therefore, not possible to assess whether the aspirations are realistic
and the plan is flexible to changing circumstances (as NPPF
requires)
The aspiration to support regeneration initiatives in Hull is unclear
and imprecise. Hull's role in the sub-region is deliberately obfuscated
by the Strategy Document. Aspirations for Hull set in the RSS etc
are no longer appropriate considerations, and demand is a key factor
in the NPPF (rather than policy ideology).
The provision of land at Hedon Haven is clearly just to support
Hulls economy. East Riding has a rural nature/strong agricultural
base/SMEs - providing sites for these businesses does not
undermine Hull. The Plan should identify that constraining
employment and housing provision in the East Riding will not assist
Hull. Economic (and housing expansion) in the East Riding will
assist Hull, as well as the East Riding.
If a Joint Strategy for Hull and ER is developed this should be
evidenced based, set out in the Strategy Document and subject to

The Vision has been amended to reflect this comment.

The relationship between the East Riding and the City of Hull is considered to be very
important, and a joint planning statement is being prepared which sets out agreed
priorities. Additional information has been added to the Key Spatial Issues chapter to
reflect the wider context to the plan.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

proper consultation/ scrutiny.
The final paragraph is not aspirational - greater emphasis should be
places on the need to increase green assets and their benefits.
Suggest amending to state; “ The Council will have worked closely with
DS/1357 (Environment communities, stakeholders and developers to protect and enhance the diverse
natural and built assets of the East Riding. There will have been a net gain in
Agency)
biodiversity, with the construction of a new network of green infrastructure and
public green space which brought people closer to nature, and provided a
multitude of environmental benefits across the East Riding and beyond”.
The vision should specifically promote a net gains in biodiversity.
Suggested amendments:
"opportunities to enhance valued green spaces, biodiversity and networks of green
infrastructure will have been taken, to support the wide range of recreational
opportunities, wildlife species and habitats across the East Riding"
DS/1289 (RSPB),
DS/696 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

DS/696 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

DS/611 (English
Heritage)
DS/1279 (Councillor

"This will have resulted in a net-gain in biodiversity and the establishment of a
coherent and resilient ecological network, contributing to the protection and
recovery of priority species and habitats."
"‘The valued green spaces, biodiversity and networks of green infrastructure will
have been enhanced, to support the wide range of recreational opportunities,
wildlife species and habitats across the East Riding. This will have resulted in a
net-gain for biodiversity and the establishment of a coherent and resilient
ecological network, contributing to the protection and recovery of priority species
and habitats. The East Riding will also have a thriving nature tourism market
due to investment in these ecological assets."
To highlight the value of natural assets the second sentence should
be changed to read:
‘ The varied towns and villages, and the rich and diverse landscapes, wildlife
habitats, heritage assets, countryside and coastal areas, that give the East Riding
such character will continue to be valued by residents and visitors alike.’
The vision Should make distinction between the built, natural and
historic environment (inline with the NPPF) by stating: “ … the
diverse natural, built and historic assets of the East Riding”
The authority should create a vision out of a draft informal scoping

Officer Response

Comments noted. The Vision has been amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. The Vision has been amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. The Vision has been amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. The Vision has been amended to reflect these comments.
Comments noted. The has been consulted on as part of the Issues and Options,

Comment Ref(s)
Bayram)

General

General

General

General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

opinion, following the process of preparing a community plan. The
end product, the vision, must be optimistic and address the personal
issues of the authority.
This vision just shows general issues - I am unsure who or it was
prepared, and it just appeared weeks before our Audit Commission
inspect. The community and the Council must have ownership of
both the vision and the community plan - not just the Authority.
Do not see how the aims of the vision will be achieved with the
current development proposals or without robust green spaces and
buffers put in place perpetuity.
If the LSP statement of 'we value and care for the diverse character
of the area' is true then the plans for business development at
Melton should be rejected in favour of green space.
The multi-modal corridor needs to be re-thought if the opportunities
to enhance valued green spaces, biodiversity and green infrastructure
are to be taken.
Welcome the amendments have been made to the vision regarding
the M62/A63 multi modal corridor.
A new sentence should be inserted to reflect the national importance
of the terminals complex:
“… and supporting the growth of key sectors such as the renewable energy
industry. The continuing operation of and investment in the nationally
important gas terminals complex at Easington will be supported given its role in
supplying gas to homes and businesses. In the more rural parts…”
The emphasis of the strategy should be on high quality and variety
of design, reflecting local character and promoting a high quality
landscape - rather than maximising housing density.
Changes will take place during the plan period - HS2 will impact on
the region and may lead to ER looking more to Leeds/York than
Hull. There is a need to consider longer term plans - where next set
out housing allocations will be. The Beverley/ Market Weighton/
Pocklington/ York axis may be a focus due to flood risk elsewhere,
and therefore, it is the wrong time to retreat from protecting HullYork rail corridor - should not put this long term need at risk.
Should have a stronger aspiration on climate change - looking to an;
“East Riding that has adapted with the changing climate and in the future is a

Preferred Approach and the Draft Strategy Document. It has been refined after each
consultation to ensure that it is as representative as possible of the views and
aspirations of the East Riding. Additional supporting text has been added to the
document to explain how the vision has been developed.

Comments noted. The objectives and policies of the Local Plan look to deliver the
vision. The Strategy Document identifies local distinctiveness, biodiversity and green
infrastructure as important issues (see Policies ENV1 to 5 of the Strategy Document
in particular) and overall the policies of the plan seek to ensure an appropriate balance
is struck between different considerations.

Supported noted and welcomed.

The key sectors are identified in accordance with the East Riding Economic
Development Strategy.
Comments noted. The Strategy document identifies these as important issues (see
Policies ENV1 and 2 in particular) and seeks to ensure an appropriate balance is struck
between different considerations.
Comments noted. The Vision identifies the importance of growth and new
development being delivered in a sustainable manner, making the most efficient use of
infrastructure. Additional text has been added to emphasise the importance of high
quality public transport connections.
The Local Plan is not able to address all of these issues, however the vision does refer
to minimising the risk from climate change, efficient use of energy and embracing

Comment Ref(s)

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

place where communities, wildlife and the local economy is resilient to extreme
weather events whilst benefiting from greater self sufficiency from local food and
energy supply and consumption”.
Consider a reference should also be made in the first paragraph to
visitors: "By 2029, East Riding will characterised by economically prosperous,
vibrant and distinctive urban and rural communities in which everybody,
including visitors to East Riding, can enjoy a high quality of life.."
A relief road is required to Bolton Fangfoss and Spittal to fulfil
vision re/ development taking place in a sustainable manner with
investment in infrastructure as required. A connecting road from the
A1079 to Full Sutton Industrial Estate is also desirable and would
take traffic out of Wilberfoss.

renewable and low carbon energy opportunities.

Comments noted. The Vision has been amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. This comment has also been logged against Policy S8 (Connecting
people and places) and will be responded to through the responses to that policy..

Total number of responses logged against Place Statements: 43 (17 other comments logged against the supporting text of this chapter have been summarised
against the relevant section)
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

A similar form of words to Pocklington place statement should be
used in all statements for areas where flood risk is apparent. The
DS/1358 (Environment
term 'flood tolerance' is also used on a number of occasions. This
Agency)
term should be expanded/defined as its meaning is unclear - the
terms 'flood resistance' and 'flood resilience' are better understood.
General
DS/797 (East Riding
Rural Partnership)
DS/508 (The Theatres
Trust)

Remain of the view that the M62/A63 corridor should have its own
place statement due to its regional significance.
The place statements need to be future proofed to reflect the
profound changes currently facing the retail high street.
Driffield, Goole and Hornsea statements all refer to enhanced
leisure and cultural facilities, but there is no policy in the document
to support these enhancements.

Officer Response
Comments noted. Generic references to flood risk have been avoided in the place
statements, with specific references only being made where there is a locally distinct
issue. The Place Statements have been amended to refer to flood resistance rather than
tolerance.
Comments noted. Place Statements have only been written for settlements. However,
the significance of the M62/A63 corridor has been further emphasised in the
overarching Vision, and the Place Statements for the settlements that lie alongside this
route to respond to this comment.
Comments noted. The Place Statements reflect what the plan is aiming to achieve,
which is for the centres of settlements to continue to be vibrant and viable.
Comments noted. The supporting text to Policy EC2 has been amended to reflect this
comment.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Anlaby, Willerby and Kirk Ella
General, DS/1358
(Environment Agency),
DS/612 (English
Heritage)

Support for the place statement.

The place statement should set out what AWK expects itself to look
like to serve the interest of the next four generations of occupants. It
should reinforce the need to the boundary to reflect the community
General
interests in having 'fuzzy edges; to east the transition from town
(large houses on small plots) to country (small houses on large
plots).
Reference should made to the presence of SPZs and the principal
aquifer. Development in these locations will need to protect and,
DS/1358 (Environment
where possible, enhance the important resource.
Agency)
Support recognition of green spaces and role in flood risk and the
aspiration to enhance these areas.
References to flood alleviation role of green spaces are welcomed.
Would like stronger assurance that these areas will be maintained
DS/700 (Yorkshire
and enhanced for biodiversity in line with NPPF. Reword to state:
Wildlife Trust)
‘… will have been maintained and where possible enhanced to improve the
network of green infrastructure and to support biodiversity ’

Support noted and welcomed.

Comments noted. Additional text has been added to emphasise that Anlaby, Willerby
and Kirk Ella will have maintained their character. Policy ENV1 of the Strategy
Document looks to ensure a high quality of design that reflects the character and
appearance of an area.

Support noted and welcomed. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Support noted and welcomed. The open gaps between settlements are largely in
private ownership, and while the Local Plan support the enhancement of these spaces
where possible, it cannot be more definite.

Cottingham
DS/851 (Cottingham
Civic Society), DS/1490
(Hull and East
Yorkshire NHS),
DS/1358 (Environment Support for the place statement.
Agency), DS/700
(Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust), DS/613
(English Heritage)
Mention should be made of the negative impact the two major
DS/851 (Cottingham
traffic routes (and a third through the village centre at peak times)
Civic Society)
has on the environment and community, preventing safe and easy

Support noted and welcomed.

The Place Statement emphasises sustainable methods of transport. The Local
Transport Plan is the most appropriate strategy for identifying/addressing transport
concerns.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments
access north-south through the village. It should also mention the
poor shopping environment caused by the volume of traffic and
narrowness of footpaths, and should state the Council will improve
this situation (with policies included to deliver this).

General

The Plan needs to ensure that new infrastructure (shops/schools)
does not just exacerbate unnecessary competition between
providers.

Development needs to be carefully managed in order to achieve the
vision set out in the place statement.
DS/1490 (Hull and
Do not consider the place statement is reflected by the policies in
East Yorkshire NHS), the Draft Strategy - the overall housing requirement is too low and
General
the split to Cottingham is inadequate.
Reference should made to presence of SPZs and the principal
DS/1358 (Environment
aquifer. Development in these locations will need to protect and,
Agency)
where possible, enhance the important resource.
General

General

DS/867 (Cottingham
Parish Council)
DS/867 (Cottingham
Parish Council)
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Welcome support to sustainable travel options, but concerned that
an increase in rail traffic over level crossings will cause more
'gridlock' conditions.
Would like the first sentence in the final paragraph strengthened, ie;
"The important valued green spaces that separate Cottingham from Hull and
Willerby will have been maintained and, where possible, enhanced to improve
the network of green infrastructure and support biodiversity."
As part of the NDP the PC would consider the possibility of a
southern relief road, and investigate the possibility of the road
alongside extra protection for the open spaces between Cottingham
and other settlements.
Would like stronger assurance that green areas will be maintained
and enhanced for biodiversity in line with NPPF. Reword to:
‘… will have been maintained and enhanced to improve the network of green
infrastructure and to support biodiversity ’

Officer Response

Support noted and welcomed. The evidence for the Local Plan (which includes a
Town Centre and Retail Study and an Infrastructure Study) has identified what
development and infrastructure is required over the plan period. This has taken into
account the extent to which existing facilities/infrastructure can meet future needs.
Comments noted.
Comments noted. Housing distribution has been considered through Policy S5.
Comment noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect these comments.
The Local Transport Plan looks to support capital investment in sustainable transport
infrastructure however the frequency of services (and so the number of level crossing
closures) is determined by the train operators, and is not within the control of the
Council.
Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect this comment.

Comments noted.
Support noted and welcomed. The open gaps between settlements are largely in
private ownership, and while the Local Plan support the enhancement of these spaces
where possible, it cannot be more definite.

Hessle
DS/1358 (Environment
Support for the place statement.
Agency), DS/700

Support noted and welcomed.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

(Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust), General
DS/1358 (Environment Should acknowledge Hessle's proximity to the estuary, its reliance on
Agency)
flood defences and its vulnerability to sea level rise.
Should give greater recognition to the fact that Bridgehead is set to
become another success, despite current economic conditions, due
to the excellent location and high quality of development proposed.
General
The Strategy should look to build on this success, instead of limit
employment areas in the locality to simply 'supporting the local
economy'
Would like stronger assurance that these areas will be maintained
DS/700 (Yorkshire
and enhanced for biodiversity in line with NPPF. Reword to:
Wildlife Trust)
‘… will have been maintained and enhanced to improve the network of green
infrastructure and to support biodiversity ’

Officer Response

Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. The open gaps between settlements are largely in private ownership,
and while the Local Plan support the enhancement of these spaces where possible, it
cannot be more definite.

Beverley
General, DS/1338
(Environment Agency),
Support for the place statement.
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust), DS/614
(English Heritage)
Consider the scale and type of development proposed, and several
General
policies of the plan conflict with this place statement.
Reference should made to presence of SPZ 3 and on a principal
DS/1358 (Environment
aquifer. Groundwater protection is essential here and should be
Agency)
referenced.

General

Greater weight should be placed on infrastructure improvements.
Improvement of regional and local transport network has an
important role in facilitating new development. Amend to state:
“ The train station will continue to be an important asset, and major transport
schemes, including a Southern Relief Road, park and ride scheme, coach park,
improved public transport facilities and new cycling and pedestrian routes will
have further improved accessibility and connectivity, in particular between
the town centre and the new urban extension to the south. ”

Support noted and welcomed.
The policies of the plan look to deliver the vision/place statements. Your comments
on individual policies have been as a response to those policies.
To ensure that the Place Statements are concise and distinctive references have only
been made to the SPZ in the Place Statements for settlements in the inner protection
zone. Policy ENV6 will be used to ensure that all development within SPZ 1, 2 and 3
ensures that the quality of the groundwater is protected.

Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect these comments.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Important to recognise that there are suitable and sustainable
housing opportunities to both the north and south of the settlement.

DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Concerned that the River Hull has not been mentioned - important
corridor for wildlife and recreation, and would like to see a
commitment to maintain and enhance this area (in line with NPPF
paragraph 109).

Comments noted. The Place Statement recognises that a range of sites will be required
to meet housing demands. The area to the south of the town is specifically identified
due to the scale of the development planned here.

General

Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect these comments.

Rather than 'the Beck' give full name - Beverley Beck.

Comment noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect this comment.

Support for the place statement.

Support noted and welcomed.

Bridlington
General, DS/700
(Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust), DS/615
(English Heritage)

General

General

General

Concern about focussing retail growth on meeting the needs of
tourist and visitors in town centre and old town - don't object but
consider services/facilities need to provide for residents also.
New residential developments needs to be support/served by new
community and retail facilities, which need not be in the town
centre. Improvements to public transport are also supported - but
services need to be provided close to homes to enable access by foot
and cycle, rather than having to access the town centre for all retail
needs.
Should also incorporate reference to the aspirations of improving
tourism accommodation and facilities, both within Bridlington and
its catchment / the place statement should give more emphasis to
tourism development. There is a need for more accommodation that
encourages year round tourism, helping to reverse the decline in the
industry.
Suggest re-wording of sentence that relates to the Old Town;
"The elements which contribute to the distinctive character of the outstanding
'Old Town' area will have been preserved and enhanced, and it will have
strengthened its position an part of the town’s destination offer."

Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect these comments.
Enhanced facilities in the town centre will benefit residents as well as visitors. National
Planning Policy is also clear that a town centre first approach should be taken to retail
development.

Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect this comment.

Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect this comment.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Driffield
General, DS/1358
(Environment Agency),
Support for the place statement.
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust), DS/616
(English Heritage)
The Strategy should encourage/support the dual service function of
General
Nafferton alongside Driffield.
Support recognition in place statement that greenfield sites need to
General
be brought forward alongside PDL - though complexity of projects
such as Alamein Barracks needs to be recognised.

Support noted and welcomed.
The Place Statements are focussed on the individual settlements at Town level and
above, rather than Primary Villages such as Nafferton.
It would not be appropriate for the place statements to refer to the relative complexity
(or otherwise) of developing any particular sites.

Goole
General, DS/1358
(Environment Agency),
Support for the place statement.
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust), DS/617
(English Heritage)
Reference should also be made to green corridor around the River
DS/1358 (Environment Ouse and the River Don/Dutch River. This will provide space for
Agency)
floodwaters to safely flow and allow future opportunities for
enlarging/setting back the flood defences
Statement about 'investment in infrastructure' should acknowledge
DS/1358 (Environment
the challenges and uncertainties associated with the new funding
Agency)
regime.
Too much focus should not be placed on Goole to achieve the level
General
of development proposed given the weak housing market and issues
of flood risk. Howden should have an important supporting role.
General

Remove the 'The' before Oak Hill Country Park

Support noted and welcomed.

Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to refer to the other
watercourses.
This would be too detailed for the place statement, however the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan identifies a variety of potential funding sources, including contingencies,
in recognition of this.
Comments noted. The distribution of housing has been considered through Policy S6.
Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reflect this comment.

Elloughton cum Brough
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust),
DS/681 (English

Support for the place statement.

Support noted and welcomed.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Heritage)
DS/1358 (Environment Would like to see a green corridor promoted along the River Goole
Agency)
(as with Goole) to allow space for water.
Welcome references to Humber Green Port Corridor and Melton but do not consider that the regional significant of Melton is
sufficiently reflected. Melton has been a stand out success in terms
General
of economic growth in recent times. The place statement should see
the expansion of Melton West as a matter of regional importance to
continued economic growth.
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Concerned about potential impact of the level of development on
Wildlife Trust)
the Humber Estuary.

Comments noted. The Place Statement has been amended to reference the flood
alleviation role of some GI assets.

Comments noted. The place statement has been amended to reflect these comments.

The impact of development on the Humber Estuary has been considered through the
HRA.

Hedon
General, DS/619
Support for the place statement.
(English Heritage)
DS/1358 (Environment Statement on flood risk should acknowledge uncertainties about
Agency)
delivery. It should also be made clearer whether it is referring to
localised sources of flooding or the greater challenge from the
Humber Estuary. The flood risk issues in Hedon are complex, and
funding regime may inadvertently hinder the changes of gaining
additional FDGiA to tackle the other sources of flooding.
DS/781 (Hedon
Hedon has only its history and heritage to cling too - its Georgian
Navigation Trust)
Buildings, many listed, the 17th century Town Hall, the 11th century
Church as well as its status as holding the Senior Town Mayoralty in
Yorkshire and being the l 1th port of the 12th century. The removal,
therefore, of the chance to reclaim our Heritage is a bitter pill to
swallow.
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Concerned about potential impact of Hedon Haven on Humber
Wildlife Trust)
Estuary. To comply with NPPF para 109 amend to state:
"This will take advantage of its unique location adjacent to the Humber
Estuary and the existing ports estate in Hull. The biodiversity assets in this
area will have been maintained and enhanced to provide an overall net gain for
biodiversity as part of this development."
DS/619 (English
One of the defining features of Hedon is the prominence of the
Heritage)
Minster in the landscape. With Hedon Haven and wind farms it is

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. The place statement has been amended to reflect the uncertainty
about delivery. The place statement refers to flooding from all sources. The
Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies a variety of potential funding sources to address
flood risk, including contingencies, in recognition of this.

Comments noted. Reference to these important heritage features have been added to
the place statement.

The Local Plan Vision and policy ENV4 looks to achieve a net gain in biodiversity
across the East Riding, however it would be too detailed to reference this in each place
statement.
Comments noted. The place statement has been amended to reflect these comments

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

essential that this is not threatened. Suggest adding to the end of the
third paragraph:
“Hedon Minster will continue to be the principal element in the skyline of this
part of Holderness and the key views towards the Minster will have been
protected.”
Concerned about potential impact of Hedon Haven - need to ensure
that if developed it is in a manner which safeguards those elements
which contribute to significance of heritage assets. Suggest adding to
the final sentence of the fifth paragraph:
“… and safeguard the integrity of the Humber Estuary’s biodiversity assets and
the significance of the heritage assets in its vicinity”
Hornsea
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust), DS/621 Support for the place statement.
(English Heritage)
There is no mention of tourism as being an important part of the
General
economy of the town.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comment noted. The place statement has been amended to reflect this comment.

Howden
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust) ,
DS/622 (English
Support for the place statement.
Heritage), DS/510 (The
Theatres Trust)
Should acknowledge the tidal flood risk and that without
DS/1358 (Environment
contributions to improve defences the long term future safety of
Agency)
developments will be harder to achieve.
One of the defining features of Howden is the Minster - it is
essential that its dominance is not threated, nor are key views
harmed by development. Suggest new sentence at end of second
DS/622 (English
paragraph stating:
Heritage)
“Howden Minster will continue to be the principal element in the skyline of this
part of Humberhead Levels and the key views towards the Minster will have
been protected.”

Support noted and welcomed.
This would be too detailed for the place statement, however the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan identifies a variety of potential funding sources, including contingencies,
in recognition of this.

Support noted and welcomed. The place statement has been amended to reflect these
comments.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Consider more housing should be directed to Howden.

Your comments on housing distribution have been considered through Policy S5.

General

Add space between pedestrian and friendly in first paragraph first
sentence.

The place statement has been amended to reflect this comment.

Support for the place statement.

Support noted and welcomed.

To reflect importance of Wolds for wildlife as well as landscape
amend to state;
"The much valued Wolds Area of High Landscape Value that surrounds the
eastern side of Market Weighton will have been preserved and
enhanced for its landscape, wildlife and recreational value . The
town will continue to be separate from the village of Goodmanham "

The place statement has been amended to reflect this comment.

Market Weighton
DS/623 (English
Heritage)
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Pocklington
DS/1358 (Environment
Agency), DS/624
Support for the place statement.
(English Heritage)
A number of important biodiversity corridors around Pocklington
are identified as Living Landscapes. Therefore amend to state:
DS/700 (YWT)
"The biodiversity assets surrounding Pocklington will have been maintained and
enhanced resulting in improved connectivity for wildlife ’
Second paragraph first sentence - refer to Pocklington Canal and
Canal Head whilst referring 'other facilities and attractions' A
General
Heritage Lottery Fund bid is being developed which will potentially
increase access, learning and recreational opportunities on the canal.
Also, rather than 'the Beck' give full name - Pocklington Beck.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. The place statements have sought to be distinctive and specific and
so general reference to maintaining or enhancing biodiveristy assets have not been
included - and are covered instead by the overall East Riding Vision and Policy ENV4
of the Plan.
Comments noted. The place statement has been amended to reflect these comments.

Withernsea
General
DS/700 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Support for the place statement.

Support noted and welcomed.

The important green spaces in Withernsea should be maintained and
enhanced for biodiversity in line with the NPPF.

Comments noted. The place statements have sought to be distinctive and specific and
so general reference to maintaining or enhancing green spaces have not been included
- and are covered instead by the overall East Riding Vision and Policy ENV4 and
ENV5 of the Plan.

Comment Ref(s)

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

A high quality cultural and community facility now exists - the
Meridian Centre, which the Town Council has bought and is trying
to develop by applying for lottery funding. It would be great if
ERYC could get behind this project and make it a primary focus of
the regeneration partnership.

Comments noted. The place statement has been amended to reflect this comment.

Total number of responses logged against Objectives: 27 (17 other comments logged against the supporting text of this chapter have been summarised against
the relevant section)
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

General support for the objectives.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Proper planning will be required to meet these objectives.

Comment noted.

General

The Strategy should expressly support local based construction and
house building industry to sustain and create local jobs. The
requirement is primarily for sites between 1-50 plots - no
consideration of these needs has been taken into account in the site
selection process.

Comment noted. The Local Plan allocates a range of sites of different sizes.

General

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Should also refer to consultation with stakeholders and land and
property owners:
"...ensure that the local impact of climate change, including rising sea levels,
increased rates of coastal erosion and more frequent flooding events, are
minimised, managed and adapted to, in consultation with stakeholders
and land and property owners "

Support noted and welcomed. The objectives set out the aims for the plan, and the
policies and Infrastructure Development Plan provide the detail as to how they will be
delivered.

Objective 1

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Concerned about wording, and would like it amended to:
"Enable residents to achieve a high quality of life, with good access to high
quality jobs, homes and key services, including community and health services,
affordable housing, shopping, education, recreation and cultural facilities, which
also protects and enhances East Riding’s valued environmental assets and
the ecosystem services they provide "

Comments noted. This objective has been amended to reflect these comments. The
protection and enhancement of biodiversity assets is covered by objective 17.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Objective looks to maintain the character of smaller settlements and
rural areas. How will "trends in agriculture include larger farms"
(section 2.24) be accommodated within this objective?

Comments noted. The objective has been amended to reflect these comment and
clarify that maintaining the character of rural areas will need to be balanced with
supporting continued vitality and realising for rural economic diversification.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Should also recognise that for tourism uses there is often no feasible
alternative to the private car:
"Ensure new development is located, where possible , to maximise and
encourage the use of sustainable modes of transport, including rail and water,

This objective looks to maximise the accessibility of new development in line with the
principles of sustainable development. It is recognised that in some instances
opportunities to use sustainable modes of transport may be more limited, but this
objective does not undermine this.

Objective 2
DS/354 (Hull and East
Riding Local Nature
Partnership)
Objective 3
DS/627 (English
Heritage), DS/506 (The
Theatres Trust)
DS/705 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Objective 4
DS/666 (English
Heritage)
DS/85 (National
Farmers Union)
Objective 5
General, DS/408
(Highways Agency),
DS/354 (Hull and East
Riding Local Nature
Partnership), DS/1573
(City of York Council)
General

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

and facilitate opportunities for walking and cycling"
Support, though focusing development in settlements where it will
enhance accessibility should be emphasised more. Add the
following;
“Development be focussed in those settlements where it will enhance accessibility
to local services, shops and jobs ”.

Comments noted. The objective has been amended to reflect this comment.

General

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Objective will only be achieved through the supply of open market
housing. Amend to state;
“ The Plan needs to make provision for increasing the supply of open market
housing that will in turn deliver more affordable housing ” or
" Significantly increase the provision of market and affordable housing
throughout the East Riding."

The housing objectives have been re-ordered to make the overall objective of ensuring
a supply of housing land is available to meet local housing requirements clearer.

General

Objective 6

Objective 8
Suggested amendments to reflect the NPPF:
"Significantly increase the supply of new housing within the
district, ensuring a deliverable and flexible supply of housing land, which is
managed to meet local housing requirements and overall regeneration and
transformation aspirations."
General

“ To ensure a deliverable and flexible supply of housing land is made available,
to meet local housing requirements, sufficient deliverable housing land

will be allocated and subsequently released to ensure a
continuous 5 year supply ”.

"Ensure at least five years supply of land for housing which is deliverable and
flexible supply of housing land is always available, which is managed to meet
local housing requirements and overall regeneration and transformation
aspirations"

This objective is clear that a supply of housing land should be available to meet local
housing requirements clear. The policies and the Delivery and Monitoring chapter of
the plan provide the detail as to how this will be managed.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Objective 9

General

DS/668 (English
Heritage)
DS/408 (Highways
Agency)

General support for objective, but consider wording needs to be
clearer about supporting the release of sustainable greenfield sites to
ensure flexibility and consistent with the NPPF. Amend through the
deletion of maximising the use of the East Riding’s limited supply of
previously developed land and replacing with support the release
of sustainable Greenfield sites (in allocating and releasing housing
sites).
Support, especially development at densities which reflect local
circumstances - this reflects NPPF paragraph 47.
Support encouraging the efficient use of land. It could be
strengthened by replacing 'suitably' with 'sustainably' located
greenfield sites to ensure sustainable accessibility is an important
consideration in determining suitable sites.

This objective is sufficiently clear that sustainably located greenfield sites should be
allocated, though maximising the use of brownfield land where possible remains an
important objective..

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. The objective has been amended to reflect this comment.

A Prosperous Economy (general)
General

General

Broadly support objectives 11-15. However, seem to focus
predominantly on the energy sector. This could be the detriment of
growth across the wider range of sectors operating - they should be
reflected more in the objectives/policies.
Given the critical importance of the terminals complex to the
security of gas supplies an additional objective should be inserted
stating:
“Support the continuing operation of and investment in the gas terminals
complex at Easington given its national importance in supplying gas to homes
and business and the contribution to the local economy, whilst minimising
adverse environmental impacts and avoiding any significant loss of amenity to
local residents.”

Only 1 of these 5 objectives focuses on the energy sector, and together the objectives
are considered to give strong support to the wide range of economic sectors operating
across the East Riding.

Comments noted. Objective 14 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Objective 10
DS/354 (Hull and East
Riding Local Nature
Partnership)

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Consider it should refer to whole town (not just centres) and that it
is not sufficiently acted upon.

Comment noted. The objective says 'including' town and district centres but is not
exclusive of other locations. The policies and the Delivery and Monitoring chapter of
the plan provide the detail as to how this will be delivered.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Should make explicit reference to promoting high quality tourist
accommodation:
"encourage a thriving and sustainable tourism and visitor economy, making use
of town centres, seaside resorts, coastal areas and the countryside, and
promote high quality tourist accommodation ".

Comment noted. The objective has been amended to reflect this comment.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Objective unduly restricts onshore wind development by seeking to
'avoid significant losses of visual amenity. This is contrary to para.
98 of the NPPF and the NPS on Energy (para. 2.7.48). To be
consistent amend to state:
“Maximise the potential of renewable and low carbon energy generation by
supporting a wide portfolio of energy infrastructure and businesses, which do not

Comments noted. The objective has been amended to reflect these comments.

Objective 11
DS/354 (Hull and East
Riding Local Nature
Partnership), General
General
Objective 12
DS/408 (Highways
Agency), DS/1573 (City
of York Council)
Objective 13
General, DS/705
(Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust), DS/669
(English Heritage)
General

Objective 14
DS/354 (Hull and East
Riding Local Nature
Partnership)

General

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

have unacceptable impacts.”
DS/354 (Hull and East
Riding Local Nature
Partnership)
DS/87 (National
Farmers Union)

Could objective 14 and/or 16 (and/or a relevant policy) refer to the
2016 Zero Carbon Target? If ERYC is to have a prominent role in
the design and delivery of future carbon offset funds the Local Plan
should signal this intention and back the target.

Building regulations will ensure that new buildings meet increasing sustainability
requirements, working towards the zero carbon target, and it is not necessary for this
to be an objective of the Local Plan.

How will the economic benefits be considered when considering
"significant losses of visual amenity"?

In line with the principles of sustainable development, proposals will be considered on
a case by case basis, looking to strike a balance between economic, social and
environmental impacts of a proposal.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Objective 16
DS/1369 (Environment
Agency), DS/1290
(RSPB), DS/670
(Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust), DS/354 (Hull
and East Riding Local
Nature Partnership)
DS/1290 (RSPB),
DS/705 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/670 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/354 (Hull and East
Riding Local Nature
Partnership)
DS/87 (National
Farmers Union)
Objective 17

Should also explicitly promote the delivery of a net-gain in
biodiversity (inline with NPPF para 109). Amend to state;
"Achieve high quality design which minimises environmental impacts and
delivers net-gain in biodiversity..."

olicy ENV4 will be a key delivery policy for this objective, and provides further detail
about how it will be delivered, including reference to achieving net gains where
possible.

"... incorporating biodiversity enhancements to provide net-gains for wildlife."
Should use the term 'adaptation'.

The objective has been amended to reflect these comments.

Could objective 14 and/or 16 (and/or a relevant policy) refer to the
2016 Zero Carbon Target? If ERYC is to have a prominent role in
the design and delivery of future carbon offset funds the Local Plan
should signal this intention and back the target.

Building regulations will ensure that new buildings meet increasing sustainability
requirements, working towards the zero carbon target, and it is not necessary for this
to be an objective of the Local Plan.

How will the economic benefits be considered when considering
"significant losses of visual amenity"?

In line with the principles of sustainable development, proposals will be considered on
a case by case basis, looking to strike a balance between economic, social and
environmental impacts of a proposal.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

DS/1290 (RSPB),
DS/705 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Objective and policies throughout the Strategy should recognise
there is scope for appropriate development in and adjacent to
sensitive or distinctive areas provided careful consideration is given
to design and layout, and mitigation measures are implemented
where necessary.

Comments noted. This is recognised by the policies of the plan that will help to deliver
this objective.

Would like to see biodiversity examples included such as priority
habitats and nature conservation designations.

Support noted and welcomed. The objective has been amended to reflect this
comment.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Consider that this objective is not sufficiently acted upon.

Support noted and welcomed.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

Would like to see green infrastructure links included.

To ensure that the objective is concise it just provides a few examples of community
services and facilities, rather than an exhaustive list. Green Infrastructure is also
addressed through objective 17.

Support for this objective.

Support noted and welcomed.

General
DS/1290 (RSPB),
DS/705 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
Objective 18
General, DS/671
(English Heritage)
General
Objective 19
DS/672 (English
Heritage)
Objective 20
DS/506 (The Theatres
Trust)
DS/705 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
Objective 21
DS/354 (Hull and East
Riding Local Nature
Partnership)

Total number of responses logged against Key Diagram: 8 (17 comments logged against the supporting text of this chapter have also been summarised against
the relevant element)
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

DS/542

Support for the principles conveyed in the Key Diagram.

Support noted and welcomed.

DS/1548

The Key Diagram should be amended to reference the hinterland
link between Driffield and Nafferton.

The approach suggested is not taken forward through the Proposed Submission
Strategy Document. It is therefore not appropriate to identify it on the Key Diagram.
The Plan seeks to move away from the RSS terminology, but the narrative throughout
the Strategy Document identifies the relationship between the East Riding and York
and Hull.

DS/1574 (City of York
Council)

Hull and York should be shown as ''regional or sub regional cities'
on the diagram. Should also show more clearly that the East Riding
shares a boundary with the City of York.

DS/1291, DS/710

Should show international and national conservation designations
and the Humberhead Levels Nature Improvement Area. Would also
welcome inclusion of the RSPB's Humberhead Levels Futurescapes
Area and the RSPB's Wolds and Coast Farmland Bird Priority Area,
Green Infrastructure Corridors and Biodiversity Priority Areas.

The local authority boundaries are shown on the Key Diagram.
Noted. The designation are shown more clearly on individual maps within the Strategy
Document. The Key Diagram seeks to identify, in the main, areas where development
will be focused rather than identify those areas which will be protected. A number of
the designations are shown on the Policies Map.

DS/990

The Hull Housing Market Area should be shown.

Comments noted. The Key Diagram has been amended to reflect this comment.

DS/919

The terminals complex should be identified.

This is too detailed for the role of a Key Diagram.

DS/793

Should show the north Wolds and Yorkshire economic area (a
brown line with an arrow pointing to York from Driffield ) and the
Goole/York economic area (a brown link with an arrow pointing
towards York from Goole).

The sub areas seek to convey much of the functional economic interactions between
areas.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: S1 - Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
Total number of responses logged against policy: 39
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General
(various)

Support approach (and working proactively with applicants to find
solutions)

General

Reference to sustainability index/matrix. Concern that status quo in
villages means decay

General

To support the plan positively approach, the Plan should not contain
too many restrictive and onerous policies

Highways
Agency
DS/409
General
Wright 1433
General
(various)
Environment
Agency
DS/1361

Policy could be strengthened by making reference to proactive
engagement with statutory consultees
Should list those policies which indicate development should be
restricted in line with NPPF (ref SSSIs Local Green Space, Heritage
Coast etc.)
Policy not required
Should make reference to support to be given to Neighbourhood
Plans
Make reference to the fact that applications should be accompanied
by appropriate supporting information to enable positive and timely
determinations

General

Make specific reference to supporting renewable energy projects

General

Replace ‘council’ with ‘decision maker’ to provide role for planning
inspector

Officer Response
Noted
Sustainability matrix not used for several years and not promoted through the
Draft Strategy Document. Policies S3 and S4 consider development approach
in villages and supports appropriate growth.
Plan needs to deliver sustainable development and mitigate as far as possible
any negative impacts. Local Plan viability assessment will help determine
whether approach is too onerous.
Reference added to supporting text (4.4) of Proposed Submission Strategy
Document.
Reference added to supporting text (4.3) of Proposed Submission Strategy
Document.
Policy based on model PINS policy suggested for inclusion
A new part C and D has been added to the policy to provide support for
Neighbourhood Development Plans which include an approach consistent
with the NPPF/Plan.
Reference added to supporting text (4.4) of Proposed Submission Strategy
Document.
The policy is aimed at all types of sustainable development. Identifying specific
types of development would be inappropriate and misleading.
The Plan is drafted to set the framework for how the Council will make
planning decisions. The role for the Planning Inspector is provided in other
documents.

Comment
Ref(s)
General
General
General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Need to consider the character and environmental aspects of the areas
too
An up-to-date plan-led approach is important and authorities should
be looking for solutions rather than problems.
The Plan is not ambitious enough in focussing on opportunity to
create a bio-diverse eco-estuary with environmental businesses and
development. There should be archaeological trails and preservation
of the green areas and wildlife habitats.
Policy S1 (B) should be amended to enshrine the value of views, not
only ‘of' the tops of the Yorkshire Wolds but also ‘from' the higher
ground:- "and views of and from the rolling tops of the Yorkshire
Wolds"

Such considerations are detailed in subsequent policies with thin Plan (e.g. S3,
S4, ENV1, ENV2, ENV3, A1-A6)
Noted
Noted. The Plan provides a supportive framework for such activities delivered
through other strategies and projects.

Sentence re Yorkshire Wolds included in error (see errata)

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: S2 – Addressing Climate Change
Total number of responses logged against policy: 15
Comment
Ref(s)
General
Swanland PC
DS/881
General
Environment
Agency
DS/1362

Summary of comments
Support
Should be a greater emphasis on improving existing housing stock
rather than generation of power which spoils the landscape
Policy is unnecessary, not locally specific and is already covered in
NPPF
‘Adapt’ should read ‘adaptation’
Some allocations have been put forward in flood risk areas – need to
justify why

General

General

General

General

What are ERYCs proactive strategies to support S2? Tree planting?
How will emissions be reduced if the M62/A63 corridor is urban with
no/little green space? Melton fields should be a woodland
Policy S2 could be more effective by increasing the proportion of new
housing to the Major Haltemprice Settlements. The current
proportion is too low. In addition, the overall number of dwellings
promoted for the East Riding should be increased on the basis of
meeting the objectively assessed need.
There is no explicit reference in either the Policy itself or supporting
text to viability of development and the need to balance growth and

Officer Response
Noted
Noted. The Plan can support but cannot directly deliver improvements to the
existing housing stock.
Policy provides an overall framework for how the Plan will address a
significant cross-cutting issue for the East Riding identified in the Key Spatial
Issues section.
Policy amended to read ‘adaptation’ in the Proposed Submission Strategy
Document.
A very small proportion of the proposed allocations have been identified in
high risk flood zones. The vast majority of such sites are located in Goole
where a Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment provides further detail on the
impact and risk of flooding. Measures are also in place to ensure that the risk
of flooding in the town is not increased. Other sites have small elements of
their area within a higher risk flood zone, and policies within the Plan suggest
that flood compatible uses could be located here (e.g. open space).
The Council is preparing a Climate Change Strategy and works in partnership
with HEYwoods to increase woodland cover across Hull and the East Riding.
Noted. Comments relating to the scale and distribution of housing are
addressed in respect of Policy S5.

Noted. The viability of development is considered in a number of the policies
within the Plan which are cross-referenced in Table 1.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
delivery of development against any climate change indicators.
Reference to the ‘expected impacts of climate change' is also far too
open as a statement and is not sufficiently justified or therefore
effective.

Officer Response
Some of the expected impacts of climate change are set out within the
supporting text as well as in Chapter 2.

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 9
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

(Table 1) The council is in agreement with the ‘delivery method’
shown in the first row of Table 1

Support welcomed

Environment
Agency
DS/1363

(Table 1) The implementation section should be more explicit about
the role planning can play in ‘supporting sustainable flood
management proposals’. It should perhaps describe how developer
contributions through either S106 or Community Infrastructure Levy
could help to plug funding gaps for new infrastructure

Noted. Specific policies in the Proposed Submission Allocations Document
identify where development can support sustainable flood management
proposals following on from the broad areas identified in the Strategy
Document.
Support welcomed

RSPB
DS/1292

(Table 1) The RSPB supports the promotion of "proposals that
protect, enhance and link habitat networks to allow biodiversity to
adapt to climate change". This will help to ensure compliance with the
NPPF (paras. 109, 114 and 117) and the implementation of the
England Biodiversity Strategy.

Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust
DS/676

(Table 1) Point 3 should be changed to ‘ Support the re-use of the
area's building stock and previously developed land, where it is not of
high environmental value ’ in line with the core principles of the
NPPF (paragraph 17).

Support noted. Reference to the use of buildings and land which are not of
high environmental value has been made in the supporting text to Policies S3
(4.15) and S4 (4.34) of the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.

City of York
Council
DS/1575

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

We support the inclusion of the need to ‘ Promote proposals that
protect, enhance and link habitat networks to allow biodiversity to
adapt to climate change’ within this table which complies with the
NPPF (paragraph 109).
(Table 1) The Policies listed exclude several which are fundamental to
the consideration of potential applications. For example:-

English
Heritage
DS/673

In the case of the 8th element (Promoting renewable energy and
decentralised energy generation), judging by the recent spate of
applications, the most significant effects are likely to be upon
landscape character (Policy ENV2) and Heritage (ENV3).
Proposals for the reuse of the area’s building stock and previously
developed land are also need to take into account Policy ENV3
(historic environment).
A primary consideration in promoting schemes at higher density will
be Policy ENV1.

Noted. The policy is concerned with development and its impact on climate
change and the impact of climate change on development. Other issues such
as the impact on landscape and heritage are addressed through other polices
within the Plan.

Table 1 needs to identify all the relevant Policies that are likely to be
relevant to the delivery of Policy S2.

General

(Table 1) One of your objectives is to 'Promote development away
from areas of high flood risk, as far as possible. Yet sites have been
preferred at site locations that have a higher risk of flooding than
other reasonably available sites. For example sites MW13 and MW14
clearly have parts of the areas in flood zone 3a. Even if parts of the
preferred sites stated above can be developed it will still leave a short
fall in possible houses as areas of these sites will need to remain free
of development. This may have further implications as to general
access to and from these sites and routes of safe access and egress in

A very small proportion of the proposed allocations have been identified in
high risk flood zones. Sites MW13 and MW14 have a very small element of
their area within a higher risk flood zone, and policies within the Plan suggest
that flood compatible uses could be located here (e.g. open space). This has
been considered in identifying the overall scale of development suitable on
these sites.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
the event of a flood for future residents and emergency services.

Officer Response

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: S3 – Focussing development
Total number of responses logged against policy: 110
Comment Ref(s)
General
General
Swanland Parish
Council DS/882
Hull City Council
DS/169

Summary of comments
General Support (no specific comments)
Part A – does “it” refer to ‘development’ or ‘land’?
Agree that the planning system has to take into account a) the
rurality of the East Riding where 50% of residents live in rural
villages and b) the age profile of the population where there is a
higher proportion of older people.
The Strategy is to be generally supported by the Council as it takes
forward agreed strategic planning principles for the sub-region
previously embedded in the Regional Spatial Strategy and the Joint
Hull and East Riding of Yorkshire Structure Plan. Although these
have recently been revoked by the Government their planning
objectives are to be embraced in the new Joint Planning Statement
currently being prepared by the Councils. The Strategy supports
development within the city and seeks to focus a significant
proportion of development to the Haltemprice settlements as part
of the Hull urban area. The Council supports this aim

Officer Response
Support welcomed
Part A has been amended through the Proposed Submission Strategy
Document to remove ambiguity.
Noted.

Support welcomed.

Homes and jobs
General

General

Together with Policy S5, the plan should meet NPPF and
objectively identify and meet the housing, business and other
development needs of an area and respond positively to wider
opportunities for growth
There is a lack of consistency between policies S5, S3 and EC1 –
scale of housing development along the EW MM Corridor does not
reflect anticipated economic growth along the corridor – mismatch

Noted

The East-West multi-modal corridor (EW MM Corridor) runs through
three of the six sub areas identified within the Plan. In these three sub
areas, almost two-thirds of the housing required for the East Riding is

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

– too much development in unsustainable and weak market areas
• e.g. scale of development in Driffield 2.5x that of
Elloughton cum Brough; only around 250 dwellings
promoted in the corridor to east of Hull where Hedon
Haven is; scale of development to Withernsea which is a
weak and isolated area
• housing is a dispersed approach whilst employment is a
focussed approach
Pocklington as a focus for growth – Economic growth needs to be
prioritised alongside housing in the Pocklington area – policy is too
focussed on M62 corridor. Little attention is paid to the importance
of the A1079 as a strategic route important to the economy of the
area

promoted here. This also needs to be considered in the context of housing
provision within the City of Hull where the EW MM Corridor also runs
through. Therefore, taken as a whole, there is a clear emphasis on
supporting housing close to jobs across the Hull and East Riding area.

General

Homes should be located where jobs are, or where they are likely to
be. Look at jobs within 2km

General

Insufficient strategy for re-balancing the economy. Relies too much
on house building and retail to support the economies of the
Principal Towns

This approach is embedded into the Strategy. For example, The East-West
multi-modal corridor (EW MM Corridor) runs through three of the six sub
areas identified within the Plan. In these three sub areas, almost two-thirds
of the housing required for the East Riding is promoted here. There is a
clear emphasis on supporting housing close to jobs across East Riding.
The Strategy places a great emphasis on the provision of employment land
along the East-West Multi-Modal corridor in addition to town centre
development and house building. The economy chapter and sub area
policies identify the key economic sectors supported by the Plan.

DS/1103
Pocklington
Future

The policy recognises the significant role the EW MM Corridor will have in
realising the overall economic strategy for the area, and is therefore
highlighted as such. The policy recognises the important role for the Plan in
supporting economic growth in various locations across the East Riding
including Pocklington. A reference to the importance of the A1079 corridor
(and others) has been added alongside Policy S5 in the Proposed
Submission Strategy Document (paragraph 5.24).

Cross boundary relationships
East Riding Rural
Partnership
DS/796

Some reference to displaced housing demand from Hull/York
required – therefore settlement network could become a barrier to
rural development if communities want to respond to highly
localised economic opportunities

The Plan has been developed in recognition of the needs and aspirations of
neighbouring authorities under the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate.
Neither Hull nor York have identified additional displacement that would
need to be remedied through provision in the East Riding Plan.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General

Part C – not convincing when 45% of housing is to be within the
Hull HMA

General

Need to be more supportive of regeneration within Hull and
renovating areas within the City using brownfield land. Would aid
sustainable travel. Too much development in Haltemprice would
detract from this.

Officer Response
In respect of responding to localised economic opportunities, Policy S1 of
the Proposed Submission Strategy Document provides support for locally
development Neighbourhood Plans.
The Hull Housing Market Area (HMA) covers a wider area than just the
Major Haltemprice Settlements. This is now shown on the Key Diagram in
the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.
There are a number of references to the need to support the role of the City
of Hull.

Settlement Network
Highways Agency
DS/412

General

The Agency is generally supportive of directing new development
towards the larger settlements, where there is best access to
services, facilities, homes and jobs, and where it can be served by a
variety of sustainable modes of transport.
The Agency is supportive of the defined Settlement Network,
particularly with the identification of the Major Haltemprice
Settlements and Principal Towns as the main focus of growth.
These areas, especially Major Haltemprice, benefit from better
access to public transport links and are located close to regionally
important services and facilities; therefore they offer the best
opportunities for promoting sustainable development and reducing
the need to travel.
It is recognised that due to the rural nature of the borough, car
ownership and usage is relatively high and therefore the Agency
welcomes that smaller towns and settlements will also provide a
focus for housing, employment, local amenities and transport to
support local needs, which again should help to facilitate a
reduction in the need to travel by private car.
Objection to a rigid settlement network across the duration of the
plan period – stifles natural/locally planned evolution of
settlements – should support settlements moving up the network if

Support welcomed.

An additional reference to supporting Neighbourhood Plans has been
inserted into Policy S1 in the Proposed Submission Strategy Document. In
addition paragraph 5.14 of that document clarifies the position in

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General

they provide additional service provision and population through a
Neighbourhood Plan
Populations of 1,000+ should be classed as urban. Settlements with
a shop, school, meeting place and public transport (to and from
jobs) are sustainable

General
General
General
Molescroft Parish
Council DS/606
Molescroft Parish
Council DS/606

Strategy Document should reflect the importance of new
development at all settlements to reflect local need and ensure that
sustainable communities are enhanced and maintained
Support for sustaining overall vitality of rural areas – ensure there is
not a static approach and reflect on strong local market conditions
Spreading development is important – rather than overdevelopment of 1 or 2 areas
Concern that capacity analysis has not been undertaken for the
larger centres – significant infrastructure concerns particularly in
terms of impact on traffic.
Outdated settlement network policy – need to consider a new town

Officer Response
responding to settlements which seek to promote more development.
The selection of settlements within the Network has been identified in
previous iterations of the Strategy Document and subject to consultation.
The suggested approach is similar to the methodology for identifying Rural
Service Centres and Primary Villages. ‘Villages’ are identified where they
have either a shop, school, meeting place or pub.
The approach provides a framework for sustainable communities.
Noted.
Noted.
Infrastructure Study and updates have been prepared.
The process involved in identifying the Settlement Network has been set
out in previous drafts. A new town has not been identified as a ‘reasonable
alternative option’ as:
• No land has been identified to accommodate a development in the
order of 5,000-10,000 properties (therefore it cannot be delivered)
• There would be significant infrastructure requirements and costs
well in excess of approach selected in the Plan
• There were no Eco-Town submissions in this area

Major Haltemprice Settlements (MHS), Principal Towns and Towns
General
General

Need to re-consider the option of supporting sustainable urban
extensions to Hull following duty to cooperate and withdrawal of
Hull Core Strategy
When viewed alongside S5, the MHS are not the focus for
development given the proportion of homes required in rural areas

In line with the Duty to Cooperate, work on both the Hull Local Plan and
East Riding Local Plan has not identified a need to identify land within the
East Riding to cater for Hull’s housing requirement.
The Policy balances the need to support development in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and to support regeneration within the City

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments
– MHS should be far higher

General

General

It is disappointing that the distribution of development does not
recognise the specific settlements that make up the Major
Haltemprice Settlements. The individual places, their needs,
opportunities and aspirations should be recognised and
requirements set out for them. The Council should use the initial
evidence from the settlement profiles to take forward the place
statements and should use this information to set robust spatial
strategies for each settlement.
Object to focus on Haltemprice – should be supporting
regeneration of Hull. Should re-distribute housing provision to
other Principal Towns and Key Service Villages such as Beverley.

General

Part B – the proposals only provide for residential growth in the
MHS, PTs and Towns so that’s what the policy should say

General

Should be a by-pass with fly-over for south of Cottingham

General

Driffield should not be a Principal Town

General

Howden should not be a Town – too close to Goole

General
Pocklington and
Wolds Gateway
Partnership
DS/107;
Pocklington
Future DS/1487

Support inclusion of Hornsea in the Settlement Network
Pocklington should be a Principal Town – it offers the opportunity
to be the hub for that part of the region which is largely ignored in
the Strategy (along with Holderness).
Provides the opportunity to identify regions across the East Riding
with Principal Towns at the centre. Current designation does not

Officer Response
boundary. Part B of the policy states that the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Principal Towns and Towns will the main focus for growth.
An individual place statement is provided in the Strategy Document which
is followed through in the policies within the document, particular through
the Sub Area policy.

The Policy balances the need to support development in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements and to support regeneration within the City
boundary. Part B of the policy states that the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Principal Towns and Towns will the main focus for growth.
Employment and retail allocations are proposed in the Major Haltemprice
Settlements, Principal Towns and Towns and a need is identified in Policies
S6 and S7. This is followed through in the Proposed Submission Allocation
Document.
Such a scheme has not been identified in the LTP as a project nor has it
been identified as a requirement to facilitate the development proposed in
the Plan.
The evidence shows Driffield to exhibit the characteristics and functions of
a Principal Town.
The evidence shows Howden to exhibit the characteristics and functions of
a Town.
Support welcomed.
The evidence shows that Pocklington does not fully exhibit the
characteristics and functions of a Principal Town. However, it is recognised
as an important hub for the area and this is reflected in the scale of
development (housing, employment and retail) supported in the Plan.

Comment Ref(s)
General

General
Molescroft Parish
Council DS/606

General

Summary of comments
achieve this.
Object to proposals in Beverley:
• Will spoil the market town feel and community atmosphere
• Attractive town
• Traffic is already heavy – 7,000 additional cars
• Leisure facilities are at capacity
• Sewerage system is not fit for purpose
• Disappointed there are no representatives from Beverley
on the Cabinet
• Too many houses proposed
• Infrastructure cannot cope – increase in population around
10,000-15,000
• Where will people work?
Support for Driffield as a Principal Town.
Beverley – Policy for Principal Towns is out of date and does not
consider capacity of Beverley to accommodate development.
Infrastructure provision lags behind development instead of being
integrated. More development will put unprecedented demands on
existing facilities.
Beverley Integrated Transport Plan is far from integrated and
involves measures which litter the Town Centre with traffic and
parking signs. No meaningful consultation on the priorities of this
plan.
No consideration has been given to wider effects of Southern Relief
Road – require comprehensive computer modelling. The road was
promised to alleviate town centre traffic and would include a Park
and Ride. It was not proposed to open land for development.
Dismayed that planning decisions are taken out of local decision
making process.
Policies do no respect unique character of town.
Support for Bridlington as a Principal Town.

Officer Response
Noted. The Local Plan seeks to support sustainable development. This
means meeting the needs for new homes and jobs in the area, whilst also
supporting improvements in associated infrastructure. The Local Plan takes
an approach which supports sustainable patterns of development which
means place such as Beverley are a focus for the growth identified for the
East Riding.
An infrastructure study has been prepared which identifies where
investment will be required.

Support noted
Noted. The Infrastructure Study considers impact of development on
infrastructure and identifies where intervention is required.
A proposed park and ride scheme is identified in the Plan and the relief
road is not proposed to access development land.

Support noted

Comment Ref(s)
General
General
General
General
General
General

Summary of comments
Support for Goole as a Principal Town.
Support for Market Weighton (and its role to contribute to the
economy)
Support for Elloughton cum Brough as a Town
Support for Kirk Ella as part of the settlement network
Support for Heslse as a part of the settlement network
Support for Cottingham as a part of the settlement network

Officer Response
Support noted
Support noted
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.

Rural Service Centres and Primary Villages
General

Paragraph 4.20 of the Draft Strategy goes some way to identifying
the complimentary role that rural service centres can have in
association with the role of the Towns in providing a small service
hub for rural catchments. However the catchment for a combined
sphere of influence from the service provision offered by the dual
settlement approach of Driffield and Nafferton is considered a
wider and more sustainable approach to development provision and
giving access to amenities and is not afforded the proper
consideration, particularly given the high level of need for housing
in the Wolds are particularly.
Paragraph 4.6 of the Housing Provision Background Paper
identifies that 3,060 dwellings were anticipated as coming forward
with the prospect of delivery in the hinterland villages, rural villages
and countryside. The alterations made in this version of the DS
reduce the number of housing to be provided in these areas to
1,149 dwellings over the plan period.
In order to address this, the hinterland village concept should be
reintroduced and the function of the Satellite Settlements, such as
Nafferton, and the hinterlands associated with the Principal Town
service centres need to be recognised. The following definitions
may be useful:

In respect of the distribution of housing, it is not a straightforward
comparison. The former hinterland villages have moved into the Rural
Service Centres and Primary Villages category. When considered alongside
the Villages and Countryside requirement, the Draft Strategy Document
identified a requirement of 4,315. This compares with the Further
Consultations requirement of 5,315 for these levels of settlement. This is
not as dramatic a reduction as inferred in the comment.
Paragraph 5.14 the Proposed Submission Strategy Document now clarifies
the position in responding to settlements which seek to promote more
development. However, local needs should be accommodated in the most
sustainable location within that part of the East Riding.
The approach taken to identifying Rural Service Centres is that they should
be at least 5km away from a higher order settlement. Nafferton is within
5km of Driffield.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments
•

•

Officer Response

Principal Towns: constitutes the defined settlement and the
two mile surrounding area from the settlement. This
includes the hinterland which is currently excluded from
development or allocation
Satellite Settlements: Rural Service Centres or Primary
Villages that fall within 2 miles proximity of a Principal
Town

Incorporating these areas within the settlement network provides
greater scope for development to be accommodated in sustainable
locations. These locations have shorter travel to work distances
and better public transport links to the main service centres which
is considered to be a more sustainable option.
Should promote additional development in “satellite settlements”
around larger towns (such as Nafferton vis a vis Driffield) – to meet
local needs and provide a sustainable location for development;
Draft Strategy approach has reduced amount of development
proposed in these settlements.
General

General

General

Nafferton should at least be a Rural Service Centre
Tourism uses should also be referred to in Rural Service Centres
and Primary Villages – larger scale tourism development may be
appropriate
Primary Villages (former Hinterland Villages) are inconsistent with
national planning policy – will lead to increased trips into larger
centre/unsustainable forms of development. Object to
identification of Nafferton. Tickton and Bilton.
Cherry Burton shouldn’t be a Primary Village:
- exceeds the boundaries of an hinterland village
- provision of public transport is poor and non-existent after 3:45

Part G of the Policy supports economic development (including tourism)
within Rural Service Centres and Primary Villages. Larger scale tourism
facilities will need to be considered in light of Policy S3, S4 and EC3 (now
EC2 in the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.
Most of the Primary Villages are identified because they offer the
opportunity for short trips by sustainable modes of transport. The
remaining Primary Villages generally have reasonable public transport
provision in the context of the East Riding.
The evidence shows Cherry Burton to exhibit the characteristics and
functions of a Primary Village as outlined in previous iterations of the
Strategy Document.

Comment Ref(s)

General

General

General

General

Summary of comments
- cycle path involves crossing busy and poorly sighted intersection
- few employment opportunities in the village
Eastrington should be a Rural Service Centre:
• outside of high risk flood zone – unlike most other centres
in sub area;
• pressure for housing in the area – and would support
western sub area which has historically under-performed
• has a rail station
• Good geographical position including access to M62
Discrepancy between scale of residential development for
Eastrington set out in the Draft Allocations Document (80
dwellings) and Draft Strategy Document (40 dwellings).
Keyingham (rather than Patrington) should be a Rural Service
Centre - close to Hedon Haven, Hedon will not be growing due to
flood risk, limited housing development promoted close to largest
Key Employment Site, well placed to accommodate growth unlike
Patrington and Withernsea.
Kilham should not be a RSC – doesn’t meet the benchmark
(looking at Smaller Settlements DPD)
• Poor transport and accessibility performance
• Will not support modal shift away from private car – will
be a commuter village
• Will be difficult to develop without impact on rural
heritage and Conservation
• The village doesn’t have the infrastructure to support
additional houses
Melton should be identified for additional residential development
– close to where jobs and services are – exceptionally located.
Promoting additional employment development at Melton should
be complemented by residential development add Melton too. It’s

Officer Response

Other settlements in the sub area are reasoned to be more suitable Rural
Service Centres due to their location and facilities.
Proposed Submission Allocations and Strategy Documents clarify housing
requirement is 40 dwellings.

Noted. The role of Keyingham, in respect of the issues identified was
reconsidered through the Proposed Major Changes consultation document
(August 2013). It has subsequently been identified as a Rural Service Centre
in the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.
The Smaller Settlements DPD is no longer being used. The methodology
for identifying Rural Service Centres was originally set out in the Preferred
Approach Core Strategy.
The Strategy Document has been accompanied by an Infrastructure Study
and it contains requirements for investment where necessary.
A comprehensive site assessment has been undertaken to consider the
impact of developing individual sites.
Evidence on the village of Melton shows that it does not exhibit the
characteristics and functions of a Rural Service Centre or Primary Village.
Residential development is being directed to the larger centres referred to as
a more sustainable pattern of development.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Middleton on the
Wolds Parish
Council DS/ 1211

only a short distance from North Ferriby, Welton and Brough and
exceptionally well located on the A63 to access larger settlements
such as Beverley and Hull. South Hunsley School is a significant
education establishment and draw from the surrounding area.
Middleton on the Wolds should not be a Rural Service Centre –
does not have 5 out of 7 services and the public transport system is
poor

Ferriby
Conservation
Society DS/76

North Ferriby should be in another category (Hinterland Village ?).
The proposals seem to reject the concept of protection for
individual communities.

General

North Frodingham should be a Primary Village or a Rural Service
Centre. It has a wide range of services and facilities.
It could be combined with Beeford (a la Gilberdyke/Newport).

General

General

Bridlington sub area has been allocated an extremely low
proportion of Primary Villages and Rural Service Centres –
therefore, a minimal geographical spread of service centres, limited
housing and detrimental to the long term sustainability of the sub
area.
Preston (North) shouldn’t be a Primary Village:
- there is confusion over Preston North and Preston South.
- antiquated and inadequate infrastructure will be overburdened
- wholly unsuitable for development without infrastructure
provision.
Preston North and South Wards. A distance of approx. 2 miles
separates Preston North and Preston South and, Preston South has
the facilities to qualify as a "primary village"

Officer Response

The number of services available in the village has changed since its original
identification as a Rural Service Centre in the Preferred Approach Core
Strategy. However, given its location between Driffield and Market
Weighton, it provides a good opportunity to support the spatial strategy for
a wide of service centres across the authority. This is in line with stage 3 of
the assessment initially outlined in the Preferred Approach Core Strategy.
The Hinterland Village category has been subsumed into the Primary
Village category. Several policies within the Strategy Document seek to
ensure development recognises the individual nature of separate
settlements.
North Frodingham does not meet the criteria used to identify Rural Service
Centres and Primary Villages. Both Newport and Gilberdyke met the
criteria in their own right and could therefore be combined. The
Bridlington Coastal sub area is one of the smallest sub area’s by area, and
has few settlements compared with the others. It is not inconceivable that it
would have fewer identified settlements.

The evidence shows Preston (village) to exhibit the qualities and functions
of a Primary Village as outlined in previous iterations of the Strategy
Document. The Infrastructure Study considers impact of development on
infrastructure and identifies where intervention is required.
The evidence shows Preston (village) to exhibit the qualities and functions
of a Primary Village as outlined in previous iterations of the Strategy
Document.

Comment Ref(s)

Preston Parish
Council DS/143

General

Swanland Wildlife
Information and
Advice Service
DS/68

Tickton Parish

Summary of comments
Preston North due to it's lack of services and facilities should be redesignated as a 'Village' for the purposes of the new Local Plan.
A distance of over two miles separates Preston North and Preston
South with no footpath joining the two halves of the village.
Preston South only has the facilities that classifies it as a ` Primary
Village ' as defined in the Draft Strategy Summary document. This
definition states a `Primary Village' "have close links to larger
centres" which Preston South due to its close proximity to Hedon
has such access that Preston North does not. These facilities and
services include petrol station, supermarket, health services (GPs
and dentist), regular and frequent bus service etc. Preston North
due to its lack of such services and facilities should be re-designated
as a ` Village ' for the purposes of the new Local Plan.
South Cave should be a Rural Service Centre – need to capitalise on
opportunities to deliver sustainable development; higher population
than any of the RSCs; good range of services and facilities; more
jobs than any other RSC; no RSCs in proximity; would help support
the rural area around it
Swanland should not be a Primary Village/ Swanland cannot
accommodate 85 further units:
- existing Village Design Statement has been ignored
- too much traffic and insufficient parking spaces
- a car is required to get anywhere
- existing infrastructure not able to cope – e.g. doctors, chemist,
school
- low water pressure and sewerage disposal
- development should take place outside the current village limits
- too much larger housing – need starter homes and affordable
housing
- development should take place westwards from A164 – not a
significant wildlife habitat
- part of SWA8 should be used as a village green
Tickton shouldn’t be a Primary Village:

Officer Response

The evidence shows Preston (village) to exhibit the qualities and functions
of a Primary Village as outlined in previous iterations of the Strategy
Document.

The approach taken to identifying Rural Service Centres is that they should
be at least 5km away from a higher order settlement. South Cave is within
5km of Elloughton cum Brough.
The evidence shows Swanland to exhibit the qualities and functions of a
Primary Village as outlined in previous iterations of the Strategy Document.
Many of the Primary Villages identified offer opportunities for short
journeys and journeys by means other than the car.
The Infrastructure Study considers impact of development on
infrastructure and identifies where intervention is required.
Individual sites are considered in accordance with the Site Assessment
Methodology which includes consideration of wildlife issues.

The evidence shows Tickton to exhibit the qualities and functions of a

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Council 329

- Limited nature of services
- inability of infrastructure to cope
- risk of flooding
Support for no development sites being identified but fear
categorisation as a Primary Village puts this approach at risk. Would
prefer village to be re-classified.
Wallingfen Cluster as a service centre – North Cave, South Cave,
Newport and Gilberdyke (plus adjacent settlements)

Primary Village as outlined in previous iterations of the Strategy Document.
It is worth noting that no additional housing requirement has been
identified for Tickton over the plan period as a result of risk associated with
flooding.

Woodmansey should be a Rural Service Centre – it benefits from a
number of amenities along with employment opportunities. There
is a significant existing working population employed in the locality.

Woodmansey does not meet the criteria used to identify Rural Service
Centres. In addition it is within 5km of Beverley. The approach taken to
identifying Rural Service Centres is that they should be at least 5km away
from a higher order settlement.

General

General

General
General
Ryedale District
Council DS/1562
General
General
General
General
General
General

Support for Wetwang as a Rural Service Centre
Support for Holme on Spalding Moor as a Rural Service Centre
The role of Stamford Bridge as a Rural Service Centre in the East
Riding Local Plan is acknowledged in the emerging Ryedale Plan
and has been considered as part of the process of preparing the
Ryedale Plan
Support for Swanland as a Primary Village
Support for Beeford as Rural Service Centre
Support for North Cave as Primary Village
Support for Hutton Cranswick as Rural Service Centre
Support for Cherry Burton as Primary Village. But, in accordance
with NPPF, policy should not inhibit opportunities to achieve
sustainable development.
Support for Leconfield as a Primary Village

All of the settlements are identified in their own right as part of the
Settlement Network. However, an assessment of flood risk limits the scale
of housing development that can be accommodated in that area
(Gilberdyke and Newport).

A Woodmansey Neighbourhood Plan is being prepared which will look to
allocate specific sites.
Support noted
Support noted
Noted.

Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.

Comment Ref(s)
General
General
General
General
General
General
General

Summary of comments
Support for Woodmansey as a Primary Village
Support for Gilberdyke (with Newport) as Rural Service Centre
Support for Bubwith as Rural Service Centre
Support for Snaith as Rural Service Centre
Support for Middleton on the Wolds as Rural Service Centre
Support for North Ferriby as a Primary Village
Support for Wilberfoss as a Primary Village

Officer Response
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.
Support noted.

Key Employment Sites
North Ferriby
Parish Council
DS/852

The development of key employment sites will not help to maintain
the physical separation of the villages west of Hull or retain the
character and landscape setting of Wolds villages

Noted. The Plan seeks to balance a range of competing issues and has to
acknowledge the current situation. The key employment site at Melton has
permission for development. Not all of the Plan’s objectives will be
satisfied for each proposal so the Council must consider them on the
balance.

Highways Agency
DS/412

The Agency notes the focus placed on locating key employment
sites along the East-West Multi-Modal Transport Corridor. As this
includes the M62 and A63, the Agency has a particular interest in
any future development proposals along this corridor. Whilst in
principle the Agency does not object to development along the
corridor, it will be important to ensure that the Agency is
proactively consulted on future development proposals at the
earliest opportunity to ensure that the development is acceptable
and can be accommodated on the network without detrimentally
impacting on either the operation or safety of any link or junction
of the SRN.
Bridgehead should be regarded as a high quality business park
which would attract one or two (inter)national businesses – not a
relocation opportunity for existing Hull businesses

Noted.

Hull City Council
DS/169
General

Melton should not be a Key Employment site – oversupply of
employment land in the East Riding (116ha) (Employment Land

Noted. The site provides an alternative employment land offer unusual to
the wider area. However, the site also has planning permission and the Plan
must acknowledge that development in line with the given consent is likely
to come forward.
The revised Employment Land Review shows that Melton is required as an
important part of the Plan’s economic strategy. It is a strategically

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments
Assessment provided). 35ha of employment land would still be
available in Melton if MELT23 approved for residential and
community uses.
There is also a lack of 5-year housing supply as identified in recent
appeal decisions (Woodhall Way, Beverley). MELT23 would deliver
market and affordable homes as well as elderly persons
accommodation to meet needs.

Officer Response
important site.
The Council can demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing land as set out in
the 2013 SHLAA.

Melton is a sustainable location for residential development
MELT23 site close to other residential development and the
employment use proposed is objected to. Residential development
would mean:
• No unacceptable amenity impacts;
• Better overall operation of the highway network;
• Provision of open space and additional community
facilities, as well as increasing spending power
• 500 FTE jobs in construction and 54additional operational
jobs (+21 spin off)
• £6m boost to GVA through construction
• New households woll generate £1m net additional
expenditure
• New Homes Bonus payment of more than £6.7m
• Increase in Council Tax revenues
General

More recognition should be given to supporting existing
employment concerns and supporting housing close to employment

General

Need to support highly sustainable employment sites close to Key
Employment Sites – too much emphasis on the delivery of Melton

Policy EC1 of the Proposed Submission Strategy Document supports
existing employment concerns. The Strategy has been developed around
sustainable development including consideration of the need to provide
homes close to jobs.
Policy EC1 of the Proposed Submission Strategy Document provides the
framework for considering employment development proposals.

Comment Ref(s)

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Key Employment Site. Policy needs to be redrafted to support
opportunities for development on existing sustainable sites close to
Key Employment Site.
Reference to Key Employment Sites is too prescriptive for a
strategy document – simply support strategic employment growth
along the corridor by making provision and allowing extension of
existing strategic employment sites. [Suggested wording put forward
and Employment Land Analysis provided]

The Plan needs to provide certainty for investment, infrastructure provision
and for communities.

Previously Developed Land
General

Reference to PDL should include whether it is of environmental
value

Environment
Agency DS/ 1364

PDL may not always be appropriate – i.e. in areas at unacceptable
risk of flooding

General

Policy should make reference to alternatives to PDL –
acknowledged limited supply in the East Riding – should
specifically refer to delivering on greenfield sites and other sites
which have structures on them or are vacant (e.g.
redundant/underused farm buildings) – should not prejudice
suitable greenfield sites. Prioritising brownfield development could
stifle development on greenfield sites in sustainable locations.

General

PDL ref should be at the end and should include ref to using
greenfield sites.
Support the proposals in the plan to allocate suitable greenfield sites
to accommodate additional development over the plan period, as
there is a shortfall of brownfield land across the district (and
particularly so in Beverley), and new development that is needed

Reference to the use of buildings and previously developed land which are
not of high environmental value has been made in the supporting text to
Policies S3 (4.15) and S4 (4.34) of the Proposed Submission Strategy
Document.
Reference to the use of buildings and previously developed land which are
not of high environmental value has been made in the supporting text to
Policies S3 (4.15) and S4 (4.34) of the Proposed Submission Strategy
Document.
It is acknowledged that much of the development supported through the
Plan will require the development of greenfield land (paragraphs 4.15 and
5.19 of the Proposed Submission Strategy Document). Therefore, reference
to using previously developed land has been removed from Policy S3 of the
Proposed Submission Strategy Document, though a target remains in Policy
S5 in respect of new housing development. An additional reference to the
use of previously developed land has been inserted into paragraph 4.15.
Reference to greenfield sites is already set out in paragraph 4.27 and in the
various Place Statements.
Support noted.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

must therefore be located on suitably located greenfield sites with
good access to services and facilities.
Development Limits
General

General

Need to review/Won’t be able to deliver in current development
limits – provide explicit support for developing in sustainable
locations outside of development limits
Unclear as to how Strategy Document has influenced development
limits on Policies Map
Don’t refer to development limits in Part A
Don’t need development limits – Part F is sufficient – and should
allow flexibility to be amended through Neighbourhood Plans

General

Policy S3 should not create a presumption against bringing forward
sustainable development outside existing boundaries which are
NPPF-compliant.
In most cases, there is little or no difference between the suitability
of a site lying adjacent to a settlement boundary, either inside or
outside of its bounds. However, with the way draft Policy S3 is
currently written, one site would be looked upon much more
favourably than the other if it were inside a settlement boundary,
and vice versa.

General

Any proposal that conforms to appropriate DPD policies and
supports sustainable development should be considered as likely to
be acceptable, whether or not it is situated within a defined
settlement.
Object to Middleton on the Wolds development limits – too
stringent compared with East Yorkshire Local Plan. Contrasts with

The development limits set out in the existing Local Plans were proposed
for alteration through the Draft Allocations Document and have
subsequently been amended further in the Proposed Submission
Allocations Document to reflect the growth aspirations of the Plan.
The Plan needs to provide certainty as to where development will be
supported in principle.
Policy S1 of the Proposed Submission Strategy Document provides support
for the ambitions of Neighbourhood Planning which could look at
revisions to development limits.
The Local Plan contains provisions where proposals outside of
development limits may be suitable. However, development limits, as
referred to in Policies S3 and S4, provide certainty to investors, the
community and infrastructure providers as to where development will be
directed.

Noted. The development limits have been amended in line with a
consistent methodology and incorporate sufficient land to meet the

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

plan positive agenda and the role of Rural Service Centres.

requirements identified in the Plan. Land which has remained undeveloped
from the existing Local Plan and is no longer identified as required for
development has been excluded.

Policy S3 states that new development should seek to prioritise the
re-use of previously developed land. It will be supported where it is
focused within the locations identified including the Principal Town
of Goole.

Noted.

Other comments
General

Beverley Town
Council DS/1261

The proposed development involves an "Existing Residential
Commitment" and as such, is considered acceptable in principle for
residential development.
One member said that we are developing an urban identity for
Beverley and that the rural idyll is a myth. We, as the Town Council,
should back the plan rather than the interests of smaller groups.

Noted.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: S4 Supporting Development in Villages and the Countryside
Total number of responses logged against policy: 33
Comment
Ref(s)
General (incl.
Beswick
Parish
Council
DS/160)
General
General
Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust
DS/677
Huggate
Parish
Council
DS/451
Highways
Agency
DS/414

Villages

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General support (no further comment)

Support welcomed.

Proposals to restrict development and growth of rural communities is
tantamount to closing them – no logic to it except for a vague
concept of sustainable development
Point A2 should be changed to ‘Prioritises the re-use of previously
developed land, where it is not of high environmental value’ in line
with the core principles of the NPPF
Policy ignores the need for sustainable transport in rural areas – need
to enhance public transport and employment in rural areas

New criteria added to Policy S1 supports the creation of neighbourhood
development plans which will allow settlements to determine further growth if
needed/desired. Additional supporting text added to Policy S5 too.
Reference to ‘suitable’ land added to policy and further clarification provided
in supporting text (4.34)

The Agency is generally supportive of providing development within
the rural areas and villages, where it is of an appropriate scale to
address an identified need and is consistent with the delivery of
sustainably accessible communities and sustainable economic growth.
Essential infrastructure improvements, such as public transport
facilities and services, which would increase the use and improve the
access to and viability of such services would be supported,
particularly where they would contribute towards a reduction in the
use of the private car.

Support welcomed.

The Plan cannot directly enhance public transport in rural areas but does
recognise importance of sustainable transport options. Plan supports varied
forms of economic development.

Comment
Ref(s)
General

General

Hook Parish
Council
DS/935

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Should allow small scale allocations in Villages – NPPF allows for
development in one village to help support services in another – need
to respond to Taylor Review and not have narrow view of
sustainability in rural areas
Single dwellings in Villages is too restrictive and will not provide
housing requirement for Villages and Countryside – should refer to
‘new housing, appropriate to the site’s location’

New criteria added to Policy S1 supports the creation of neighbourhood
development plans which will allow settlements to determine further growth if
needed/desired. Additional supporting text added to Policy S5 too.

Support Hook’s designation but concerned that villages which are not
Primary Villages should not be held to a strict "no build" policy.

Development limits
Fangfoss
Would like to see development limits around Spittal and Bolton –
Parish
added protection against expansion.
Council
DS/1044
Seaton Ross
Parish
Council
DS/459

The village has grown considerably since 1971 so that there is now
very little room to build infill or affordable housing within the current
Draft Policies map. The Parish Council has already begun the process
of drawing up a new village plan and will be consulting the
community on it. The new plan may want to alter slightly the open
areas within the development limit to allow for a small extra amount
of infill and/or affordable housing to support the vitality of the
village. If new village plans, within PolicyS4, are drawn up in the
lifetime of the Local Plan we trust that they will be part of the
Reviewing mechanism in Section 11.9 of the Draft Strategy
Document. Sixteen years is a long time.

Supporting text provides examples of where more than one dwelling would be
appropriate. New criteria added to Policy S1 supports the creation of
neighbourhood development plans which will allow settlements to determine
further growth if needed/desired. Additional supporting text added to Policy
S5 too.
Supporting text provides examples of where more than one dwelling would be
appropriate. New criteria added to Policy S1 supports the creation of
neighbourhood development plans which will allow settlements to determine
further growth if needed/desired. Additional supporting text added to Policy
S5 too.
Development limits are only provided around Villages (as per criteria set out in
earlier drafts). New criteria added to Policy S1 supports the creation of
neighbourhood development plans which will allow settlements to determine
own development limits if necessary. The approach to Spittal and Bolton (in
the Countryside) is stricter, in terms of new development, than that taken for
identified Villages.
Noted. New criteria added to Policy S1 supports the creation of
neighbourhood development plans which will allow settlements to determine
own development limits if necessary.

Comment
Ref(s)
Countryside
General

Summary of comments
Paragraph D should distinguish between sites in open countryside and
those which are well related to existing settlements
Add ‘horticulture’ and ‘small scale renewable projects’ to the list in the
Countryside

National
Farmers
Union DS/89
General
Should recognise exceptional circumstances – e.g. reference to
roadside uses complementing existing facilities
Housing
Swanland
Parish
Council
DS/885
General

Building new homes in the countryside which are of exceptional
quality or design shows favouritism to one section of the community
– it will also allow for the erosion of development limits in some
places
Heritage Assets need to be defined especially as to what constitutes a
Non-Designated Heritage Asset. Does this policy cover both
designated and non-designated assets. This should be cross
referenced to ENV3
English
Paragraph 55 of the NPPF makes it clear that when considering
Heritage
proposals involving heritage assets, residential use should only be
DS/678
permitted for isolated dwellings where it represented the optimal
“viable” use of the building
General
Single policy on replacement dwellings welcomed but definition of
original building (as per 1st July 1948) is difficult to define in practice –
should be ‘existing at the time of the application’
National
Part D3 – can clarification be given to reassure that this point will be
Farmers
taken in context of the NPPF – and such prioritise will not put undue
Union DS/88 economic pressure upon the project?
General
Support for criterion relating to reuse of agricultural buildings - in
accordance with national policy.
Work-live units
General
Application of live-work units policy will stymie delivery – 30%

Officer Response
Text amended in part A(1) to state ‘Is of an appropriate scale to its location.’
‘Horticulture’ added to criterion C(7).
Not prudent to list exceptional circumstances. Such proposals would have to
be considered as material considerations which outweigh the policies of the
Development Plan.
Policy makes provision for affordable housing as well as new dwellings for
rural-based occupations consistent with NPPF.
Heritage assets are defined in Policy ENV3 and include non-designated assets.
Supporting text added to clarify.
‘Viable’ inserted into criterion C(1)i

Noted. The policy seeks to conform to the General Permitted Development
Order.
Statement is written in the context of NPPF.
Support welcomed.
Noted. The units should be a genuine work-live unit and not an office

Comment
Ref(s)

General

Summary of comments
floorspace threshold used effectively in Craven and South Lakeland –
need to research other approaches
New build work-live units should be supported in the Countryside
where they are in edge of village locations where sustainable transport
choices are available.
The policy is not compliant with NPPF as it does not support
sustainable growth and expansion of ‘all types of business and
enterprise in rural areas’ where this can be through building
conversion but also through well designed new buildings.

Infrastructure
Highways
Essential infrastructure improvements, such as public transport
Agency
facilities and services, which would increase the use and improve the
DS/414
access to and viability of such services would be supported
Energy developments
General
Support for energy and infrastructure development outside of
development limits. Should specifically refer to gas supply and storage
uses in Part D and should not be subject to overly-restricted
requirements to provide screening or unnecessary design elements.
Policy also requires proposals to respect the intrinsic character of their
surroundings. Gas developments, by their nature, are likely to have
some impact on the landscape. The policy should not be subject to
overly restrictive screening or design requirements.
General
No more wind turbines. The landscape is our inheritance which the
Lord has given us. They spoil everything.
We can fire councillors.
General

General

Renewable energy projects are not located in the countryside for
operational reasons but are located there to make best use of natural
resources whether this is wind, solar or other sources of renewable
energy. Suggest amended to “…where a countryside location is
required to make best use of natural resources.”
Need to acknowledge that onshore wind farms are needed, that they

Officer Response
bedroom.
Noted. The policy supports work-live units in principle. The policy also
supports appropriate economic development though this policy and Policy
EC1.

Support noted.

Support welcomed. Supporting text makes reference to Policy EC5 where
specific mention is made of gas supply and storage. The impact of
development will have to be considered and mitigation provided where
necessary.

Noted. A range of energy options will be required and policies regarding the
impact of development on the landscape are in place. This does not mean that
the council can adopt a blanket-approach and refuse all wind energy
development proposals.
Policy amended and reference to ‘where a countryside location is required’ has
been removed to improve consistency with Policy EC5.

Noted.

Comment
Ref(s)
Tourism
General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

have specific siting considerations and cannot prioritise PDL

Need more clarity on tourism definition – e.g. caravan/mobile home
parks, comp sites, zoos activity centres, museums, etc.
General
Support for this part of the policy (D11). Approach considers that
there are often well-established, existing tourist facilities/
accommodation in the open countryside that make a valuable
contribution to the local economy. The future of these operations
needs to be properly planned for in terms of improvements,
intensification, consolidation and expansion, whilst not detracting
from the quality of the local environment - all are necessary, in order
to enable them to respond to the growth and changes in their market
sector, including changing customer requirements.
Settlement roles
Huggate
Concern that Huggate is classed as an unsustainable settlement –
Parish
although recognising it as a Village is an improvement
Council
A number of sites are shown as rejected sites. Some of these are
DS/451
becoming derelict and would benefit from redevelopment. They
should be included within the development limits to facilitate their
redevelopment.
General
Ganstead should be a Village (golf club house provides a public bar).
Land should be allocated accordingly to sustain rural growth in
accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework. The
settlement has previously had a development limits boundary within
the Holderness Local Plan and there is no evidence to suggest it
should not continue to do so. Particularly as we note some very small
settlements where there are no facilities are included within Appendix
B. The Council needs to be consistent in its approach to settlements
across the Borough.

Supporting text cross references to tourism policy (EC2).

Burton

Noted. New criteria added to Policy S1 supports the creation of

The Parish Council notes all sites proposed have been rejected.

Support welcomed.

Noted. New criteria added to Policy S1 supports the creation of
neighbourhood development plans which will allow settlements to determine
further growth if needed/desired. Additional supporting text added to Policy
S5 too.
The development limits have been drawn in a consistent manner across the
East Riding.
Golf course club house is not a publicly accessible facility (members only).
Ganstead is not considered to meet the criteria established to be identified as a
Village within the Plan. A consistent approach has been used.

Comment
Ref(s)
Pidsea Parish
Council
DS/58
General

General
General
General

General

WeltonParish
Council
DS/466
Other
General

Summary of comments
However, Burton Pidsea should have 50 homes spread across several
sites (50% should be affordable/starter homes)
Carnaby village is not included yet it complies with two of the criteria
set out in the document. Firstly Carnaby is a village of more than 35
properties; secondly the village hosts two large public
house/restaurant/hotels, "Ferns Farm Hotel" and "Manor Court
Hotel". On the basis as detailed above Carnaby should most certainly
have been listed within Appendix B.
It is noted that Seaton does not form part of the settlement network
but is identified as a village where limited new development is
permitted
It is noted that Tibthorpe does not form part of the settlement
network but is identified as a village where limited new development
is permitted. This is supported.
It is noted that Skipsea does not form part of the settlement network.
In accordance with the NPPF, the policy for development in Villages
should not inhibit opportunities to provide the best way of achieving
sustainable development and should be responsive to local
circumstances.
Object to classification of North Frodingham as a Village – which
only allows limited scale housing development. Should consider how
development in one village may support services in a neighbouring
settlement. Taylor Review recognises more housing is required in rural
areas, particularly in light of planning’s narrow definition of
sustainable development.
Support the identification of Wleton and Melton as Villages

Need to identify the additional open spaces in East Cottingwith on
the Polices Map (previously shown on the existing local plan).

Officer Response
neighbourhood development plans which will allow settlements to determine
further growth if needed/desired. Additional supporting text added to Policy
S5 too.
Noted. Carnaby’s status as a Village was consulted on though the Proposed
Major Changes and has been subsequently identified as a Village through the
Proposed Submission Strategy Document.

Noted.
Support welcomed.
Noted.

Noted. North Frodingham does not meet the criteria to be classified as a
Primary Village or Rural Service Centre where allocations will be made. A
relatively substantial amount of development is being directed towards rural
areas, in response to the needs of such areas identified by the Taylor Review.
Support welcomed.

Noted. The Plan only specifically identifies open space in accordance with the
Open Space Review – i.e. excludes private space such as gardens and paddocks

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
alongside houses.

Draft Local Plan Proposed Major Changes - Consultation Comments
Total number of responses with implications for Policy S4 not otherwise addressed in the document: X
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Enquiry regarding whether RUD7 site in Rudston has been taken
forward to build a small bungalow on part of a garden.

Noted. No specific allocations are being made in Rudston (or other
settlements classed as Villages). An application to develop the site would need
to be considered against the current and emerging Local Plans.

General

Welcome the proposal to rationalise the development limits for
Seaton Ross to follow our property boundary.

Noted

General

According to the new government rules, councils are supposed to
make it possible for villages to extend to support local housing. It
seems Thwing is being excluded from this policy and the East Riding
is not following up the new policy up at all.
Letter to consider land at Catwick
• Traditional farm buildings in area have been converted into
residential dwellings
• Further sympathetic redevelopments will possible and meet a
local need
• Site is not open countryside and would benefit from being
included within the development limits.
It was useful to have discussion with the planning officer to clarify
points.
Should include St Mary’s Barn in the development limits – people
should be able to have a say on this.
The Parish Council is keen to work with the community to explore
preparing a Neighbourhood Development Order or other process to
ensure engagement in the planning strategy.
Ganstead – should apply same stringent tests in PPS7 to the Local
Plan where villages are devoid of all amenities. NPPF wording
regarding rural housing in the open countryside is not robust enough.

The Council believes the Plan has been prepared in line with government
guidance which has sustainable development at its heart. Thwing is an
identified Village where limited development will be supported. The
development of Neighbourhood Plans is also supported.
Noted. No specific allocations are being made in Catwick (or other settlements
classed as Villages). An application to develop the site would need to be
considered against the current and emerging Local Plans.

General

Huggate
Parish
Council
PMC/692

General

Noted. The St Mary’s Barn section of the village has now been incorporated
into the revised development limits as shown on the Proposed Submission
Policies Map as it is consistent with the criteria outlined.
East Riding of Yorkshire Council are will to help assist with the preparation of
a Neighbourhood Development Order or Neighbourhood Development Plan,
if required.
Noted. Ganstead is not identified as a Village for the purposes of the East
Riding Local Plan. Countryside policies will apply to proposals in this area.

Comment
Ref(s)

General

General

General

Summary of comments
Would like the defined development limits and the non-selected
settlement status of Ganstead as defined in the H.W.D.P. to be strictly
adhered too in the New East Riding Strategy Document.
Site has not been considered for development in Carnaby (drawings
provided):
• An innocuous small development which will not be seen and
create no harm to anyone
• Would help fund new car park for the church
• Was originally a fruit and veg garden – not open countryside
• Speed limits allow for safe access
• Proposed plans would be respectful of the setting of the
Listed church
• Parish Council fully supportive of past planning applications
Re Church St/Church View in Huggate:
• Current buildings are an eyesore/derelict
• Future proposals would be sympathetic to open aspect and
setting of the church
• Future buildings would occupy the existing footprint and be
restricted to protect the open aspect of Huggate
• Would take into account archaeological concerns
Re discussion regarding the inclusion of the St Mary’s Barn area
within the development limits of Huggate:
We would like the Council to give some assurance that the process of
agreeing and progressing any development will be transparent and
take into account not only concerns and comments of the village
residents in general, but more specifically those residents of Church
View. The residents of Church View need to feel confident that any
decisions are not only balanced and common sense, but sympathetic
to the very unique spirit of Huggate village.

Officer Response

Noted. Site has been added to list but no specific allocations are being made in
Carnaby (or other settlements classed as Villages). An application to develop
the site would need to be considered against the current and emerging Local
Plans.

Noted. No specific allocations are being made in Huggate (or other
settlements classed as Villages). An application to develop the site would need
to be considered against the current and emerging Local Plans. The St Mary’s
Barn section of the village has now been incorporated into the revised
development limits as shown on the Proposed Submission Policies Map as it is
consistent with the criteria outlined.
Noted. The revised development limits are set out in the Proposed Submission
Policies Map which the community can comment on.

Strategy Document Major Changes
Total number of responses logged against Strategy Document Major Changes heading: 2
Comment
Ref(s)
General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Planning proposals made in hope, such as areas for shops, but much
economic damage can be done by parking charges, business rates,
increasing energy charges to pay for useless wind generation.

Noted.

Some aspects e.g. the huge development at Hedon Haven have no
transport proposals. The proposed Park and Ride at Salt End is, I am
told, be solely handled by Hull and is only for the commuters going to
work in Hull!

The proposals for Hedon Haven include a transport assessment and travel
plan to identify the challenges and solutions to bringing that site forward.
The re-instatement of railways must be deliverable within the timeframe of the
plan so that they can be identified therein. No evidence is available to show
that such routes can be delivered given current funding issues.

Councils should see if removed railways can be reinstated. The railway
to King George Dock exists. Why not put in place route reservation
on the old railway to Hedon and a route to the Park and Ride?
Provision of railway services will help the good people of Holderness
to be less isolated and help economic development. Also reinstate
fully protection for Beverley/York route.
Natural
England
PMC/504

The proposed changes to the Local Plan Strategy document do not
concern issues previously raised by Natural England (see letters dated
17 April 2013 and 28 August 2013) with respect to employment
development at Hedon Haven. These issues, along with comments on
the final Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), are being addressed
at present and we hope to resolve them prior to submission of the
strategy.

Noted.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Having reviewed the modifications, Natural England advise that the
changes to Keyingham's status as a rural service centre, Carnaby and
Buckton's status as villages, and the reduction in future housing
numbers for Easington are unlikely to have significant adverse effects
on the natural environment.

Question 1 – Do you agree with the identification of Keyingham as a Rural Service Cente?
Total number of responses logged against policy: 7
Comment
Ref(s)
PMC/318,
317
PMC/528

Hull City
Council
PMC/349
PMC/621
PMC/688

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Agree

Noted

No objection to principal of Keyingham as a Rural Service Centre –
Settlements such as Nafferton could also accommodate the growth
associated with a Rural Service Centre. Naffetton is sustainable and
provides role alongside Driffield to support housing. Nafferton closer
to Driffield than Keyingham is to Withernsea – offers a more
sustainable dual role.
Hull City Council does not object and does not wish to raise any
issues regarding questions 1 to 4

Noted. Rural Service Centres are identified because they are further away from
higher order centres. There is also a challenge in delivering housing in the
Holderness area within sustainable locations due to the level of flood risk. This
is not the case around Driffield.

Ok, if development happens in Hull Port area. If not, Keyingham is a
problem – Sproatley better. Road A1033 – A63.
North Ferriby should also be considered a Rural Service Centre. The
Council’s settlement profiles demonstrate that North Ferriby is
equally, if not more sustainable, than Keyingham given its accessibility
by transport modes other than the private car; the number of facilities

Noted

Noted

Noted. Rural Service Centres are identified because they are further away from
higher order centres. There is also a challenge in delivering housing in the
Holderness area within sustainable locations due to the level of flood risk. This
is not the case to the west of Hull.

Comment
Ref(s)

PMC/116

Summary of comments
and services; and the provision of employment opportunities.
As such it is wholly appropriate for North Ferriby to be categorised as
a Rural Service Centre with an increased housing provision of at least
170 dwellings between 2012/13 and 2028/29.
We fully support the identification of Keyingham as a Rural Service
Centre. This enhanced status reflects Keyingham's important role as a
Rural Service Centre in South Holderness. It is one of the highest
ranked settlements in terms of service provision; it is also one of the
largest settlements in this part of East Riding of Yorkshire; and
probably the only settlement capable of accommodating any
significant growth.
Will be increasing demand for housing in the area once Hedon Haven
is developed. Other settlements are constrained with flood risk
concerns.

Officer Response

Support welcomed.

Question 3– Do you agree with the identification of Buckton as a Village?
Total number of responses logged against policy: 4
Comment
Ref(s)
PMC/259

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Not objecting in principle – but scale of development proposed in
smaller settlements is the same as that in settlements such as
Nafferton which benefit from close links to Driffield.

Noted. The approach taken to identifying Rural Service Centres is that they
should be at least 5km away from a higher order settlement. Nafferton is
within 5km of Driffield.

Nafferton should be a Rural Service Centre, or identified as part of
the Driffield Sub Area which could accommodate some of that
settlement’s development.

Over 250 settlements are in the Villages and Countryside classification
compared with 24 Primary Villages. Their respective population levels are on a
par though more development is proposed for the Primary Villages.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Bempton
Parish
Council
PMC/419

Following our parish meeting, the councillors are supportive of a
minor settlement and wish to restrict the development of Buckton
village. They listened to the reason and were happy with the proposal.

Support welcomed.

Hull City
Council
PMC/351

Hull City Council does not object and does not wish to raise any
issues regarding questions 1 to 4

Noted

PMC/394

Agree with classification of Buckton as a Village. However
development limits have been drawn tightly leaving limited
opportunities for development within the settlements. This does not
accord with Policy S4. Should be extended to include land to the rear
of ‘Uplands’ [paln attached]

Support welcomed. The development limits have been drawn in a consistent
manner across the East Riding and specifically exclude backland development
opportunities where possible as these are ‘alien’ forms of development in
linear areas of villages.

Question 4– Do you agree with the identification of Carnaby as a Village?
Total number of responses logged against policy: 6
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Hull City
Council
PMC/352

Hull City Council does not object and does not wish to raise any
issues regarding questions 1 to 4

Noted

PMC/530

Not objecting in principle – but scale of development proposed in
smaller settlements is the same as that in settlements such as

Noted. The approach taken to identifying Rural Service Centres is that they
should be at least 5km away from a higher order settlement. Nafferton is

Comment
Ref(s)

PMC/644

PMC/641,
642

PMC/276

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Nafferton which benefit from close links to Driffield.

within 5km of Driffield.

Nafferton should be a Rural Service Centre, or identified as part of
the Driffield Sub Area which could accommodate some of that
settlement’s development.

Over 250 settlements are in the Villages and Countryside classification
compared with 24 Primary Villages. Their respective population levels are on a
par though more development is proposed for the Primary Villages.

Donot agree with identification of Carnaby as a Village. Our home is
not identified within the village but we pay Council Tax.
The Old Grain Drier on Moor Lane is also not been included – we as
owners would be completely in our right to open it up again.
Residents of Moor Lane would not be happy with heavy lorries
driving up and down.
Why is Carnaby’s status as a village been questioned after 350 years?
The plan is unclear with regards to the development limits around our
property. There is little change from the existing development plan
and is it not clear where development is being proposed (the industrial
estate?).
There is ecological interest in the Thornholme Moor area but has now
been lost.

Noted. The development limits are for planning purposes only – they do not
provide a definitive statement of who lives in which village.
The opening up of the old grain drier is not dependent on whether it sits
within the development limits or not – unless a specific application is required
to bring it into a different use. A transport assessment may be required
depending on what would be proposed.
Noted. The classification of settlements as Villages is purely for planning
purposes only – it does not provide a definitive statement of what is and isn’t a
village in peoples consciousness.

Please consider site CAR18 for development of a single dwelling.
Would be a bungalow and built to high standard.

There is little change from the existing plan an no specific development sites
have been identified in the Village in line with the overall approach for
Villages. Infill development would be supported.
Land is allocated in and around the industrial estate to support additional
economic investment over the lifetime of the plan.
Specific allocations for residential development are not being made in Carnaby
(or any other Village or in the Countryside).

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: S5 Delivering housing development
Total number of responses logged against policy: 335
Comment
Ref(s)
General
General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Plan period should be extended to account for slippage – otherwise
only 13 year provision likely

The Plan’s base year is 2012 providing a sufficient long term framework.
Plan will span 15 years from adoption anticipated in 2014/2015.

The mixed use allocations are unclear. Is there a policy which relates
to making them? There is no firm policy that dictates retail
thresholds for example, so it cannot be used as a definitive tool.

Noted. The allocations policies provide a framework for what is expected to
be delivered on the site. Deviations would have to be explained and justified.

Scale of housing/housing requirement
General

General

General

Not enough evidence to justify change from 1,500 or how 1,400 has
been derived given the contents of the SHMA

A specific paper accompanying the Draft Strategy Document explained the
change. The Local Housing Study 2014 provides further evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available.

Appear to be taking a conservative approach which is contrary to
NPPF approach to boost significantly the supply of housing

The Local Plan takes a positive approach to development – increasing levels
beyond that identified in previous plans including the Joint Structure Plan
and the Regional Spatial Strategy.

No transparent process demonstrated as to how the total housing
provision figure is arrived at. Evidence base documents rely on
policy no longer extant and some on former RSS policy. No decision
record to indicate how or by whom the judgement was made.
Accusation of retro-fitting evidence to the decision

A specific paper accompanying the Draft Strategy Document explained the
change. The Local Housing Study 2014 provides further evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available.
There is a long standing agreement to support the development strategies of
neighbouring authorities. The Council must satisfy the Duty to Cooperate
and this is embedded within the overall spatial strategy.

Comment
Ref(s)
General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Need to use latest and robust figures from ONS/CLG – most
recent (2008-based) projections suggest 2,120 households per
annum

An updated Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for
the housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the
latest data available. This is the data that the Council must use to identify its
Objectively Assessed Needs. The Study has also considered the results of
economic modelling and the approach taken in promoting employment land
in the East Riding for the benefit of the sub region.

All factors for consideration point to the need for some significant
additional housing growth:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Population and household growth – in migration and a
decrease in household sizes suggests a significant level of
housing needs to be planned for.
2008 projections suggest requirement of 2,120 households
per annum – too premature to speculate over impending
projections.
Plan period starts 2012 – have to make up for underprovision and have rolling provision.
Need to plan for economic recovery and support economic
growth – house building is critical to this and outlined by
the Government
Market housing is the key source to providing much needed
affordable housing – which is not currently been delivered
Infrastructure requirements have been identified which
could be delivered through planning obligations from new
housing development
Sufficient available land to accommodate more
development with minimal sensitivity

Need to meet the full objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing as per NPPF, based on up to date and relevant
evidence.
No justification for 2012 based date
Not all unimplemented planning permission will be completed.
There is inevitably going to be a lapse in permissions which means

The Council will take a residual (rolling) approach to the housing
requirement on an annual basis.
The base date coincided with the anticipated revocation of the RSS
(although this was subsequently delayed). The date ensured continuity
between development plans
A discount has been applied to existing sites with consent when considering
the requirements of individual settlements through the Allocations
Document. Those sites with consent and consistent with the Plan’s
approach (e.g. within the development limits of the Settlement Network
settlements) have been identified on the Policies Map. Policy AD1 of the
Allocations Document supports their development.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

that some sites will not be brought forward.
General

Housing requirement should be at least 2,120 dwellings per annum
based on 2008-based household projections.
Local Housing Study recognises these projections as most up-todate – therefore remains the most relevant and robust data on which
to plan.

An updated Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for
the housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the
latest data available. This is the data that the Council must use to identify its
Objectively Assessed Needs.

Need to meet the full objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing as per NPPF, based on up to date and relevant
evidence
General

Housing requirement should be at least 1,554 dwellings per annum
based on a demographic analysis (Open House Report) up to 2,000
dwellings per annum to balance labour force growth with forecast
job growth.
Given that a large part of East Riding is located with the Hull
Housing Market Area, it is crucial that the Plan provides for a
sufficient supply of housing which will meet the development needs
of the area.
Need to meet the full objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing as per NPPF, based on up to date and relevant
evidence
Local Plan approach appears to be based on a constrained migration
scenario – migration cannot be constrained in reality
Latest CLG 2008-based household projections show a growth of
2,200 households per annum – though these will need to be update
in light of 2011-based SNPP population projections.
The REM forecast of 258 jobs per annum is a prudent scenario to
base a requirement on - leading to a requirement of 2,050 dwelling

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available. This has considered the results of economic modelling and
the approach taken in promoting employment land in the East Riding for
the benefit of the sub region.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

per annum (Experian suggests 348 new jobs per annum)
General

General

Housing requirement should be between 1,800-2,120 dwellings per
annum (demographic led), taking into account the 248 dwellings
per annum to allow for expected net increase in population base
and should meet the 1,008 affordable dwellings per annum
identified in the SHMA.
• Ageing population and smaller households evident in East
Riding
• The 2011 Census data are highly relevant
• Shouldn’t quantify housing demand in advance of released
data - should take into account the 2011-based household
projection when they are available
• Need to take account of up to date economic forecasts –
REM suggests strong outlook for East Riding
• Forecasts overly influenced by pessimistic short term
forecasts.
• SHMA suggests 1,008 affordable dpa required compared
with a target of 244 dpa
Lower requirement than that identified will result in adverse
consequences across a range of economic, social and sustainability
indicators. It will only exacerbate current housing shortages,
leading to further upwards pressure on house prices and worsening
affordability problems (implications for employers)
Object to the overall housing requirement for East Riding – not
based on sound evidence and has not been positively prepared
The housing requirement should be at least 1,800 dwellings per
annum.
Hull Core Strategy withdrawn – can’t have any certainty over

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available. This has considered the results of economic modelling and
the approach taken in promoting employment land in the East Riding for
the benefit of the sub region.
The identified 1,008 affordable homes per annum includes an identified
backlog and is for a five year period only. The requirement beyond this five
year period is substantially lower. The revised affordable housing target is
now 310 properties per annum.

An updated Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for
the housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the
latest data available. This is the data that the Council must use to identify its
Objectively Assessed Needs.
A reduced migration scenario has not been taken forward as the preferred
approach. Further details are set out in the Local Housing Study 2014. Hull

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

reduced migration scenario

has identified that it will meet its own needs within its boundaries. Under the
duty to cooperate, the Council has not been asked to consider meeting any
residual need stemming from this area.

The 1,605 net requirement in the SHMA should be the baseline
figure and should be the absolute minimum net requirement. This
figure does not take into account backlog of need, which the SHMA
informs equates to 652 dwellings per annum for the next five years.
This figure equates to 203 dwellings per annum when spread over
the 16 year plan period. This takes the figure to a minimum of 1800
dwellings per annum.
Option D of the SA (greater than 1500 dpa) scored highest on 7/20
objectives and NPPF’s objectives are to build a strong competitive
economy, promote sustainable transport and deliver a wide choice
of quality homes

The Council believes it has satisfied the duty to cooperate and this has been
set out separately.
The SHMA’s 1,605 is an annual five-year requirement which includes 1,008
affordable homes per annum to make up the identified backlog. The
requirement beyond this five year period is substantially lower.
A number of negatives were also identified in the Sustainability Appraisal.

The findings of the housing study state at paragraph 5.4 that "in
addition to population change, the potential impact to the East
Riding's employment base is significant. Lower dwelling growth
generated by the theoretical zero net migration (B), RS constrained
(G) and constrained migration (D) scenario, would lead to a vastly
reduced indigenous labour force, creating pressures on the local
labour market which would potentially lose employment and impact
on economic performance."
This leaves scenarios A, C, E and F, which are a minimum
requirement of 1,970 dwellings per annum.
General

The Council needs to apply a delivery rate of 2,120 net units per year
across the plan period (and potentially beyond). This equates to an
additional 36,040 units for the period 2012-2029 (12,240 more units
than is currently being planned for - currently a significant
undersupply).
Data should be used from the "What Households Where" website
that is supported and endorsed by a range of public and private

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available. This is the data that the Council must use to identify its
Objectively Assessed Needs.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

organisations including the LGA, the POS, the RTPI, the TCPA and
the HBF. The most recent evidence points to a need for 2,120 units
per year between 2008 and 2033. This arises from the DCLG 2008
projections published in 2010 (during the economic downturn). This
is clearly disputed by the Council, but the figures come from a clear
and justified credible evidence base and are therefore robust in this
regard. The background paper also confirms that they are ‘the latest
forecasts of future growth'.
The Council's revised housing figures are neither credible nor robust
and are therefore unsound.
Could use distribution as outlined in plan though some areas are
constrained and other settlements will need to provide more (e.g.
Beverley)
General

The latest national 2008 based household projections show that the
Core Strategy should be planning for circa 38,000 new households
over the plan period (2012 to 2029) resulting in the need to deliver
on average circa 2,200 homes per annum.

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available. This is the data that the Council must use to identify its
Objectively Assessed Needs.

Council acknowledges limited evidence relied on in the East Riding
Local Housing Study.

Both Hull and York have identified that they will meet their own needs
within their boundaries. Under the duty to cooperate, the Council has not
been asked to consider meeting any residual need stemming from these
areas.

Demand will be high and should be addressed as Hull and York
can’t address their needs. Hull will not meet its needs within the city
boundary. Failure to co-operate with City of York – East Riding will
need to meet York’s needs and demonstrate options have been
considered
General

Housing requirement should be 2,120 households per annum
•

Need to use latest and robust figures from ONS/CLG –
most recent (2008-based) projections suggest 2,120
households per annum

The Council believes it has satisfied the duty to cooperate and this has been
set out separately.
The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available. This is the data that the Council must use to identify its
Objectively Assessed Needs.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
•
•

•
•

General

General

General

Past inaccuracies in estimating growth are not relevant to
proposed population and household growth
Need to reverse decline of 20-29 year old cohort – does not
support economic growth and should be addressed. Not
planning for more housing will perpetuate negative trend
and the council should be promoting a positive growth
strategy to reverse the outflow.
The approach taken is essentially a perpetration of previous
failures in housing delivery, and should not be exacerbated
by a continuation of such an approach.
If the Council is to propose a lower figure (as indicated in
the 1,400 proposed) then this should be robustly justified
on credible evidence and empirical data. As yet it is unclear
how the 1,400 has been arrived at, and our view is that there
is currently no justified reason for a figure below the 2,120
figure identified previously

Officer Response
The Study has considered the results of economic modelling and the
potential implications for the working age population.

Premature to speculate over impending household projections

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available.

NPPF requires local authorities to meet the full, objectively assessed
need for market and affordable housing and that they seek to
integrate this within their employment strategy so as to ensure there
are no barriers to investment.

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available. This has considered the results of economic modelling and
the approach taken in promoting employment land in the East Riding for
the benefit of the sub region.

Reasons for promoting development below ONS/CLG figure need
to be based on robust and credible evidence – East Riding Local
Housing Study acknowledges limited evidence for lower figure
scenario

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available.

Comment
Ref(s)
General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Housing figure not justified and will fail to meet the market and
affordable housing needs of the East Riding

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available. A scenario based on meeting affordable housing needs has
been considered but would vastly oversupply market housing jeopardising
the Duty to Cooperate and the other objectives of achieving sustainable
development.

Falls in numbers represent previous failures in housing delivery and
should not be continued forward

Falls in numbers are primarily a consequence of the credit crunch and
subsequent recession rather than a failure to provide a high housing
requirement and land supply.

Lack of evidence of duty to cooperate – joint SHMA is required:

The Council believes it has satisfied the duty to cooperate and this has been
set out separately. Both Hull and the East Riding have clearly set out a
coherent vision which can be read across their respective consultation
documents. The Local Housing Study 2014 has been prepared following the
publication of the NPPF and considers housing market issues across the
Hull and East Riding (and York).

•
•
•

•

General

SHMA was carried out in 2011, prior to the introduction of
the Framework
No reference to any work carried out between both
authorities
Whilst we support the approach continued from the former
RSS to direct a large percentage of housing towards the
Regional City of Hull, we are not convinced that enough
collaboration and cooperation has been carried out with
Hull City Council to ensure that East Riding can confidently
fulfil their duty to cooperate.
No mechanism for dealing with any shortfall in housing
provision should Hull not be able to accommodate its own
needs once a housing requirement target has been
established. In the likely event that this occurs, than
discussions would need to take place between authorities to
address any shortfall.

There is an indication of a proposed joint strategy being developed
between the local authorities of East Riding and the City of Hull.

There is a long standing agreement to support the development strategies of
neighbouring authorities. The Council must satisfy the Duty to Cooperate

Comment
Ref(s)

General

General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Such a strategy should be evidence based and set out in the Strategy
Document and thereby subjected to proper consultation and
scrutiny. It would be an unsound process to develop such a Joint
Strategy outside the Local Plan process, if it is to be taken into
account.

and this is embedded within the overall spatial strategy.

SHMA shows 1,605 should be the absolute minimum net
requirement (this doesn’t take backlog into account which is an
additional 203 dpa)

The SHMA’s 1,605 is an annual five-year requirement which includes 1,008
affordable homes per annum to make up the identified backlog. The
requirement beyond this five year period is substantially lower.

SHMA shows 1,605 – no justification why the plan is not seeking to
meet these needs – not a positive approach

The SHMA’s 1,605 is an annual five-year requirement which includes 1,008
affordable homes per annum to make up the identified backlog. The
requirement beyond this five year period is substantially lower. The Local
Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the housing
requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest data
available.

2011-based figures should be treated with caution (not robust) as:

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available. It does not directly use the 2011-based figures.

•

They reflect the failing housing market;

•

Recent constraints on household formation will be
unlocked;

•

They only cover the period to 2021

Affordable housing is a big challenge for the authority – supporting
more market housing is the only way which would deliver significant
levels of affordable housing

Both Hull and the East Riding have clearly set out a coherent vision which
can be read across their respective consultation documents.

The identified 1,008 affordable homes per annum includes an identified
backlog and is for a five year period only. The requirement beyond this five
year period is substantially lower. The revised affordable housing target is
now 310 properties per annum. A scenario based on meeting affordable
housing needs has been considered but would vastly oversupply market
housing jeopardising the Duty to Cooperate and the other objectives of
achieving sustainable development.

Comment
Ref(s)
General

General

General

General

General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Increasing the scale of housing brings significant economic benefits

Noted. The Local Housing Study has considered the results of economic
modelling and the approach taken in promoting employment land in the
East Riding for the benefit of the sub region.

Increasing the scale of housing will deliver much needed
infrastructure provision

Noted. Funding for infrastructure through development can only accrued
where that infrastructure is necessary to facilitate that particular
development.

Sufficient previously developed land is available together with other
green field land of minimal sensitivity within the District to support
strong levels of housing growth

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available. Higher housing options have been considered through the
Sustainability Appraisal and a number of negative consequences have been
identified. The Council must also fulfil its responsibilities under the duty to
cooperate and ensure alignment with neighbouring authorities on strategic
issues such as housing provision. There is a low level of previously
developed land available for development within the East Riding.

Local Housing Study 2011 report identifies significant economic
challenges with low growth scenarios leaving only scenarios of 1,970
dwellings per annum and above

A revised Local Housing Study 2014 has been prepared based on an analysis
of the latest data available. It has considered the results of economic
modelling and the approach taken in promoting employment land in the
East Riding for the benefit of the sub region.

Local Housing Study 2011 Natural Change figure is most
appropriate as its in conformity with paragraph 159 of the NPPF

The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for the
housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the latest
data available.

Household sizes expected to drop to 2.1 people per household by
2021

Noted. The Local Housing Study 2014 has considered the latest data
available and makes assumptions about household sizes across the plan
period. .

Need to use up-to-date economic forecasts – e.g. REM forecasts
5,150 additional jobs over 2011-2025 period. Should be using longer

A revised Local Housing Study 2014 has been prepared based on an analysis
of the latest data available. It has considered the results of economic

Comment
Ref(s)

General

General

General

General
General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

term figures (1995 to 2011) which show 1,270 jobs per annum
growth

modelling and the approach taken in promoting employment land in the
East Riding for the benefit of the sub region.

Need to balance labour force growth with job forecast growth by
increasing the housing target to approximately 2,000 dpa

A revised Local Housing Study 2014 has been prepared based on an analysis
of the latest data available. It has considered the results of economic
modelling and the approach taken in promoting employment land in the
East Riding for the benefit of the sub region.

Anticipated decline in working age population

A revised Local Housing Study 2014 has been prepared based on an analysis
of the latest data available. It has considered the results of economic
modelling and the approach taken in promoting employment land in the
East Riding for the benefit of the sub region. It has also considered the
changing demographics and labour market of the area and placed this in a
historical context.

RSS approach for managing development in and around Hull is no
longer an appropriate consideration and should not be a credible
basis for any projections. RSS was deliberately trying to reverse
effects of market forces. Demand is the key factor with the NPPF as
opposed to the ideology of RSS. Need to take account of market
forces

A revised Local Housing Study 2014 has been prepared based on an analysis
of the latest data available and outlines the East Riding’s Objectively
Assessed Need as per the NPPF. The key thread of the NPPF is facilitating
sustainable development and the Council will have to ensure its Plan has
regard to the NPPF and that it has satisfied the Duty to Cooperate.

Draft Strategy appears to reflect RSS approach around Pocklington
which means it will be unsound as NPPF is a different approach

The Strategy Document promotes a significant amount of development
around Pocklington – more than any other Town.

The issue of out-migration from Hull is overstated as a concern as
the city is not only comprised of the administration area, but also the
Major Haltemprice Settlements

The Strategy Document recognises the extent and function of the wider
Hull housing market area and how this works. However, out-migration from
the City is a well-documented challenge in terms of investment and the use
of public resources.

High level of economically engaged people but low job density
typical of rural/agricultural areas. Such areas have high numbers of
SMEs. Providing the employment sites and necessary housing for

There is a strong objective for the Hull and East Riding area to specialise in
the renewable energy sector and significant investment is anticipated. The
economic strategy for the Hull and East Riding area is evident within the

Comment
Ref(s)

General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

these types of businesses does not undermine the City of Hull, as
the City environment is not an alternative location of choice. The
City of Hull economy is more likely to decline than grow because
the major industries are and have been in decline and Hull has not
attracted, and is unlikely to attract major employment in growth
industries such as the financial services sector, as is the contrasting
case in Leeds and Bradford.

Strategy Document and the support for SMEs is clearly articulated.

Constraint on employment and housing provision in the East Riding
will not assist Hull rather economic expansion (which will require
expansion of housing provision) will best serve to assist Hull.

Both Hull and the East Riding have clearly set out a coherent vision which
can be read across their respective consultation documents. Substantially
sized employment sites in the East Riding will provide employment
opportunities for the residents of both the East Riding and Hull. This is
acknowledged by both authorities. The provision of homes within the East
Riding and in Hull will provide for an integrated strategy.

A prosperous East Riding will attract in-migration and this should
be positively pursued, not only to sustain economic growth, but to
support the increasing population profile imbalance.

Noted.

The SHLAA 2012 cannot be regarded as a robust and credible
evidence base for the purpose of projecting the housing
requirement.

A 2013 SHLAA has been prepared which considers the requirements of the
merging Local Plan rather than the RSS.

•

It relates to the RSS (and a strategic approach which is no
longer valid) and treats numbers as targets

•

Unreliable guide to demand for housing in the area as
policies of restraint in place

•

Windfall provision is misconceived – historic evidence is
not compelling evidence that it will provide a reliable source
for the future

Comment
Ref(s)
General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

The Draft Strategy document does not meet the requirements of
paragraph 50 of the NPPF: “ plan for a mix of housing based on current
and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in
the community ” (criteria 1); nor does it identify the range of housing
that is required at particular locations reflecting “ local demand”
(criteria 2) – local demand implying below borough level and
settlement specific; nor does it identify affordable housing need
(criteria 3).

Noted. The Local Plan does all of those things.

Requirement should be in line with the Local Housing Study’s
Natural Change figure (2,350 dwellings per annum). It is most
appropriate as its in conformity with paragraph 159 of the NPPF –
there are strong levels of in-migration in the East Riding.

A revised Local Housing Study 2014 has been prepared based on an analysis
of the latest data available. A reduced migration scenario has not been taken
forward as the preferred approach. Further details are set out in the Local
Housing Study 2014. The Study has also considered the results of economic
modelling and the approach taken in promoting employment land in the
East Riding for the benefit of the sub region. It has also considered the
changing demographics and labour market of the area and placed this in a
historical context.

Cannot take forward a constrained migration
•

approach in cannot be done in reality

•

approach is contradicted as net in-migration increased
between 2008/09 and 2009/10

•

not based on robust time period (2 years)

•

would reduce local labour force by 10,000 contrary to
NPPF’s objectives for economic growth

The 1,400 dwellings per annum requirement appears to simply
provide for under-delivery against the RSS.
The employment forecast model estimates an annual housing need
of 1970 dwellings. This assumes annual employment growth of 190
jobs per annum, although this is lower than the 777 jobs per annum
generated between 1998 and 2008, although this 190 number is likely
to reflect the more subdued and realistic economic growth picture in
the short to medium term.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

The Regional Economic Model was undertaken in March 2011 and
assumes a jobs growth level of 280 dwellings per annum, which also
considered economic spending cuts made up to February 2011.
These projections anticipate housing growth in the area to be 2050
per annum. As such, whilst these figures are slightly higher than the
employment forecast model, this figure suggests that an annual
housing provision of around 2000 dwellings per annum would
sound about right when taking into account natural change,
migration change, and the need to promote economic growth as
required by the Framework.
General

General

General
General

Over the past plan period the most growth has taken place where
A revised Local Housing Study 2014 has been prepared based on an analysis
there are the less jobs, and the least growth where the most jobs, and of the latest data available. It has considered the results of economic
the most likelihood of jobs.
modelling and the approach taken in promoting employment land in the
East Riding for the benefit of the sub region. It has also considered the
changing demographics and labour market of the area and placed this in a
historical context.
Has the Authority assessed the settlement size against the Parish
Size and assessed jobs within a 2km distance outward from the
settlement boundary and up to date maps of brownfield land.

The location of existing and anticipated jobs has been considered through
the drafting of the Strategy Document. This can be seen in evidence base
documents such as the Employment Land Review and the various
settlement profiles. The 2013 SHLAA has considered the availability of
brownfield land for potential housing use.

A future target of 1200 additional dwellings per year (and windfalls)
will suppress any growth the Authority had previously enjoyed.

The requirement set out in the Plan is 1,400 (net) additional dwellings per
annum.

Given residual requirement – new housing figure generally accords
with RSS which the Local Housing Study report suggests would
reduce in-migration and labour force

A revised Local Housing Study 2014 has been prepared based on an analysis
of the latest data available. It has considered the results of economic
modelling and the approach taken in promoting employment land in the
East Riding for the benefit of the sub region. It has also considered the

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
changing demographics and labour market of the area and placed this in a
historical context.

General

General

General

General

General

General

Fails to allow further development to come forward as part of a
Neighbourhood Development Plan

Policy S1 has been amended to support the preparation of Neighbourhood
Development Plans which could consider further development than that
promoted in the Local Plan. Additional text to clarify the approach is also
set out following Policy S5 of the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.

Concerns that the approach taken in the East Riding will undermine
regeneration objectives in Hull – the approach will simply draw out
people and businesses from the City

There is a long standing agreement to support the development strategies of
neighbouring authorities. The Council must satisfy the Duty to Cooperate
and this is embedded within the overall spatial strategy. Policy S5 provides a
guide to the overall proportion of housing development in the Hull housing
market area (East Riding portion of) to help manage this (45%).

Hull has so many empty houses which could be used to address
needs

Noted. Both Hull and East Riding have Empty Property Strategies but the
overall housing requirements for both areas are substantially higher than the
number of empty properties.

Who will live in these properties?

The Council must consider the latest population and household projections
but it is clear that most additional growth in the East Riding is driven by
internal migration form locations close by (e.g. Hull, York, Leeds).

Need to consider the impact on communities and infrastructure

Noted. The Infrastructure Study fulfils this requirement and identifies where
future investment will be required. The impact on communities has also
been considered and the Council has sought to balance concerns raised
against the requirement to meet its statutory responsibility to plan for future
development.

The constrained approach for Hull Housing Market Area should
apply to Beverley too

The Hull Housing Market Area extends to include Beverley – as now
illustrated on the Key Diagram. The overall approach to managing
residential development in the Hull housing market area, including Beverley,
has been considered.

Comment
Ref(s)
General

General

Ryedale District
Council
DS/1563

Summary of comments

Officer Response

NPPF requirement and planning inspector’s approach appears to
undermine the localist agenda

Policy S1 provides support for the preparation of Neighbourhood
Development Plans. The Council’s Local Plan will be tested in terms of its
regard to national policy and it must seek to meet future needs.

Should be using housing requirements as a minimum. Subsequent
Allocations documents should allocate a range of deliverable sites to
meet the minimum target but also provide additional capacity and
flexibility to respond to the market

Noted. The Proposed Allocations Document identifies sufficient sites to
provide a small buffer above the requirements set out in the policy. Whilst
not considered in the overall figures, the East Riding has a long history of
windfall applications which will further add to the supply of land for
residential development.

We welcome the proposed housing figure:

Support welcomed.

•
•

limited housing market relationships between the two areas
considered that the proposed scale and distribution of
housing will not affect this Council’s Plan or the aspirations
which it seeks to achieve.

The emerging plans of both areas seek to plan for a level of housing
development in excess of current household projections and in
combination both plans will generally assist in providing a choice of
new homes in the areas that reflect current travel to work area
relationships.
Highways
Agency DS/415

The Agency considers that the majority of housing sites, individually, Noted. Work with the Highways Agency has been ongoing and additional
will not materially impact on the operation of the SRN. However,
studies have been undertaken to identify areas for mitigation and
whilst the Major Haltemprice settlements and Principal Towns can
investment.
generally be seen to provide the most sustainably accessible locations
for future development, the focussed distribution in these locations
and specifically around Hessle, Beverley, Elloughton-cum-Brough,
Goole and Howden could be of concern. As previously stated, the
main consideration for the Agency is the precise location of such
housing development within the settlements and therefore these
concerns have been detailed further in response to the allocations

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

set out in the Draft Allocations document. In summary, the delivery
23,800 dwellings within East Riding would ultimately have an impact
on the SRN and therefore it will be important to ensure that a
cumulative impact assessment of the housing provisions in
combination with other proposals is undertaken to understand the
scale of the impacts. Consideration can then be given to the level of
mitigation required and any infrastructure improvements which may
be necessary, including how such improvements can be funded and
delivered.
North East
Lincolnshire
Council DS/525

We acknowledge that the Council is promoting an increase in
housing provision from the housing target that was contained in the
Regional Spatial Strategy. This is despite reducing the target for
reasons set out in the Housing Provision Background Paper (2013).
We do not consider this change to present any significant issues for
North East Lincolnshire.

Noted.

Blanket 20% discount for existing permissions is not sensitive
enough – use SHLAA to assess what will and will not come forward

20% was provided as a guide only. The Proposed Submission Strategy
Document no longer includes this discount, but a discount is applied when
considering requirements through the Allocations Document.

Under-provision of housing should be clawed-back within first 5
years to address need urgently [comment specifically in relation to
the SHLAA but could be considered as a policy comment too]

The 2013 SHLAA makes this provision.

Need to reference a 20% buffer in light of persistent under- delivery.
Should consider how ‘under’ the target you are not just consider
historic trends

Policy S5 has been amended to reference an appropriate buffer and an
additional reference to 5% or 20% as per the NPPF is set out in the
supporting text. The SHLAA considers performance against the ‘targets’ and
re-calculates a residual requirement accordingly on an annual basis.

Housing supply
General

General

General

Comment
Ref(s)
General
General
General
General

General

General

General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Need to show Hull HMA on key Diagram

Noted. The Key Diagram now shows the Hull housing market area.

Support for increase in housing for Hull HMA area

Noted. Support welcomed.

The plan should not restrict other sites coming forward to meet the
requirements

The Plan is supportive of other sites (windfall) coming forward where they
are consistent with the policies within.

The 5,400 houses with consent should be included in the new
allocations

5,400 houses do not have consent. Those sites with consent and consistent
with the Plan’s approach (e.g. within the development limits of the
Settlement Network settlements) have been identified on the Policies Map.
Policy AD1 of the Allocations Document supports their development.

An additional 20% should be allocated to account for undeveloped
sites

A discount has been applied to existing sites with consent when considering
the requirements of individual settlements through the Allocations
Document. There has also been a modest over-allocation in settlements to
provide a buffer.

The Plan is silent on the approach of past under-delivery through
the RSS – which was caused by ERYC’s land release policy. Appeal
decisions state that claw-back should be in first 5-years, therefore the
Plan should address the historic shortfall

Under-delivery was primarily a consequence of the credit crunch and
subsequent recession rather than a failure to provide a high housing
requirement and land supply. Almost the same amount of land was available
in 2007 as it was in 2008.

Need to make reference to a 5% to 20% buffer as required by NPPF

Policy S5 has been amended to reference an appropriate buffer and an
additional reference to 5% or 20% as per the NPPF is set out in the
supporting text.

Need compelling evidence that windfall sites will come forward.
Instead, need to demonstrate a supply of specific, available and
developable sites as sufficient windfall sites have not come forward
in sufficient quantity to meet pre-RSS needs.

The Allocations Document identifies sufficient sites (specific, available and
developable) to meet the identified requirements without having to rely on
any windfall allowance. However, evidence shows that windfall sites will
inevitably come forward and this is reviewed annually through the SHLAA.

Need to make it explicit (in 5.14) that there is no windfall allowance

A specific reference has been added in 5.13. The Allocations Document

Comment
Ref(s)

General

General

Swanland Parish
Council DS/886

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

in the first 5 year period of the plan

identifies sufficient sites (specific, available and developable) to meet the
identified requirements without having to rely on any windfall allowance.

Concerns over a managed release mechanism – unnecessary in face
of objective to significantly boost supply of housing

Noted. Residential growth will need to be considered in the context of
growth in infrastructure and other development, so it is important to ensure
that the Plan is delivered in line with expectations.

There is some reliance on some very large scale developments with
major infrastructure delivery issues. The scale would mean that some
are unlikely to be complete even within the timeframes of this Plan
to 2029 (esp in larger centres).

Noted. The delivery timescales for sites has been considered through the
2013 SHLAA and it is acknowledged that some sites may not be complete
within the plan period. An example is Beverley, where additional sites have
been identified through the Proposed Major Changes consultation
document to account for the fact that very large allocations are being made
to the south of the town.

•

Need more sites to cater for this shortfall at the end of the
plan period

•

Need a greater range of sites – i.e. in RSCs and PVs where
cap is not justified

The release of land and the granting of planning permissions should
take account of the 5 year deliverable supply criteria at the village
level so that there is a phased release of sites over the plan period. In
Swanland this will prevent a rush of sites at the beginning of the
period or an over provision when economic conditions improve.

Noted. Delivery will be monitored on a parish by parish basis. Managing the
delivery of housing on a parish basis, taking account of the 5-year supply,
may be possible when the East Riding is meeting its housing requirements
across the whole area.

The policy refers to ‘at least’ and it is likely that some sites will not
come forward. Therefore, need to identify additional sites to
maintain the level of housing

A discount has been applied to existing sites with consent when considering
the requirements of individual settlements through the Allocations
Document. There has also been a modest over-allocation in settlements to
provide a buffer.

Empty properties should be taken into account and the housing
requirement trimmed pro rata

Noted. Both Hull and East Riding have strategies in place to bring empty
homes back into use though substantial public funding would be required to
bring most of them back into use. Additional housing would still be required
and there will always be a proportion of empty homes (3.5% in the East

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
Riding) at any given point in time (e.g. people die or move into long term
residential care – their property is technically empty even for a short period)

Distribution of development
General

General

Support for overall focus but numbers need to be increased to
reflect higher housing requirement

Support noted. The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of
evidence for the housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an
analysis of the latest data available.

Consider a new settlement

The process involved in identifying the Settlement Network has been set out
in previous drafts. A new town has not been identified as a ‘reasonable
alternative option’ as:
•

No land has been identified to accommodate a development in the
order of 5,000-10,000 properties (therefore it cannot be delivered)

•

There would be significant infrastructure requirements and costs
well in excess of approach selected in the Plan

There were no Eco-Town submissions in this area
General

North Ferriby
Parish Council
DS/

Development along East West Multi Modal Corridor will harm the
character of the area through urbanisation and remove all green
spaces

Noted. There is a need to ensure that jobs and homes are provided together
and significant employment growth is expected along the East West Multi
Modal Corridor.

The documents do not give a satisfactory explanation for the scale
of development proposed, or the reasons for the proposed
distribution between settlements.

Noted. Previous consultation documents have identified the many factors
influencing the distribution of development proposed across the East
Riding. Various pieces of evidence, including the Local Housing Studies,
Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessments have set out evidence for the scale of housing
required, brownfield land available and the housing needs of the area.

Mention of the Hull Housing Market but no explanation of the
housing market area's expected needs or demands for new housing,
brown field capacities, the amount of greenfield land which will be
needed, or the reasons for the choice of greenfield development
sites.

The brownfield target identified in the Policy provides an indication of the
amount of Greenfield land required.

Comment
Ref(s)

General

General

General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Without this explanation the figures in Table 2 appear arbitrary, and
a key element of local planning methodology is missing altogether.

The Hull Housing Market Area has been added to the Key Diagram for ease
of reference.

Settlements with jobs, shops, a school and pub should have at least
3% per annum growth

Noted. Growth of 3% per annum would result in significant expansion over
the course of the plan period. For example, Howden, with around 1,920
dwellings would grow by 1,253 dwellings over the plan period (65% increase
overall)

Mismatch between approach to housing distribution and focus on
East West Multi Modal Corridor for employment

The East-West multi-modal corridor (EW MM Corridor) runs through three
of the six sub areas identified within the Plan. In these three sub areas,
almost two-thirds of the housing required for the East Riding is promoted
here. This also needs to be considered in the context of housing provision
within the City of Hull where the EW MM Corridor also runs through.
Therefore, taken as a whole, there is a clear emphasis on supporting housing
close to jobs across the Hull and East Riding area.

Melton should be identified for housing given economic strategy
within the Plan
• Exceptionally located close to jobs
• Provision for homes and jobs together
• Popular secondary school
• Local amenities

Sufficient housing in higher order settlements around Melton, with greater
amenities and services, has been identified to help support the provision of
homes and jobs together.

Focus on larger settlements requires significant greenfield sites
which will have significant effects on the towns and involve
substantial improvements to infrastructure (which are not accounted
for)

Noted. The Plan acknowledges that Greenfield sites will be required over
the course of the plan period. The Infrastructure Study reviews current
infrastructure provision and identifies where future investment will be
required. An Infrastructure Development Plan is then set out in chapter 11
of the Proposed Submission Strategy Document.

Cap on Rural Service Centres and Primary Villages has a
disproportionate affect on growth – i.e. smaller settlements (e.g.
Patrington) receiving almost as much development as the much
larger settlements (e.g. Stamford Bridge)

The cap ensures that growth is managed across the settlement network.

Comment
Ref(s)
Associated
British Ports
DS/1496

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Strategy Document and Allocations Document should be reviewed
at the earliest opportunity where solutions for Hedon are found.
Need a more firm steer that this will happen (not ‘may’) and that
allocations of the scale commensurate with Towns will be made.

Noted. Paragraph 5.9 of the Proposed Submission Strategy Document
identifies the need to partially review the approach where solutions to
Hedon’s challenges are identified. A detailed modelling exercise is currently
underway.

Draft evidence report suggests a combination of measures such as
on site storage, over-sized drainage pipes and by-pass channels could
provide a satisfactory mitigation scheme that would reduce risks of
surface water flooding and allow for further residential development
in Hedon.

Revised figures for Hedon would need to be subject to consultation and
further evidence studies.

Like the Major Haltemprice Settlements to the west of City of Hull,
Hedon is closely linked to the Regional City. It is connected to the
City of Hull by excellent transport links, and whilst it has its own
employment and service offer (as described below), it also has access
to significant employment opportunities and services in Hull, as well
as employment opportunities at the BP Chemicals site and the future
employment to be provided as part of the proposed Hedon Haven
development. As such, assuming the flooding issues can be
overcome, Hedon would represent a sustainable location for
significant housing development.
General
General
General
General

Rural Service Centres can take more development – particularly the
more sustainable locations with the category – Stamford Bridge

Noted. Additional development in such locations is likely to fuel in
migration rather than meet identified objectively assessed needs.

Important to allocate sufficient land in the Rural Service Centres to
sustain vitality of rural areas

Noted.

Opposition to the arbitrary cap for the Rural Service Centres – no
justification

The cap ensures that growth is managed across the settlement network.

Target should apply flexibly subject to future needs and demands as
they arise across each of the settlements during the plan period

The requirements will not be stringently managed to match the exact figures
set out in the policy, and a limited amount of flexibility will be made.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
However, the Plan has to provide a degree of certainty to ensure investment
in infrastructure is aligned with development growth.

General

General
General

Walkington
Parish Council
DS/565

Extensions to Hull can accommodate growth
• Duty to co-operate requirements of NPPF
• Withdrawal of Hull Core Strategy brings uncertainty

Urban extensions to Hull are not required. Hull City Council, through
ongoing cooperation with the Council, have confirmed following the
withdrawal of their Core Strategy, that they intend to meet their objectively
assessed needs within the city’s boundaries.

No evidence or explanation provided to justify distribution. No
explanation given of the Hull HMA’s needs, demands or capacities

Successive consultation drafts have identified the demands, pressures and
issues which have been considered as part of the development of this policy.

Restrictive approach in rural areas is tantamount to closing them –
no justification except for vague concept of sustainable
development. Young children will have to commute large distances
for education as schools close

The approach to supporting development in the rural parts of the East
Riding is much more flexible than previous approaches, with around 17% of
the housing growth identified. The overall approach to supporting service
centres in rural areas is a direct response to ensure a broad geographic
coverage of services to minimise the loss of services completely from rural
areas.

A more interventionist strategy to provide homes and jobs together
is required.

Noted. The Plan has sought to deliver homes and jobs in close proximity.
The overall level of jobs anticipated in the East Riding is set out in the
Employment Land Review and the Local Housing Study has considered the
amount of housing required to support this level of additional job creation.
This has taken into account the changing demographic nature of the East
Riding – e.g. older person households and a slow down in the working age
population rates. Under national policy, the Council must consider the
projections produced nationally. An infrastructure Study and Landscape
Character Study has helped to consider the ‘capacities’ of areas to
accommodate development.

To promote the regeneration of the eastern docklands of Hull and
extension eastwards to Saltend should carry a presumption that new
housing will be sensibly located in areas related to them and not far
away to the north of the city.
Increase of 5,000 jobs but 23,800 houses – this will continue and
reinforce the trend of movement out of the City.
More liaison with the city planners is required under Localism Act.
The need to address flooding issues in those areas to the east of the
city may also require a greater urgency than is set out in the Plan.
The distribution of dwelling allocations is simply mathematical and
seems to be unrelated to the ability of a locality to absorb new

Detailed flood risk modelling work is underway for Hedon.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

building without environmental harm.
The additional housing number for Walkington is relatively modest
bearing in mind the number of house completions over the last few
decades. The sites earmarked are reluctantly agreed and the dismissal
of the others is welcomed. The Parish Council is surprised to see the
emergence at a late stage of sites WAL 11 and 12 and request that
further additions should not be accepted by the planning authority.
City of York
Council
DS/1577

The specific potential increases in traffic due to housing
requirements in Market Weighton and Pocklington, together with
the additional cumulative impacts of housing requirements in
Stamford Bridge and Wilberfoss and the effects/mitigation of this
on the A166 and the A1079, particularly at the A64/A166/A1079
junction at Grimston Bar on the outskirts of York will need careful
consideration. Joint-working between East Riding of Yorkshire
Council and City of York Council in regard to this will need to
continue as the plan progresses towards Examination in Public
(EiP).

Noted. Further work, including the commissioning of specific highways
studies, has been undertaken between East Riding of Yorkshire Council,
City of York Council and the Highways Agency.

Proportion and amount of housing identified for specific settlements (please also see responses to the Draft Allocations Document – comments to that
document have also been considered)
General

Too much development identified for Beverley:
• traffic and congestion (5,000 extra cars)
• schools and doctors overcrowded
• ruin heritage, character and market town feel
• infrastructure and amenities cannot cope
• Risk of flooding – south of Beverley area plays important
role in drainage, additional hard surfaces and climate change
will increase extent and probability
• 25% increase in light of 9% increase for East Riding –
Beverley unduly burdened

Noted. As a large Principal Town, Beverley offers a suitable location to
provide for sustainable development. It has a wide range of services and
facilities, as well as employment areas which are not found in other parts of
the East Riding.
As a Principal Town, with few constraints, Beverley will receive a higher
proportion of housing than the East Riding average because it is a more
sustainable location than many other parts of the East Riding. The overall
requirement for Beverley has been reduced by around 100 dwellings from
the Draft Strategy Document.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Beverley grown faster than comparable market towns and
other East Riding settlements
Houses will not be affordable
Relief road will be rendered useless
Demand can’t be that high
Minster and Woodmansey ward will increase by 40%
Scale of development would completely change the whole
substance of the town
Assurances given about housing when bypass announced
Urban sprawl eating up green spaces
Better to support rural communities by spreading
development out
Housing would spoil Westwood and countryside
Unique and hidden jewel
Already expanded at disproportionate rate
Will become a dormitory of Hull
Properties won’t be affordable for first time buyers who are
most in need
We’ve paid a premium to live here
Devalutaion of existing homes
One Woodhall Way development every 8 months
Industry in the area is declining – need to deliver more
before housing is built
Demand is not outstripping supply
With emphasis on EW MM corridor Beverley will be a
commuter town – only limited industrial development
promoted in the town
Beverley is dominated by public sector and tourism jobs
A1079, A1035 and A1174 are at or close to capacity as
highlighted in infrastructure study

Officer Response
It is apparent that there is a high absolute need and absolute demand in
Beverley and the surrounding area. In line with the NPPF, the Local Plan
must recognise this and respond accordingly.
An Infrastructure Study has been prepared which identifies where additional
infrastructure will be required. Requirements are set out in Chapter 11
(Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and specific policies in the Proposed
Submission Allocations Document include infrastructure provision where
necessary.
As a proportion, Beverley represents around 9% of the East Riding
population and household make up. The Plan identifies a slightly higher
share of the overall housing requirement at around 14% consistent with the
town’s role as a Principal Town.
The unique aspects and character of the town are recognised within the
individual site allocation policies and sites have been selected on the basis of
least harm to the area.
It is acknowledged that Greenfield sites will be required to accommodate
needs but the expansion of Beverley will be limited southwards by the
presence of the committed southern relief road.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

•
•

Beverley Town
Council
DS/1253, 1240,
1242, 1258, 1236

Pollution
Interior roads of existing estates (e.g. Lincoln Way) would
need restructuring
• No concrete reason given for the need for these homes
• No evidence that this will improve the standard of living for
residents in Beverley
• New homes will wipe out any alleviation provided by the
southern relief road
• Scale of development will undermine the council’s
overarching community aims
• Vague reference to developer contributing to infrastructure
suggests council has no plans for providing necessary
infrastructure
• Many open spaces have been built on in the past
• Population will increase by 8500 and already stressed
infrastructure will not cope
• Lack of work in the area
Minutes from Annual Town Meeting and Full Council Meeting
• ERYC wants Beverley to become a City – funding reasons;
should remain as a small town
• Acknowledge requirements of national policy – other
settlements identified for development too; some
disagreement regarding ERYC’s interpretation of national
policy – not locally responsive.
• Westwood and the countryside on the outskirts of Beverley
are the jewels in the crown. Mass development is the wrong
thing to do. Next there will be housing built on the
Westwood.
• More people should use bicycles. If there were proper cycle
lanes between Beverley and Hull, this would have a
significant input to easing traffic.

Noted. As a large Principal Town, Beverley offers a suitable location to
provide for sustainable development. It has a wide range of services and
facilities, as well as employment areas which are not found in other parts of
the East Riding. There is no intention to create a city.
As a Principal Town, with few constraints, Beverley will receive a higher
proportion of housing than the East Riding average because it is a more
sustainable location than many other parts of the East Riding. The overall
requirement for Beverley has been reduced by around 100 dwellings from
the Draft Strategy Document.
No development is proposed for the Westwood – it is common land.
It is apparent that there is a high absolute need and absolute demand in
Beverley and the surrounding area. In line with the NPPF, the Local Plan

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
•

General

South of Beverley area plays important role in drainage,
additional hard surfaces and climate change will increase
extent and probability
• There has been a lot of discussion about sewage
infrastructure as it is currently unable to cope.
• It is defined by its geographical area and identity, and it has
already accrued a great deal of housing. Rural schools and
communities are suffering, so would it not be better to
spread the housing more evenly throughout the county?
• Was told land would not be built on when considering
proposals for southern relief road.
• It will affect secondary school provision. Beverley High
School and Beverley Grammar are oversubscribed already.
• The southern relief road will put pressure on Beverley
traffic.
Too much development in Kilham
• Infrastructure cannot cope
• Rural heritage needs to be preserved
• Roads cannot cope
• Brownfield sites should be developed

Officer Response
must recognise this and respond accordingly.
An Infrastructure Study has been prepared which identifies where additional
infrastructure will be required, including secondary school provision.
Requirements are set out in Chapter 11 (Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and
specific policies in the Proposed Submission Allocations Document include
infrastructure provision where necessary.
New cycle lanes have been provided on the A164.
As a proportion, Beverley represents around 9% of the East Riding
population and household make up. The Plan identifies a slightly higher
share of the overall housing requirement at around 14% consistent with the
town’s role as a Principal Town.
The southern relief road has been identified to help alleviate traffic from the
centre of Beverley.
Noted. Development in Kilham has the opportunity to support the rural
economy and sustainability in that part of the East Riding. The Plan
proposes 90 houses over a 17 year period, which would mean only a 10%
growth in the size of the village over this long period, and is unlikely to be
detrimental to the village’s rural heritage.
An Infrastructure Study has been prepared which identifies where additional
infrastructure will be required. Requirements are set out in Chapter 11
(Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and specific policies in the Proposed
Submission Allocations Document include infrastructure provision where
necessary.

General
including
Cottingham Civic
Society DS/846,

Too much development in Cottingham,
• Character, ambience and feel of the village
• Urban sprawl
• Open views of the countryside

Noted. As one of the Major Haltemprice Settlements, Cottingham offers a
suitable location to provide for sustainable development. It has a wide range
of services and facilities, as well as employment areas which are not found in

Comment
Ref(s)
1556

Summary of comments
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Cottingham
Parish Council
DS/866

Traffic and congestion
Risk of flooding
Surrounded by green belt
Infrastructure only gets fixed once someone mentions
housing development
No need for additional housing – lots of developments and
new housing not sold
Village does not have the infrastructure – school places,
parking, GPs, dentists
Unwarranted requirement
Infrastructure will not be able to cope (traffic, sewerage,
drainage). This must be upgraded before development will
be supported
Need a village wide plan to address traffic congestion
Supportive of approach of spreading development across a
range of smaller sites

The number of houses apportioned to Cottingham is unwarranted
and that the infrastructure of the village will not be able to cope ie
traffic, sewerage and drainage (as stated previously in June 2010 and
September 2012). The Parish Council would oppose any
development unless a plan for an improved infrastructure was in
place prior to the developments taking place. The Council feels that
although each site seems to have been assessed on its individual
merits, the cumulative effect on the village of releasing more than
one site has not been taken into account. The Council feels strongly
that if Cottingham has to have so many new houses in the allocation
then the village, as a whole, should benefit eg a plan should be

Officer Response
other parts of the East Riding.
It is apparent that there is a high absolute need and absolute demand in
Cottingham and the surrounding area. In line with the NPPF, the Local Plan
must recognise this and respond accordingly.
A range of relatively small sites have been identified which will help to
preserve the open views of the countryside.
An Infrastructure Study has been prepared which identifies where additional
infrastructure will be required. Requirements are set out in Chapter 11
(Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and specific policies in the Proposed
Submission Allocations Document include infrastructure provision where
necessary.
As a proportion, Cottingham represents around 4.5% of the East Riding
population and household make up. The Plan identifies a slightly higher
share of the overall housing requirement at around 5% consistent with the
settlement’s role as a Major Haltemprice Settlement.
Please note, Cottingham Parish Council are leading the preparation of a
neighbourhood development plan.

Noted. As one of the Major Haltemprice Settlements, Cottingham offers a
suitable location to provide for sustainable development. It has a wide range
of services and facilities, as well as employment areas which are not found in
other parts of the East Riding.
An Infrastructure Study has been prepared which identifies where additional
infrastructure will be required. Requirements are set out in Chapter 11
(Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and specific policies in the Proposed
Submission Allocations Document include infrastructure provision where
necessary.
It is apparent that there is a high absolute need and absolute demand in

Comment
Ref(s)

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

produced to reduce traffic congestion in the village. Any such plan
should take account of the unique problems of the village: severe
congestion caused by traffic volumes and two railway crossings
which bisect the main roads; community severance and barriers to
north/south pedestrian movement caused by traffic; poor walking
and cycling environments resulting from traffic volumes and narrow
footpaths along main roads; and the effect on air quality caused by
congestion and traffic volumes. St Mary's Church on Hallgate, a
Grade I listed church within the Conservation Area in Cottingham,
is being seriously affected by pollution because of poor air quality
and should be afforded protection in the Plan as should the
community's general environment.
Too much development in Driffield - Insufficient employment

Cottingham and the surrounding area. In line with the NPPF, the Local Plan
must recognise this and respond accordingly.
Please note, Cottingham Parish Council are leading the preparation of a
neighbourhood development plan and East Riding of Yorkshire Council are
assisting with this.

Noted. As a Principal Town, Driffield offers a suitable location to provide
for sustainable development. It has a wide range of services and facilities, as
well as employment areas which are not found in other parts of the East
Riding. Further opportunities for more employment have been identified in
the Proposed Submission Allocations Document.
The relative size and its role as the Capital of the Wolds has been recognised
in a lower housing figure than that identified for the other Principal Towns
(except for Goole where flood risk constraints limit the scale of housing
which could be otherwise promoted there).

General

Fangfoss Parish
Council
DS/1043

Too much development in Coastal sub area - Insufficient
employment

Too much development in Pocklington
•
•
•

Excessive figure for a small town
Impact on surrounding areas
Traffic will increase as job growth won’t keep pace with

Noted. There are a number of large towns along the coastal strip of the East
Riding which have a number of services and facilities, as well as employment
opportunities (now and potentially in the future), which should be
supported with additional growth.
Noted. Pocklington is the largest of the Towns identified within the Plan,
and arguably has the widest range of services and facilities. It is also one of
the highest demand areas in the East Riding, which, in line with the NPPF,
the Local Plan must recognise.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

•
Pocklington
Town Councli
DS/814 &
DS/787

General

It has a large well-defined employment area, which is not found in other
parts of the East Riding and further opportunities for more employment
have been identified in the Proposed Submission Allocations Document.

There was a general feeling that the 1250 houses allocated to be
provided in Pocklington was excessive as it amounts to growth of
over 1 /3 between now and 2029. Councillors would like an
explanation of why the numbers are so high. This does not seem fair
and equitable.

Noted. Pocklington is the largest of the Towns identified within the Plan,
and arguably has the widest range of services and facilities. It is also one of
the highest demand areas in the East Riding, which, in line with the NPPF,
the Local Plan must recognise.

Too much development in Swanland

Noted. There is evidence of a high need within the village which a modest
housing requirement can help to address. The Plan spans a long time and
will cover a number of economic cycles, and short term challenges in the
housing market do not override the need to provide more housing across
the East Riding.

•
•
•

General

housing
Need an explanation why figures are so high

Officer Response

Challenge need for housing in Swanland - More than 50
properties for rent/sale of all sizes and prices
Many properties empty for up to 4 years
Area of high unemployment – cannot agree with conclusion
more properties are needed

Too much development in Holme on Spalding Moor Holme on
Spalding Moor (Pitts 1517)
• Homes should be near jobs and good public transport
• Sewage system needs upgrading before any new sites are
developed
• Need to provide long term planning for road infrastructure
• Previous infill and other forms of development have
chipped away at the ‘villageness’

It has a large well-defined employment area, which is not found in other
parts of the East Riding and further opportunities for more employment
have been identified in the Proposed Submission Allocations Document.

It is not an area of high unemployment.

Noted. Development in Holme on Spalding Moor has the opportunity to
support the rural economy and sustainability in that part of the East Riding.
The Plan proposes 170 houses over a 17 year period, which is less than a
10% growth in the size of the village over this long period, and is unlikely to
be detrimental to the village’s rural heritage.
An Infrastructure Study has been prepared which identifies where additional
infrastructure will be required. Requirements are set out in Chapter 11
(Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and specific policies in the Proposed
Submission Allocations Document include infrastructure provision where
necessary.

Comment
Ref(s)
Brandesburton
Parish Council
DS/1588

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Whereas 60 additional homes have been identified as being
acceptable in number and impact on services and infrastructure, the
number of additional residents these represent may probably already
be accounted for in the number of permanent residents in
designated holiday and leisure accommodation - caravans and
lodges, boats, holiday cottages. These 'hidden' numbers already
impact on our community in quite negative fashion - traffic and
parking congestion, and older residents with inherent health
problems pose a burden on our health services, without the prospect
of another 60 dwellings in the plan. A small number of affordable
homes and housing for senior residents is favoured in our parish
plan but not widescale development, as we feel the settlement
cannnot cope with such expansion.

Noted. The Plan proposes 60 houses over a 17 year period, which would
mean only a 10% growth in the size of the village over this long period. In
order to support the delivery of affordable housing, market housing will
have to be provided alongside it to make it viable.

Too little development in Brandesburton:

Noted. The Plan takes into consideration the geographical position of
settlements and their capacity to act as service centres for the surrounding
rural area. Leven is assessed to fulfil that role in the Leven and
Brandesburton area and is afforded more housing accordingly. Aldbrough
and Beeford serve different catchment areas.

•
•

one of the most sustainable villages in East Riding,
more employment than all three service centres (Leven,
Beeford & Aldbrough) added together.

Draft Local Plan consultation numbers allocated Brandesburton 60,
Leven Beeford & Aldbrough 360.
General

General

Does Flamborough need another 55 houses or are they going to be
more holiday homes. It should be managed not destroyed so it could
add to the character of the village.

Noted. The Council would like the 55 homes, over a 15-20 year period, to
be provided as residential dwellings.

I appreciate that some new housing must be built. However, I would
like to express my reservations about the amount of development
that is imminent. As you do seem to recognise, Wilberfoss is a small
village, and overdevelopment threatens its character.

Noted. The Plan proposes 170 houses over a 17 year period, which is
around a10% growth in the size of the village over this long period, and is
unlikely to be detrimental to the village’s rural character.

The village does not need more housing, more traffic and more

An Infrastructure Study has been prepared which identifies where additional
infrastructure will be required. Requirements are set out in Chapter 11

Comment
Ref(s)

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

strain on the infrastructure, where do these developments enhance
village life or the surrounding countryside?

(Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and specific policies in the Proposed
Submission Allocations Document include infrastructure provision where
necessary.

Too little development in Elloughton cum Brough

Noted. The attraction of Elloughton cum Brough as a location for
development is recognised. With the exception of Pocklington, the Plan
proposes the highest level of housing requirement of any of the Towns.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

General

•
•

Too little development in Cottingham
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

General

Area of demand
Close to jobs and key employment sites
Other settlements in weak areas have disproportionate
amount
Should be 1,650 dwellings
Closest town to Melton
Attractive commuter town
Disproportionate scale when compared to small town of
Driffield
Will lead to unsustainable pattern of development
Deliverable sites available
Pro rata – total housing should increase
Lack of recognition of individual roles of MHS
More sustainable than the other MHS
Approach is not positively prepared nor justified
No justification for split within Major Haltemprice
Settlements
Other sites in flood risk areas have been considered
SHLAA shows variation between sub areas
Cottingham has a larger concentration of employment than
it surrounding MHS

Too little development in Major Haltemprice Settlements

Elloughton cum Brough sits within an area, potentially unlike that of other
locations such as Driffield and Pocklington, where significant levels of
housing are promoted in a range of different settlements (e.g. North Cave,
South Cave, North Ferriby, Swanland, Major Haltemprice Settlements).
There is also a need to consider the scale of development promoted within
the Hull housing market area as a whole. This must be managed to ensure
the joint strategy across the hull and East Riding area is realised.

Noted. The housing requirement includes consideration of a wide range of
factors beyond a simple pro rata approach. The Plan recognises the
individual roles of the Major Haltemprice Settlements through the provision
of individual place statements and details set out in the sub area policy and
Allocations Document.
There is also a need to consider the scale of development promoted within
the Hull housing market area as a whole. This must be managed to ensure
the joint strategy across the hull and East Riding area is realised. Figures
significantly higher would jeopardise the duty to cooperate and ultimately
lead to an unsound plan.

Policy S3 states that the Major Haltemprice Settlements, together with the
Principle Towns and Towns will be the main focus. The approach to

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

General

General

Approach does not reflect ‘focus’ identified in S3
Too high in the Principal Towns given that MHS is three
major settlements
Comparable to approach for RSC and PVs
Sites erroneously dismissed which could contribute to
delivering Policy S3
Less than RSC, PV, Countryside (rural area) approach
Help focus on the regional city of Hull
A164 is being improved and development would have less
impact than in Beverley
Low figures may have something to do with Cabinet
members having their wards in this area
Should be in the order of 30-35% - but at least 20% to
support policy S2

Too little development in South Cave
•
•
•
•

Good level of services and facilities
Yielding to pressure group
Infrastructure and facilities have capacity
Market Weighton and Brough should be reduced

Too little development in Stamford Bridge
•
•
•
•
•

Sustainable with a larger range of services and facilities
Oppose arbitrary cap
Second largest of the RSCs – should be 290 dwellings which
would ensure choice and delivery of affordable housing
Cap restricts growth to 11.7% contradicting Plan’s housing
policy approach to reflect its role and size
Cap has consequences for housing choice, house prices and
delivery of affordable housing

Officer Response
housing development is entirely consistent with this.
A significant factor in determining the scale of development proposed for
the Major Haltemprice Settlements is their relationship with the city of Hull.
Policy S5 seeks to build upon the longstanding approach to managing
development in the East Riding part of the Hull Housing Market Area.
Figures significantly higher would jeopardise the duty to cooperate and
ultimately lead to an unsound plan.
On a pro rata basis, the level of development promoted in the Major
Haltemprice Settlements is consistent with that area’s share of the
population. In respect of the rural parts of the East Riding, these areas
represent around 40% of the population (more than 2.5 times that of the
Major Haltemprice Settlements) but only 17% of development is directed
here.
Noted. South Cave has been defined as a Primary Village. The true service
centres in this area are Market Weighton and Brough which serve a much
larger rural catchment than South Cave. Market Weighton and Brough have
facilities and services far in excess of those found in South Cave and are
approximately 3 times the size.
Noted. The cap on Rural Service Centres ensures that growth is managed
across the settlement network.
The detailed site assessments have shown that there a number of constraints
around Stamford Bridge which would be likely to limit any additional
development above that identified in the Plan.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
•
•

General

•

General

•

Sustainable nature of Cranswick
Importance of maintaining village services and rural
economic growth

Too little development in Pocklington
•
•
•
•
•

General

Risk on specific sites can be easily managed – evidenced
through FRAs
As a town there should be house building land allocated

Too little development in Hutton Cranswick
•
•

General

Cap means figure is significantly below the 20% growth
scenario
Other settlements which are half of the size such as Hutton
Cranswick also have a figure of 170 houses
Regular bus service

Too little development in Hedon
•

High demand/need which is NPPF requires plan’s to
address
Highly sustainable settlement with wide range of services
and facilities
Significant scope for employment development at the
airfield
Links to Europe via Hull
Lack of recognition in Plan to supporting this part of the
district (away from the A63 corridor)

Too little development in Keyingham
•
•

Officer Response

Should be a RSC
Close to Key Employment Site at Hedon Haven

Noted. The evidence is not yet available to demonstrate development should
be allocated in the town. A site specific flood risk assessment is unlikely to
include all the modelling necessary. A modelling exercise is currently
underway.
Noted. The scale of dev elopement promoted in Hutton Cranswick should
be able to help maintain village services and support rural economic growth.
A growth of 20% in the size of Hutton Cranswick is considered to be
suitable given the growth of the East Riding in general is planned to be
lower at around 16% over the plan period.
Noted. Pocklington has the highest requirement identified of any of the
Towns, recognising the high level of demand and need evident in the area.
However, significant development over and above this requirement could
threaten the character and identity of the town and simply fuel relatively
long travel patterns to York.

Noted. The role of Keyingham was reconsidered through the Proposed
Major Changes consultation document. It was proposed to classify
Keyingham as a Rural Service Centre in response to the relatively low level
of housing proposed in this part of the East Riding. This may not have

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
•
•
•

Rawcliffe Parish
Council DS/903

Too little development in Rawcliffe
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Newport Parish
Council DS/816

Not flooded since 1947 (why the different approach to a
few years ago)
Flood defences perform well and are well maintained – 6
pumping stations and barrier banks
Local knowledge is not used to establish the flood maps –
IDBs and farmers not properly consulted
Will affect insurance premiums of all residents and
businesses
Will affect sales of properties
Where problems exist – it’s because of poor maintenance
Agreed that the Parish could not sustain any large areas of
future development BUT Doors must be left open by
ERYC regarding any future development within the Parish.

Too little development in Newport – moving from a significant
amount of land identified for allocation, to none identified.
•

General

Restrictions in housing numbers around Hedon and
Throngumbald – low levels overall around Hedon Haven
Not clear what Hull’s approach will be in supporting
residential development close to Hedon Haven
Housing provision in Holderness is steered towards
peripheral locations in areas of weak market demand well
away from major centres of employment (very aspirational)

Concerned no allocations and on a carte blanch application
of flood risk criteria

Too little development in Beverley

Officer Response
supported the economic growth agenda around Hedon Haven.
Keyingham has been reclassified as a Rural Service Centre (and thereby
increase the amount of housing development to 170 dwellings over the plan
period).

Noted. The Plan must respect national flood risk policy which seeks to
avoid development in places shown to be high risk in the first instance. If
other areas within the district exist where the risk of flooding is lower, these
are sequentially preferable unless significant material considerations indicate
otherwise. The risk of flooding is based on the precautionary principle of no
defences in place.
There may be opportunities for infill development in line with national and
local policy on flood risk.

Noted. The Plan must respect national flood risk policy which seeks to
avoid development in places shown to be high risk in the first instance. If
other areas within the district exist where the risk of flooding is lower, these
are sequentially preferable unless significant material considerations indicate
otherwise. The risk of flooding is based on the precautionary principle of no
defences in place.
Noted. The Local Housing Study 2014 provides one piece of evidence for
the housing requirement identified in the Plan based on an analysis of the

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
•

Bubwith Parish
Council DS/83

Hull City Council
DS/172

overall scale for East Riding is not likely to meet need –
therefore Beverley requirement should be higher too (e.g.
5,149 units or higher to compensate for non-delivery in
other constrained settlements)

80 new dwellings is relatively high compared to for example Holme
on Spalding Moor which is a much bigger village but has only 170
supported dwellings in the plan. Bubwith PC supports the Draft
Local Plan except for BUB10 and strongly insists that this is
reconsidered and changed to include the haulage yard element of the
site only and not to allow encroachment into open countryside by
including the agricultural field behind the yard. By reducing the
overall size of this BUB10 site it would also reduce the number of
supported dwellings to a more realistic figure in relation to other
rural villages in our area
Concerned why a level 2 SFRA was completed for Goole but not
the Haltemprice Settlements or Hedon. The issues of flooding
within the Goole and Humberhead Levels sub area are a little more
complicated than within Beverley and the Central sub area but to
support development proposals within both sub areas the Council
considers a Level 2 SFRA is needed to ensure a consistency of
approach. The completion of a Level 2 SFRA would provide a
greater level of detail to support the allocation or non allocation of
sites within Hedon and the Haltemprice Settlements. This Council
has produced a level 2 SFRA for its entire administrative area and
accepts this is not needed for the whole of the East Riding but it
considers it appropriate for a similar approach to be undertaken in
the Beverley and Central sub area to ensure consistency between the
two authorities, and also development pressure in this location
would benefit from a more rigorous assessment. The references in
paragraphs 10.26 and 10.85 to improving the standard of protection
in Hedon and maintain and improve flood defences at Goole are
welcome but the Council consider both statements should have a

Officer Response
latest data available. The Council does not believe that this shows
justification, when balanced against all the factors, to increase the scale of
housing required for the East Riding.
Noted. The Plan proposes 80 houses over a 17 year period, which would
mean only a 10% growth in the size of the village over this long period. The
Council believes this is a sustainable approach relative to other settlements.
See also response to Draft Allocations Document.

Noted. A Level 2 SFRA is not required for the Major Haltemprice
Settlements as sufficient developable land exists outside of the high risk
flood zone to accommodate the growth identified. No land outside of the
high risk flood zone exists in Goole so it was necessary to get a more
detailed picture through a Level 2 SFRA. A major modelling exercise is
underway for Hedon.

Comment
Ref(s)

General
Hedon
Navigation Trust
DS/780
General
General
General
General
Scarborough
Borough Council
DS/1546
Environment
Agency
DS/1352)

Summary of comments
similar influence on considering the suitability for both locations for
housing. Yet more housing is proposed at Goole but none at
Hedon.
Support the approach taken for Hedon - Logical approach taken
through commitment to investigate issues further

Officer Response

Support welcomed

We can live with the proposed development levels in Hedon,
although so called back-garden projects which seem to be
happening, do give concerns over possible flooding risks, especially
to the original properties.

Noted.

Support approach taken for Holme on Spalding Moor

Support welcomed

Support approach taken for Driffield - although it could potentially
accommodate more

Support welcomed

Support approach taken for Leconfield

Support welcomed

Support approach taken for Goole

Support welcomed

Support approach taken for Bridlington - accords with Scarborough
Brorough’s own growth aspirations for this part of the Yorkshire
Coast

Support welcomed

Support the approach taken to limiting development in Bilton,
Dunswell, Rawcliffe, Thorngumbald and Tickton - as it is inline with
the flood risk Sequential Test which is set out within the National
Planning Policy Framework Technical Guidance note.

Support welcomed

For Hedon - we support the approach and the decision not to
allocate housing sites in this town due to the existing flood risk and
surface water challenges. We believe a logical approach has been
taken by commissioning detailed hydraulic modelling work to
investigate the flooding and surface water issues that Hedon faces,

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

with a view to deliverable solutions being found that will potentially
allow future site allocations in the town area. This approach will
prevent sites being allocated that may well be undeliverable for the
reasons mentioned above.
General

Pocklington
Future DS/1488
General
General

Wawne – Object to houses proposed in Wawne

Pocklington – growth is inevitable and should be seen positively.
Important to have a Neighbourhood Development Plan in place to
provide a detailed plan for the town

Noted. Wawne has been identified as a Primary Village where some level of
development is expected to help sustain the village and support sustainable
patterns of development.
Noted. The Council is supporting the preparation of a Neighbourhood
Development Plan for Pocklington and that part of Barmby Moor
incorporating Pocklington Industrial Estate.

Eastrington – Draft Strategy Document says 40 dwellings – Draft
Allocations Document says 80 dwellings (6.63)

Scale of development proposed for Eastrington is confirmed to be 40
dwellings over the plan period.

Need to recognise the specific settlements within the Major
Haltemprice Settlements – their needs, opportunities and aspirations
should be recognised

The Plan recognises the individual roles of the Major Haltemprice
Settlements through the provision of individual place statements and details
set out in the sub area policy and Allocations Document.

Affordable housing
General

Given the varied approaches to affordable housing requirements
across the network and sub areas, the affordable housing target is a
speculative aspirational goal rather than a tangible target

The affordable housing target has been revised for the Proposed Submission
Strategy Document. The target is absolutely tangible and is based on a
realistic assessment of likely affordable housing delivery based on the
policies in place within the Plan.

Previously developed land
General

Unclear evidence for brownfield target – is it warranted?

Re-using previously developed land is one of the aims of the Plan and one
of the objectives used within the sustainability appraisal. The evidence
derives from an analysis of the Strategic Housing Land Availability

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
Assessment.

General

General

Target not necessary in respect of national policy and the
Allocations document promotes significant greenfield land take

Re-using previously developed land is one of the aims of the Plan and one
of the objectives used within the sustainability appraisal. The evidence
derives from an analysis of the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment. It is clearly acknowledged within the Plan that Greenfield land
will be required.

Target reflects the form of the East Riding and the lack of viable
sites in historic cores – still need to demonstrate this level of
provision is justified and deliverable

Re-using previously developed land is one of the aims of the Plan and one
of the objectives used within the sustainability appraisal. The evidence
derives from an analysis of the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment.

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 24
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

If 25% of new homes have to be built on previously
developed land where will this be found in the designated
Primary village of Swanland? Gardens must be excluded from
this definition to avoid overcrowding being enforced on
neighbours.

The 25% previously developed land target may not be uniformly applied
across the East Riding – it is a global figure taking into account more
opportunities may exist in some settlements compared with others. Gardens
are not classed as previously developed land.

City of York Council
DS/1576

City of York Council's Local Plan policies. Particularly those
relating to housing growth and distribution could reduce
inward migration into East Riding.

Noted. This acknowledgement is reflected in the Local Housing Study 2014.

General

Concern that there is no reference to consideration of
ecological factors, which may also need to be addressed for

The list of factors is not exhaustive, though ecological assets have tended to be

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

sites to be deliverable. There are not only direct issues such as
habitat loss to consider, but also potentially important indirect
factors such as increased recreational disturbance of
designated sites and their associated species. We would
therefore like to see 'nature conservation designations and
their associated species and habitats' added to the list of
examples.

away from the areas of greatest development pressure.

General

Agree the supply of land can be limited by environmental
factors, such as flood risk, ground water and scheduled
monuments, and there is also the problem of infrastructure
capacity e.g. highways.

Noted

General

Very concerned that ecological factors have not been fully
taken into consideration when assessing the deliverability of
sites. Potential impacts on designated sites should have been
considered and this should be included here. The core
principles of the NPPF states that 'Allocations of land for
development should prefer land of lesser environmental value, where
consistent with other policies in this Framework' (paragraph 17). We
would therefore recommend that surveys are also carried out
on all of the proposed sites to establish their ecological value.
Harrogate District has provided biodiversity information on
allocated sites in their SADPD. The document provides
sufficient information for developers to know what
constraints are present and what mitigation and buffering may
be required. Having as much baseline data as possible at the
allocation stage also increases confidence and certainty that
the site can be developed as proposed and that there will not

Noted. The list of factors is not exhaustive, though ecological assets have
tended to be away from the areas of greatest development pressure. The sites
have been assessed using the Council’s site assessment methodology which
includes questions on ecology. The council has worked with the North and
East Yorkshire ecological data centre in drawing up the assessments.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

be significant surprises at the application stage which may
mean that parts or the entire site cannot be developed. At the
least a Phase 1 and basic protected species survey should be
carried out for each of the larger sites

General

General

Melbourne Parish
Council DS/1519

General

It is difficult to see how phased development will be
managed. If an application to develop 85 units on allocated
land is submitted in the early stages of the plan then
presumably no further development will be allowed but how
do you restrict development to 5 houses per year?
Whilst we support the identification of a housing requirement
for Swanland at 85 dwellings over the plan period, the policy
should clarify whether these are minimum or maximum
thresholds. Clearly they should be seen as minimum figures to
ensure the Plan has the required flexibility to accommodate its
housing requirements.
The Council was particularly pleased with the recognition of
our various concerns in respect of locations for development,
and the adjustment to the quantity of housing allocations for
the future which reflect the need for development and the
ability of our community to absorb increase population with
our limited infrastructure.
We cannot find where the North Ferriby Parish Plan 2011
which formed the basis of the Issues and Options (April
2008), Preferred Approach (May 2010) and Further
Consultation (October 2011) and is supposed to be part of
the Local Plan evidence base has been included, referred to or
considered. This is the only consultation process by ERYC of
which residents are aware, and they are certain no-one has
consulted or asked them either about Long Plantation Wood
or the Melton Fields proposed development whether for light
industrial usage or housing.

The policy does not seek to restrict developments to 5 dwellings per annum –
this is just a guide to understanding the overall level of growth in those
particular village. Where the overall Plan is delivering against the housing
requirement, it may be possible to manage new development in excess of that
identified for specific settlements.
Noted. The overall policy approach in S5 identifies a requirement of at least
23,800 dwellings across the plan period so the numbers should be read as a
minimum.

Noted

Noted. The Council has undertaken a series of consultation stages in the
preparation of the Local Plan. A number of green spaces around the village
have been identified on the Policies Map. Individual site assessments have
included a consideration of the quality of the landscape.

Comment Ref(s)

General
Tickton and Routh
Parish Council
DS/330

Summary of comments
a. Had it been referred to then the green space either side of
North Ferriby village would be respected as unavailable for
development and of high landscape value, as reflected in the
2005 ERYC document detailed below which states:
i. "this area does have sensitivity to the cumulative impact of
development on its role in separating the developments of
Brough and North Ferriby. The area also helps to provide a
green buffer between development and the Humber estuary.
As a result, despite the detractors present the area has high
sensitivity to development that would result in the loss of
separation between developments. This separation provides
visual amenity as well as a green corridor in an area where
there are a large number of detractors."
b. Also the gradual development process which the village has
undergone in the last 100 years giving rise to mixed housing
and valued amenities in keeping with its character and the
needs of its residents.
c. Further the ERYC in 2005 [Landscape Character Type 22:
Farmed Urban Fringe] interweaves the history of the area
with the landscape and states: "Housing and industrial
development on the eastern edge of Brough is impacting on
the character of the area" but whilst recognising this as
something not necessarily desirable, (and we would add not
wanted by the residents of the area), the ERYC has increased
the housing still further and there is no offset for the
environmental impact or pollution damage.
We object to Table 2 which proposes 170 homes for South
Leven. This is too low given the need to deliver housing in
the East Riding
On a point of detail the existing residential commitment for
Tickton shows a current commitment of 1 development. This
should be amended. There is currently one approved
application but this is to develop a site with four dwellings

Officer Response

Noted. The approach taken in Leven takes account of its role and the site
assessments have also identified a number of constraints in the Leven area
which would limit a substantially higher requirement.
The commitments figure has been updated in the Proposed Submission
Strategy Document.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

(ref DC/11/03795/PLF).
1. Preston North listing should be downgraded to that of a
`Village' and removed from it's current listing as a `Primary
Village' in the Draft Local Plan.
2. With the current level of traffic chaos in Preston North
which causes physical damage to the buildings and
environment due in part to heavy goods vehicles passing
through the village, further residential development should
not be considered until such time as a lasting solution has
been identified to solve the problems.
General (including
555 letters of
support)

Consultation Response to East Riding Draft Local Plan By
Preston Residents- Resident's comments to the above
Consulttion Document and their opposition to further
development due to the poor infrastructure with regard to
sewerage, roads, schools and facilities.
In addition there are grave concerns to the possible effects
such development will have on current issues such as
Flooding, Archaeological remains of the Medieval Sunken
Village of Preston and the foul main which has difficulty
coping with to-days capacity.
Finally, residents consider the risk of liberating Live Anthrax
spores to the open environment will carry an unacceptable
risk of infection by inhalation to the local population.
This document is supported by over 555 letters of comment
from Preston/East Riding Residents.

General

Wawne – seen many houses approved in last 15 years and
noticed the impact on traffic, sewerage, drainage and flooding.
40 additional houses would be an unmitigated disaster.

General

Object to the proposed development of 174 new houses in

The evidence shows Preston (village) to exhibit the qualities and functions of a
Primary Village as outlined in previous iterations of the Strategy Document.
The Infrastructure Study considers impact of development on infrastructure
and identifies where intervention is required.

Noted. Wawne has been identified as a Primary Village where some level of
development is expected to help sustain the village and support sustainable
patterns of development. The Infrastructure Study considers impact of
development on infrastructure and identifies where intervention is required.
Noted. There is evidence of a high need within the village which a modest

Comment Ref(s)

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Stamford Bridge. Detrimental to the character of the village
and Stamford Bridge would become more like a small town.

housing requirement can help to address. The Plan spans a long time and will
and has considered the impact of development on the village in terms of
infrastructure and the character of the village.

Vehemently opposed to any new house building in Cherry
Burton, especially on the fields to the rear of Canada Drive.
• Flood risk issues – development increases flood risks
elsewhere
• Lots of evidence of flooding and acknowledged by
council
• Whilst defence has been built it has not been tested
and was breached straightaway – significant standing
water days after event
• Cherry Burton primary school would no doubt be
dramatically affected by the addition of 16% housing
stock.
• only one small convenience store, in keeping with its
size, location and village appeal. Will Cherry Burton
require a 'retail park' in future to accommodate
onward expansion?
• fear Cherry Burton's isolation and rural feel is under
threat.
Concerns with Table 3: Housing requirement to 2029.
As of 1 st April 2012, the Council has a committed supply of
2,742 dwellings (for example, sites with planning permission
and sites with resolutions to grant planning permission). We
support an allowance being made for non-implementation.
However, the Council has not prepared a detailed 5 year (or
longer term) trajectory to indicate delivery timescales from
individual sites, contrary to NPPF, at paragraph 47. By not
doing this, the Council cannot understand and therefore
guarantee that housing sites will come forward.

Noted. The evidence shows Cherry Burton to exhibit the characteristics and
functions of a Primary Village as outlined in previous iterations of the Strategy
Document.
Significant discussions with flood risk specialists has been undertaken to
ensure that sites which could be delivered safely have been identified.
Sites have also been identified on the basis of considering their impact on the
quality of the environment.
The scale of hosuing development proposed represents around a 10% growth
in the village over a 17 year period. Consideration of the impact of
development on school provision has been made.

The trajectory of sites in respect of their delivery has been consistently set out
in the SHLAA and this will continue to be the case throughout the plan
period.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

The NPPF clearly sets out at footnotes 11 and 12 how
deliverability is to be assessed. In relation to sites within the
five year supply, footnote 11 advises that sites should be
available now, offer a suitable location for housing now and
be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be
delivered within five years. Again, there is no clear evidence
that these sites have been assessed against these criteria.

General

We would recommend that Table 3: Housing requirement to
2029 is amended to state that the Council should maintain an
up to date housing trajectory on sites that have planning
permission through the SHLAA.
We support the recognition that at paragraph 5.15 through
the annual monitoring process any shortfalls in housing, from
adoption of the East Riding Local Plan will be taken into
account and therefore require adjustment to the future
housing requirement. We still maintain our objection that no
consideration has been given to previous shortfall in housing
delivery (see our comments on Policy S5 [D].

Support welcomed.

Draft Local Plan Proposed Major Changes - Consultation Comments
Question 2 – Do you agree with the approach to remove the future housing requirement for Easington?
Total number of responses logged against policy: 2
Comment
Ref(s)
Hull City
Council
PMC/350
PMC/622

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Hull City Council does not object and does not wish to raise any
issues regarding questions 1 to 4

Noted.

Depends on rate of erosion.

Noted. The change suggested is not dependent on erosion – it is related to a
health and safety consultation zone.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: S6
Total number of responses logged against policy: 26
Comment Ref(s)
General

General

General

General

General

Summary of comments
General support for the policy.
Consider the evidence behind the identified land requirement is not
sound. Requirements are artificially inflated by local employment
densities that aren't robustly evidenced. There is an oversupply of
employment land in the East Riding of 116ha (calculated by
subtracting the sites recommended for de-allocation in the ELR
from the available land supply reported in the 2011 ELMR). This is a
particular issue in the central sub area where the supply is equivalent
to 48 of past years take up.
As take up has been historically highest in the western sub area this
is where the majority of employment land allocations should be
located.
Melton could still perform a strategic role for employment uses even
if part of the site was developed for employment purposes.
235ha is not sufficient to meet future needs over the plan period - at
least a further 80ha is required, including in the most attractive
locations (such as Melton and Hessle). Flexibility is key for
employment land so it is able to accommodate a range of potential
uses and respond to the market. The lack of suitable/available sites
in Hull also needs to be taken into account.
Policy is limited and could include a breakdown of provision similar
to that set out in S5.
Separation of land requirements by use class is too prescriptive should be revised to state
"A) The overall amount of net additional employment land in the
plan period will be 555ha [235+240+80], The approximate split of
land is
B1 - xha, B2 - yha, B8 - zha.

Officer Response
Support noted and welcomed.

A new Employment Land Review has been undertaken to re-consider the employment
land requirements over the plan period. This provides up to date and robust evidence
which supports the employment land requirements identified in the Local Plan. A
comprehensive response to the issues raised has been provided in response to the
residential planning application submitted for the land at Melton Park.

A new Employment Land Review has been undertaken to re-consider the employment
land requirements over the plan period. This provides up to date and robust evidence
which supports the employment land requirements identified in the Local Plan. This
has taken into account the evidence presented through this response to the Local Plan
consultation.
The Policy is intentionally flexible, recognising that may buildings and sites are
designed to be flexible and the use class they fit into will depend on their occupier.
The supporting text to Policy EC1 has been amended to acknowledge the potential
that some other economic development uses may also be appropriate on employment
sites, as part of the overall of mix of uses.

Comment Ref(s)

General

General

General, DS/854
(North Ferriby Parish
Council)

Summary of comments
An allocation at Hedon Haven will cater for the expansion of the
Port of Hull in support of the renewable and low carbon energy
sector.
B) Sites will be identified in the Allocations Document, AAPs or
NDPS, focussing employment growth towards those settlements
listed in the Settlement Network and along the East-West MutliModal Corridor, as identified on the Key Diagram"
Supporting text should acknowledge that businesses need flexible so
split is only approximate. Should also acknowledge that non B class
employment generating uses (e.g. car showrooms, hotels) may be
appropriate on employment sites.
Should also consider combining the estimates of B2 and B8
requirement to a single category.
Hull's role in the sub-region is deliberately obfuscated by the Strategy
Document. Aspirations for Hull set in the RSS etc are no longer
appropriate considerations, and demand is a key factor in the NPPF
(rather than policy ideology). The provision of land at Hedon Haven
is clearly just to support Hulls economy.
The East Riding has a rural nature/strong agricultural base/SMEs providing sites for these businesses does not undermine Hull.
The Plan should identify that constraining employment and housing
provision in the East Riding will not assist Hull. Economic (and
housing expansion) in the East Riding will best serve to assist Hull,
as well as the East Riding. If a Joint Strategy for Hull and ER is to be
developed this should be evidenced based and set out in the Strategy
Document, and subject to proper consultation and scrutiny.
Support increased level of employment land proposed and focus for
employment uses along the East-West corridor. Companies now
looking to consolidate all their functions on mixed employment sites.
Plan shouldn't preclude employment mixed schemes of the right
scale, supporting by infrastructure, coming forward along the EW
corridor (rather than just B8).
Reference in A1 to 'complementary to Hull City Centre' is
ambiguous, needs to be more tightly expressed to provide greater
clarity/certainty. Explanation in 5.23 not sufficient.

Officer Response

The 2013 Employment Land Review recognises that there are 4 functional economic
areas operating within the East Riding. In the Hull functional economic area, the
relationship between Hull and the East Riding is very important to the success of the
economy. The LEP is preparing a Strategic Economic Plan for the Humber, which has
been subject to public consultation.

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

The policy is clear that office uses (which are classified as a 'town centre' use) in the
East Riding must be complementary to developments in Hull City Centre. The
wording of the policy and supporting text reflects National Planning Policy, and Policy
EC4 provides more detail on the requirements of proposals for town centre uses

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General

Concerned that increase in population in Beverley is not matched by
employment/condemning people to commute to
Hull/Hedon/Melton.

General

No information is provided about recent job forecasts/what sectors
are growing/what forecasts are being pursued.

DS/416 (Highways
Agency)

Generally supporting of focussing office development on Major
Haltemprice Settlements and Principal Towns - most sustainable
locations. The majority of the employment sites already benefit from
permission or do not materially impact on the SRN - the exception
to this are Hedon Haven, Priory Park and Ozone Business Park. A
cumulative impact assessment of the allocations is required and
consideration given to the mitigation measures/improvements
required and how they can be funded/delivered. Will continue to
work with Council regarding Hedon Haven allocation.

DS/1516 (North
Lincolnshire Council)

Welcome the consistent thrad through the Local Plan to supporting
the emerging renewable and low carbon energy sector.

Strongly support the identification of Hedon Haven. The location of
Hedon Haven adjacent to the existing operational Port of Hull estate
and the potential for a direct private link road between the two
General
means that it is considered to be the only viable, and most
sustainable, opportunity to accommodate the expansion needs of the
Port of Hull. It is vital to the success of the Port of Hull.
Support the reference to Hedon Haven provided the expansion is
DS/173 (Hull City
limited to port related and/or the renewable energy industry. May be
Council)
appropriate to limit the uses on the site to those listed in the Hull
Dock LDO.
Previously made comments on the Paull LDO - see letter dated
28/3/13 to Andy Wainwright. Part B should be amended to reflect
DS/1353 (Environment
Hedon Haven's reliance on flood defences and the importance of
Agency)
developer contributions for securing the necessary improvements to
the Humber Estuary defences.
DS/1294 (RSPB),
Part B of the policy needs to acknowledged that any land
DS/719 (Yorkshire
requirement for mitigation for tor the LDO (or other development)

Officer Response
outside of the town centre.
Land for employment uses in/around Beverley is allocated through the Allocations
Document.
Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to reflect these comments.
Policy EC1 and the sub area policies (A1-A6) provide further details on key economic
sectors.

Comments noted. Junction studies have been undertaken as part of the Infrastructure
Study to assess the cumulative impact of development on the highways network.

Support noted and welcomed.

Support noted and welcomed.

Comments noted. The Allocations Document restricts the use of this site to port
related uses.
Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to reflect these comments.
Further detail on flood defence requirements is provided in the Allocations
Document.
Comments noted. The policy and supporting text has been updated to reflect these
comments. Further detail on mitigation requirements is provided in the Allocations

Summary of comments

Comment Ref(s)
Wildlife Trust)

at Hedon Haven must be safeguarded from development.

General

The policy should protect a route for a future railfreight corridor to
Hedon Haven.

DS/680 (English
Heritage)

No objection to HAV1, but concerned about the impact of HAV2
on the historic environment - a heritage impact assessment is
required.
Additional text should be added to part B to state "Proposals will also
be expected to minimise any hard to the significance of the heritage assets in its
vicinity"
Additional supporting text should also be added to state “There are a
number of designated heritage assets in the vicinity of this site including the Paull
and Hedon Conservation Areas. The Medieval town of Hedon of which several
parts are Scheduled Monuments, was connected to the Humber by the river that
flows to the north of this area. In line with national policy guidance, it is
important that any development in this area minimises harm to the significance of
these assets. Because of the sensitivity of this landscape, development proposals
will be informed by the conclusions of a Heritage Impact Assessment”.

DS/1027, DS/817
(Newport Parish
Council)
DS/887 (Swanland
Parish Council)

Officer Response
Document.
Policy A1 of the Strategy Document provides support to the provision of a direct road
link from Hedon Haven to the Port of Hull and an extension to the Hull Docks
freight line. Further supporting is also given in the Allocations Document.

Comments noted. A Heritage Impact Assessment for Hedon Haven has been
prepared. The policy and supporting text have also been amended to reflect these
comments.

Response promotes specific sites for employment allocation.

Specific allocations for employment use will be made through the Allocations
Document.

No comment.

Noted

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 8
Comment Ref(s)
DS/161 (Beswick
Parish Council)
DS/1295 (RSPB),

Summary of comments
Supportive of allocating land that will facilitate employment
development, particular in renewable energy sector.
Keen for clarification on what additional land is being considered at

Officer Response
Support noted and welcomed.
The extent of the land at Hedon Haven is identified through the Allocations

Comment Ref(s)
DS/643 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/1296 (RSPB),
DS/644 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/1297 (RSPB),
DS/645 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Hedon Haven.

Document and Policies Map.

Text should reflect the outcome of the LDO process and any land
needed for avoidance/mitigation at Hedon haven.

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

Disagree with conclusions of HRA in relation to Hedon Haven should be re-assessed with advice from Natural England.

Comment noted. The Habitats Regulation Assessment has been revised.

Agree it is important that the Strategic Road Netword, particularly
the A1033 and A63, is improved to mitigate against the impact of
development.

Comments noted.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy S7
Total number of responses logged against policy: 13
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

No reference to provision of retail development in Major Haltemprice
Settlements

Policy S7 identifies Cottingham and Hessle as District Centres. Anlaby
is referenced in paragraph 5.44.

General

Beverley is correctly identified in the highest tier of the retail
hierarchy. The Policy should acknowledge the need/potential for
additional retail centres (e.g. new local centres associated with certain
proposed developments).

Noted. Policy S7 identifies a hierarchy of Town and District Centres.
Policy EC3 sets out guidance for retail development outside of these
Centres.

Hull City
Council
DS/171

Hull City Centre should be identified as the top tier of the retail
hierarchy. Where relevant, unallocated sites should consider impact on
the City Centre.

Paragraph 5.43 added to supporting text to clarify the relationship to
centres located in neighbouring local authority areas.

No particular concerns with approach for retail development and
provision within existing centres.

Noted

Single shops in the Primary Villages and Rural Service Centres are
vulnerable to edge of town retail development of Supermarkets selling
a wide range of Convenience goods.

Noted. Policy EC3 sets out how the impact of retail proposals should
be considered.

Note that no capacity identified for convenience retail in Beverley.
Approval of a new foodstore on the Grovehill site would affect the
viability on the recently approved Aldi store. Retail on Grovehill
should be restricted to comparison goods only.

Noted

Highways
Agency
DS/417
Swanland
Parish
Council
DS/888
General

Hierarchy should be re-drafted to reference the settlement network.
General

Higher end of the capacity figure for Bridlington should be
considered as the appropriate figure. The difference between the AAP
and this figure should be provided for through the Allocations

Evidence supporting the retail hierarchy is set out in the Town
Centres and Retail Study. Paragraph 5.39 amended to provide
additional guidance on how the capacity figures range will be
considered.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Document.

General

Proposals for retail at Grovehill would be unacceptable against this
policy - no need for convenience floorspace. Some need for more
comparison but figures exclude Flemingate.

Noted. Paragraph 5.38 identifies that the figures in Table 4 are taken
from the Town Centres and Retail Study.

Unclear where the figures in Table 4 come from.
General

Unclear whether assessments have taken account of likely future
economic climate and increase in internet shopping.

Town Centres and Retail Study Capacity Update (2013) considered
the latest forecasts of retail expenditure and the recommended retail
requirements are set out in Table 4.

General

Need for convenience retail in Beverley has been underestimated.
Town Centres and Retail Study does not take sufficient account of
scope for Beverley to better serve the food retail requirements of its
catchment. Underestimates potential to increase retention level (only
37%). High level of trade leakage from the Beverley catchment.
Strategy Document should acknowledge the potential for increased
retention, and floorspace capacity, for convenience goods in Beverley.

Town Centres and Retail Study Capacity Update (2013) considered
the latest forecasts of retail expenditure and the recommended retail
requirements are set out in Table 4. Where relevant this considers
potential changes to retention levels.

Object to the retail capacity analysis (and expenditure figures) within
the Town Centres and Retail Study Update.
•

General

Assumptions in relation to Flemingate lead to an
overestimate of potential retail capacity. Flemingate can
provide for a greater scale of non-food retailing than that
assessed by England and Lyle (underestimate of 1,500 sqm).

•

Assumptions are inconsistent with those used by England
and Lyle for the Flemingate planning application. Flemingate
assessed at taking up the residual requirement for comparison
goods expenditure in the Beverley catchment.

•

Retail figures are out of date and over-estimate capacity in
comparison to current 'retail gain assumptions'.

•

Retail expenditure (to accommodate new development) only
becomes available in 2021. Impact of delivering development

Town Centres and Retail Study Capacity Update (2013) considered
the latest forecasts of retail expenditure and the recommended retail
requirements are set out in Table 4. This has taken into account
existing retail commitments. Paragraph 5.41 amended to clarify that
the floorspace requirements will vary over the plan period.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

in advance of 2021.
Retail strategy is not justified and positively prepared.

General

There is no need for 1100-2000 sqm retail development in
Withernsea. Calculations do not take account of money spent in two
supermarkets in the town and growing online sales. There are many
vacant units in the town. The town is not large enough to attract new
retailers and is over saturated with Aldi and Tesco.

Town Centres and Retail Study Capacity Update (2013) considered
the latest forecasts of retail expenditure and the recommended retail
requirements are set out in Table 4.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: S8 Connecting People and Places
Total number of responses logged against policy: 37
Comment
Ref(s)
DS1460
(Natural
England)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Suggest that policy should refer to cycle links within Green Infrastructure
(part F)

Policy ENV5 sets out approach to enhancing green infrastructure alongside new
development (sustainable transport is one of the functions of GI). Policy S8 part F
already provides for developing safe and attractive cycle networks wherever they
are located so a reference to GI has been added to the policy supporting text.

Local residents: Suggests need for relief road for the villages of Bolton,
Spittal and Fangfoss, as developments in Pocklington, Wilberfoss and
Stamford Bridge will generate extra traffic on the road from Pocklington
to Full Sutton (and thence to the A166) that runs through the villages of
Bolton, Spittal and Fangfoss. This is a safety concern as roads are not of a
sufficient standard to accommodate the traffic and this results in
accidents and near misses.

General

HGV traffic on this road is related to existing developments at Full Sutton
Industrial Estate which the draft Local Plan does not propose to expand. The
Council does not have the resources to construct by-passes for these villages, nor
would the benefits of providing these be sufficient to justify expenditure,
compared to other road projects.
In terms of casualty reduction, the Council has carried out a variety of activities
and measures on the road in recent years, Speed limit reductions, Signing and
road marking revisions including speed reactive signs, targeted enforcement, and
local publicity and training. In particular, the Council has worked with Full Sutton
prison as there were a number of casualties travelling to or from work there. Over
the past decade, we've seen a decrease in the number of collisions and casualties,
which suggests the measures are working.
The Council constantly monitors road traffic injury collisions across the authority
and takes action as appropriate should numbers rise or locations/routes show
casualty issues.

General

Suggests improvements including two stretches of dual carriageway,
Wilberfoss 'lozange' and Barmby Moor junction should Government
funding become available.

The Council appreciate the group's insight and constructive views, however the
Council is unlikely to gain sufficient Government funding to carry out these dual
carriageway improvements. Nevertheless the Vale of York sub-area policy
supports 'improvements to the A1079' which would support the suggested

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
improvements, should they come forward. The improvements suggested are not
necessary to support the scale and location of development proposed in the Local
Plan.
We are guided by the infrastructure study which indicated potential capacity
issues at several junctions on the A1079 but not on the links. Government
investment is limited. The Council made a bid for the Holme Road roundabout
through the DfT's 'Pinch Point' programme but, despite a very strong case, this
was rejected. There is the potential for developer funded improvements but again
this is guided by the results of the infrastructure study.
Funding for major schemes has been devolved by Government to Local Transport
Bodys (LTB), which include representation from local authorities and Local
Enterprise Partnerships. As part of this process, bids for schemes are being
prepared for consideration by the Humber LTB.

General

General
DS418
(Highways
Agency)

Wants the feasibility study in to the reopening of the Beverley to York rail
line to be updated. Wants the route to be protected by planning policy.

Policy should recognise instances where there is no feasible access to a
development other than by the private car. Part A should state that only
'where possible' new development should be well connected.

General support for the policy's approach.

We have been successful with a bid for Local Pinchpoint Funding Holme Road
roundabout which will start construction later this year. As always we will
continue to seek out opportunities for funding improvements to the East Riding's
highway network and the A1079 remains a priority.
Position remains that it is highly unlikely that funding will become available for this
scheme, which was valued at £240m back in 2005. Until a deliverable proposal
comes forward within the plan period, it is not possible for the Council to justify
protecting the route and resulting risk of compensation claims from adjacent land
owners etc. Policy S8 still protects the disused route, where it still exists.
Development should still be well connected by the road network where
sustainable modes are not available. The policy supporting text has been amended
to be flexible about how realistic connections are to cycling, walking and public
transport networks are in certain locations, especially where development is
located in more remote rural areas.
Comments noted.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General

General support for the policy, especially the safeguarding of wharves for
future use. Recommend that criteria are used to identify the most
suitable wharves for safeguarding for future use.

General

Support the emphasis on the multi-modal freight corridor within the
policy, but scope for greater emphasis on the rail facilities at Melton.

General

ERY & Hull Joint Access forum. Would like reference to improving public
access to footpaths and rights of way in the policy. Would like the
national cycle network to be referenced.

General

Zonal multimodal fare systems (Eg the Oyster Card in Greater London)
should be promoted to encourage commuting by public transport can
extend to encouraging use of public transport for leisure purposes.
(Policy S8 a&b)

General

Seems to focus on connecting to Hull, whereas many East Riding
Residents wish to connect with York instead.

General

The plan should include policy support for the provision of roadside uses
in suitable locations to meet the needs of all road users. Reference to
congested stretches of road.
Protection of Port Operations

DS/1499
(Associated
British Ports)

Policy S8 in the Draft Strategy Document provides protection for portrelated development within the defined Operational Port Area on the
Draft Goole Policy Map.
ABP supports this in principle , but it is considered that the current
wording of this policy does not make it clear that port operations within

Officer Response
Support noted. Additional supporting text added referring to the ease at which the
wharf could be brought back into an operational state and assessments of demand
for their current and future use as key means of identifying the suitability of
individual wharfs for safeguarding.
Melton intermodal freight links already mentioned in sub-area policy including rail
sidings. Rail facilities have been added alongside wharves for safeguarding within
the policy.
Policy S8F did seek to develop and protect footpath networks. The wording of the
policy has been changed to refer to enhancing and/or protecting foot/cycle paths
etc. Reference to the national cycle network has been added to the supporting
text.
This is not an initiative that would be directly influenced by planning policy,
nevertheless such measures would be supported by the current wording of the
policy.
Policy is about ensuring all developments are well connected- not just to Hull. The
Council is also working with the City of York Council on major transport routes in
and out of the City from the East Riding to ensure sufficient transport capacity is
available.
There is a case for planning policy to support the provision of essential facilities for
motorists to ensure their safety and welfare. Criteria now included within the
policy to support the provision of roadside facilities essential to support the safety
and welfare of motorists in line with national policy.
General support noted. It is considered that the existing policy wording is
sufficient to cover uses outside of the operational port area, which would conflict
with port operations. The wording of the policy does not restrict the application of
the policy to conflicting development which is only within the operational area.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

the Operational Port Area should be protected from development on
sites adjacent to the Port that would conflict with port operations.
Port activities, by their nature can be noisy and may create dust and
odours. Sensitive development in close proximity to the port, such as
housing, may have a detrimental impact on port operations through
restrictions being places on port operations by the Council’s
Environmental Health Department, as a result of complaints from
residents over noise, dust, etc. It is therefore vital that, if port operations
at the Port of Goole are to continue unrestricted, development on sites
surrounding the operational port area is not permitted if it would conflict
with port operations.
The following amendment to Part D of Policy S8 is therefore requested to
provide clarity that port operations will be protected from incompatible
development within the Operational Port Area and also on surrounding
sites:
“Existing and future port operations at Goole within the Operational Port
Area will be safeguarded. [delete] from d [delete end] D evelopment
within the Operational Port Area and on surrounding sites which would
conflict with [delete] this use [delete end] port operations will not be
supported. ”

DS/1580
(City of York
Council)
DS/1579
(City of York

City of York Local Plan Preferred Options Policy T6: Development
at or Near Public Transport Corridors, Interchanges and Facilities
needs to be considered in regard to the use of the Hull/Beverley York former railway transport corridor.
The council is in agreement that provision of additional car and

The proposed submission Strategy Document Policy S8H takes a similar approach
to the policy within the draft York Local Plan policy in terms of protecting disused
public transport corridors.

Comments noted.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Council)

cycle parking facilities at rail stations and coordinated rail and bus
services facilities, can facilitate better integration between
different modes of travel.

DS/1578
(City of York
Council)

In addition to working to effectively and efficiently in managing
the Strategic Transport Network there is a need to integrate with
the non-Strategic Transport Network.

Officer Response

Comments noted. A reference to integrating with the non-strategic transport
network has been added to the policy supporting text.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: H1
Total number of responses logged against policy: 25
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

The principles of Policy H1 are supported and new residential
development should contribute to the mix of housing in the
locality. The recognition given to the needs of older people and
first time buyers is also supported .
General

However, the shortfall in the delivery of housing undermines
the objective of meeting needs. The overall housing requirement
and distribution needs to be correct to achieve this policy.
Further comments made in relation to Policies S3 and S5.

Support for this policy noted.

Policy H1 can only be appropriate in the context of those
strategic objectives being reviewed.

General

The elderly population is increasing. Older people want to live in Comment notes. The Policy prioritises the housing needs of older people. It
bungalows. Not enough bungalows are being built.
considers the need for both specialist accommodation and providing for older
There is a need for private retirement housing and extra care, on a people as part of the general housing mix. On some large allocations
developers will be required to provide specialist accommodation for older
single storey.
people, including extra care. The Council has amended the monitoring of the
No local research has been done on the number of bungalows needed Policy to include consideration of house types, including bungalows. The
for over 65 year olds and it is unclear how this demand will be Councils has consulted on the Local Pan with a range of consultees, including
satisfied. The council has no monitoring in place to see how many older individuals and groups representing older people. The Council has also
bungalows are built.
used evidence to inform the policy, such as the Older People’s Housing
Older owner occupiers want a choice of housing, including, mixed age Strategy and the Strategic Housing Market Assessment.
communities, communities of similarly aged people, with a support or
care option. The Local plan must support this as referenced in The

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
Older and Elderly Persons Strategy .
We ask that you consider the following: .
1. Ensure Section 106 Agreements entered into for larger scale
developments have requirements for the builder to provide a
meaningful number of retirement properties of single storey most
with 2 bedrooms. These would be in addition to the current
affordable homes requirements.
2. ERYC to set up meaningful targets for bungalows to be built and
fully monitored for inclusion on the Annual Monitoring Report.
3. Further discussions to take place with interested groups with
members of the public invited to attend on a selected basis.
4. Rural areas need special attention and Parish Councils perhaps need
a better understanding of the Community Right to Build
5. A review of allocations needs to be undertaken to look at potential
sites for houses for older people close too but outside proposed
allocation limits. This would provide a source of cheaper land and
especially if brownfield. Strict conditions could be imposed to ensure
sustainability ie transport links, over 55 age restriction, staffing, onsite
shops etc and if within say a 2 or 3 mile distance from other services,
with the internet etc.

Officer Response
The Council has written to all Parish Councils to explain the Right to Build
and has held meetings to further explain the concept.
The Development Limits have been drawn to include land that is suitable for
development over the plan period. Housing for older people needs to be
sustainably located.
The provision of Park homes is considered through the SHMA, and is
considered as part of the mix of housing.

Other Authorities allow park home sites for this purpose, homes that
are built with a higher thermal factor than conventional properties
and being easily adaptable, this is potentially a quick and easy solution
to the major shortfall. Most major builders have a 2/5 year plan for
future developments so something different has to be considered if
the massive shortfall in suitable single storey accommodation is to be
tackled.
General

No comment

Noted

General

Strategy does not provide enough consideration of older people and The policy aims to support housing for older people in both the general
the recently adopted policy.
housing mix and through the provision of specialist accommodation for older

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

people, such as assisted living and extra care. Housing development for older
Retirement communities are the way forward and the policy is too people are acceptable within development limits to ensure that they are in
restrictive of these developments (within development limits) should sustainable locations, with greater access to services and facilities.
allow development outside development limits
General
General
General
General

Policy will lead to isolation of these groups
Support subject to reference to economic viability

The policy is flexible. To be appropriate development should to contribute to
the overall mix of housing in the locality.

Policy unnecessary – covered by NPPF

Comment noted. The policy adds further detail on what is expected locally.

Support policy - in line with NPPF - Sound

Support noted.

Policy H1 states that new residential development should
contribute to the overall mix of housing in the locality, taking into
account the current need, particularly for older people and first
time buyers, current demand and existing housing stock.
The detailed design and scale of the proposed development will be
dealt with by way of a Reserved Matters Application. However,
the proposal will provide a range and mix of dwellings types and
will provide 5% affordable housing provision in line with Policy
H2.

General

General

Comment noted.

Support provision of mix policy, including provision of housing and
specialist accommodation for older people, as evidence suggests there
Support noted. Park homes are considered as part of the general mix of
is a need for this type of accommodation and an aging population.
housing. However, results of the housing survey identified low demand in
comparison to other types of housing. Therefore, park homes are not
Housing for older people should also include park homes - gives
specifically mentioned in the policy.
reasons are suitable for older people e.g. single storey, on site facilities,
sustainable locations, sense of community.
Support that a range of tenure types and housing mix is required.
Support and comments noted. The supporting text states that in establishing

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

an appropriate mix on larger sites it will be necessary to consider the needs and
Support that housing mix for each site should reflect local needs and demands in the sub area. It does not require set proportions of different
property types. The sub area policies provide a summary of the need and
should not be prescribed at this time.
demand in each sub area and should help inform the mix on larger housing
Concerned that a summary of housing need and demand in each sub sites. Additional text has been added to sub area text to refer to seeking
area is set out in Policies A1-A6 and the relevant supporting text. This additional advice.
is unnecessary and confusing. By being prescriptive in such policies
and supporting text could have a considerable impact on
developments coming forward and their viability.
Suggest deleting wording para 6.11 ‘ the summary of the housing need
and demand in each subarea is set out in policies A1-A6 and the
relevant supporting text’
General

Support ensuring that there is mix of housing across the district and
the need to take account of market demand.
The policy states that demand is one of the considerations that should be
taken into account when determining the mix of housing. The policy is
However, the market needs to dictate and inform the housing mix of flexible, requiring development to contribute to the overall mix of
sites to ensure that they are viable especially given the number of development in the locality taking into account need and demand. It is not
prescriptive.
policies that need to be adhered to and impact on viability.

General

General support for the policy. Including part B which supports
specialist accommodation on non allocated sites, within the Support noted.
development limits of settlements, where there is a need.
Support that need is driving mix

DS/889
Swanland
Parish
Council
DS/855
North
Ferriby
Parish
Council

Support noted.
Provision of housing for older people and affordable housing in Support noted.
North Ferriby is consistent with the priorities in the Parish Plan.
Allocations sites should specify that there is a priority for meeting Local housing needs will be prioritised in the affordable housing element of
the proposals. It is not possible to specify who will live in market housing as
local need.
these dwellings will be offered for sale on the open market. However the mix
of housing will consider that type of housing that is needed in the locality.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Agree there is a need for a mix within the district.
Requiring a mix on small sites can make them unvaible. Smaller sites
The Policy is very flexible, requiring development to contribute to a mix in the
should be allowed to come forward without restriction on house
locality. Text has been added to make clear that residential institutions to not
types.
contribute toward the housing requirement, though they do meet a housing
need.
The council should make clear that the housing numbers do not
include the provision of institutional housing such as nursing homes.
There should be a separate figure for the housing need of this type.

General

I am a disabled person
Policy aims to provide for housing need and demand. Level access housing is
Would like to see bungalows built, should be specified that bungalows supported in the older people’s housing strategy and older people are
identified as a priority in the policy. Therefore reference to level access
will be built on sites.
housing, such as bungalows has been added to the supporting text.

General

Hope you make provision for extra care, for young people and
The needs of older people and 1st time buyers are highlighted in the policy.
towards demographic trends i.e. older people.
The policy aims to meet the needs and demands for housing in the East
Riding. Including considering demographic trends.

General

The market should decide the mix. Certain groups should not have to General housing for older people is supported through the market in the mix
prove a need. The mix should be determined by market forces.
of housing and part A of the policy.
The draft policy also supports specialist accommodation for older people in
Why is specialist accommodation only acceptable on larger allocations sustainable locations. It is aimed at ensuring that these sorts of developments
and what at is meant by larger allocation?
are not by passed. The requirement for specialist accommodation on larger
sites is set out in the Allocations policies.
It is acknowledged that some sites for specialist accommodation may come
forward on non allocated sites (which have not been identified), part B
supports this.

General

Support policy – positively prepared and effective. Justified and
Support noted
consistent with national policy.

Comment
Ref(s)
General
General
DS/419
Highways
Agency
General

General
General
General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Support policy in respect of providing a mix of housing type and Support noted
providing for specialist accommodation in appropriate locations
where a specific need / demand has been identified.
Support policy
Support noted
No specific comments
Supportive of higher densities in sustainable locations with good
access to transport services and facilities.
Support in principle

Draft Policy H4 supports high density development in these locations.

Support noted
Requirement and distribution need to be amended before Policy H1
can be appropriate..
Support policy in terms of its aims and objectives to contribute to Support noted
housing mix and meet identified housing needs.
Support policy in terms of its aims and objectives to contribute to Support noted
housing mix and meet identified housing needs.
New build housing must reflect longer life expectancy in terms of
The policy supports housing for older people in general housing mix and
dwelling size and access to local facilities.
specialist accommodation. The distribution of housing supports development
in sustainable locations. The supporting text also supports the use of lifetime
homes and level access housing.
Need to provide affordable options for people wanting to downsize.
Policy aims to provide for housing need and demand, including housing for
This would free up family housing. Bungalows tend to be just as
older people. Additional text has been added to explain that building housing
expensive as 4 bed houses.
appropriate for older people can help free up family housing.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: H2
Total number of responses logged against policy: 39
Responses against Supporting text: 2
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General Comments
General
General
General

Generally support policy
Policy is sufficiently flexible
The claim that there is a shortage of small-size/'affordable' homes in the
East Riding is a myth. Houses at modest prices, are available to rent/sale
for a long time before they are taken. There is no shortage.

General

To make housing more affordable more housing needs to be built Affordable housing requirements should not threaten general housing
delivery.

General

The policy seeks to reduce the affordable housing provision and this is
considered to be a positive step and is welcomed.
Policy H2 has a viability caveat. This enables a flexible approach to be
undertaken which again is considered positive.
The policy does however require amending as it does not take into account
other matters that may be material when the Local Planning Authority are
determining applications before them for residential development. For
example some provision should be made within the policy ensure enabling
development, (that is where new jobs and employment generating
floorspace are to be provided) is supported which would result in the
delivery of important new local employment opportunities.
SHMA should not be used to control the type and mix of housing

General

Support noted
Support noted
This is a long term plan and evidence suggests there is a shortage of
affordable housing. There are a range of reasons homes can be difficult
to sell/let, not always indicating that there is insufficient need/demand
for housing.
Comment noted. The policy aims to provide affordable housing without
threatening the delivery of housing. The policy is based on evidence and
includes a viability caveat.
The Plan should be read as a whole, this policy is aimed as providing
affordable housing. Employment policies should also be considered in
some circumstances, for example on mixed use, housing/employment
schemes.

The SHMA identifies the type and mix of housing there is a need and

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

DS/890 Swanland
Parish Council
DS/856 N Ferriby
Parish Council
DS/568 Walkington
Parish Council
General

Difficult to apply in Swanland without amending development limit due to
low density.
Support provision of affordable housing.
Local charitable bodies can be future custodians of affordable housing.

General

Would like clarity on what would activate a review of site thresholds and
percentages, as suggested in paragraph 23.

DS/1283
Cllr Bayram

Affordable housing and CIL should be combined to provide 1 charge.

General

Policy will restrict development and prevent the LA from showing a 5 year
supply

General

Should allow to discounted market housing instead of providing affordable
housing

There is potential for cross tenure older people’s accommodation.

Officer Response
demand for. It identifies a need for affordable housing. The NPPF
requires that the Council set policies for meeting the identified need and
demand.
The policy is applicable to sites irrespective of the density proposed.
Registered Providers manage affordable housing, charitable bodies can
become Registered Providers. The Council has an Allocations Policy
which sets out the criteria for deciding who should occupy affordable
housing.
Comment noted, some types of specialist accommodation and general
housing for older people could also be considered affordable. The East
Riding Housing Strategy (2012) supports cross tenure schemes.
The chapter on Delivery, Monitoring and Reviewing sets out that the
viability evidence may need to be reviewed if there is consistent and
significant under delivery of affordable housing against the requirements
or if the housing market significantly improves. Reference has been
added to the supporting text to policy H2.
Combining the provision of affordable housing into CIL has been
considered nationally.
Policy aims to strike a balance to allow development to come forward
whilst providing affordable housing. The policy includes a viability clause
to that the provision of affordable housing can be negotiated subject to
viability.
NPPF defines affordable housing. This is the definition used in the
policy.

Evidence
General
General

No significant justification for threshold in larger settlements
Evidence is out of date

The policy is justified through the viability evidence.
Evidence is robust and the LPVA has been undertaken, assuming that
this policy is in place.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General

Repeat previous concerns to previous consultation, list evidence.

General

Evidence has not considered costs of other policies and future changes to
building regulations. – is £2,000 cover associated costs.
AHVA doesn’t consider the requirement to meet HCA standards.

General

Evidence shows that only at the height of the market can requirements be
achieved.

Requirement

One comment also stated this is particularly an issue on small sites

General
General

Support different requirements in different areas in principle.
Requirement should be a target to aid flexibility

General

Partial house requirements - Rounding up is unfair on smaller sites and
could require a much higher proportion
Single large houses should be made to provide affordable housing.

General

Object to use on conversions and change of use
Approach holds back supply and deters developers from regeneration
activities
Listed buildings – policy is counterproductive, will result in lower quality
conversions as a result of high development costs and potential risk to
health and safety. Particularly in areas of HMOs such as Bridlington and
Goole.
Has a health and safety assessment been undertaken with regard to the
application of H2 and building conversions

Officer Response
The evidence is robust. An addendum to the AHVA has been completed
to show there is additional room for CIL. The LPVA also assumes this
policy is in place.
The evidence is robust. An addendum to the AHVA has been completed
to show there is additional room for CIL. The LPVA also assumes this
policy is in place. The policy encourages the use of the standards but
does not require their use. This is because it is often a desire of the
Registered Provider to ensure their properties are of a good standard.
The policy includes a viability caveat to ensure policy can be delivered.
The requirement considers the AHVA. The LPVA also assumes this
policy is in place.

Support noted
The policy includes a clause that allows the requirement to be negotiated
if the delivery of the required amount of affordable housing will make a
site unviable. Therefore it is sufficiently flexible.
The detailed application of the policy will be considered set out in SPD.

The policy is applicable to conversions and change of use though it
should be applied based on the net increase in the number of dwellings.
Have contacted the consultee regarding what was meant by reference to
health and safety.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Threshold
General
General

Support threshold requirement
Threshold 0.1 not working, shape of plot character of the area mean etc it
is not possible to develop 3 units, current policy would require affordable
housing. This is unreasonable. Would be better if applicant could
demonstrate that a greater number of dwellings is not possible. If the site
cannot accommodate more than 2 dwellings there should be no
requirement for AH.

Support noted
The area based thresholds have been removed from the policy in
settlements below Towns. However Policy H4 will used to ensure sites
are approved at appropriate densities.

General

Thresholds – particularly in rural areas making delivery challenging
Should be 5units/0.2ha

Noted, however the proposed revision is not based on evidence.

General

Support that the provision should be based on 30dph

Noted. Further detail on the application will be included in SPD.

General
Viability clause

Area threshold suggest 30 dph is achievable on all sites –which it is not

Comment noted. Policy has been amended to reflect comment.

General

Requirement should be enforced and non negotiable

General
General

Support viability clause
Developers should not have to prove site is unviable before a reduction is
allowed

The policy needs to be negotiable where it will prevent development
coming forward because of viability. This is required by the NPPF.
Support noted
Noted. However, the Council is attempting to meet the need for
affordable housing and therefore intends to require affordable housing
on market housing sites.

Density

Off site contribution
General

Should also have a viability clause for off site contributions

Part A of the policy applies to off site contributions as well as on site
contributions. Therefore, the draft policy included a viability clause for
off site contributions.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Off site contributions - need to be more flexible. They could be
advantageous in some circumstances, e.g. rural areas and could help
maximise delivery of affordable housing.

Comment noted, the approach to off site and financial contributions has
been made more flexible.

General

The draft policy fails to accord with the NPPF, which doesn’t require
exceptional circumstances for financial contributions. (suggested rewrite)

Comment noted, though the suggested wording has not been
incorporated into the policy the approach to off site and financial
contributions has been made more flexible.

General

Off site contributions can create mixed and balanced communities

Comment noted, the approach to off site and financial contributions has
been made more flexible.

General

Use of financial contributions for requirements of less than 1 dwelling is
not exceptional

Comment noted, the approach to off site and financial contributions has
been made more flexible.

General

Affordable housing should be located where it is in character with the
surrounding area (even if this is off site)

The provision of affordable housing should always aim to create mixed
and balanced communities.

General

There may be no RP willing to accept the affordable housing – the policy
needs to accommodate this

General

Requirement under 15 plots creates burden that is unaffordable should
allow commented sum

This could be an acceptable reason for a financial contribution. Further
detail on when off site contributions are appropriate will be included in
the SPD.
The AHVA concludes that affordable housing should be deliverable on
site at the thresholds.

Rural Exception Sites
General
General

Support RES in principle
Could show on policies map the areas where RES would be supported

General

RES should be acceptable around Principal Towns

Noted
The policy sets out the areas that would be appropriate. It is not
currently known exactly which sites will be developed for rural exception
sites, they are intended to be considered as an exception to normal
planning policy.
This would not be meeting a rural need in these areas the affordable
housing should be provided within the settlement, closer to services and
facilities, in an aim to create sustainable places. The sites around

Comment Ref(s)

General

Part E – clustering
General

Summary of comments

Part C5 – Requiring a viability test before the proportion of Affordable
housing can be reduced is not consistent with NPPF which aims to bring
forward sites. Allowing sites to come forward at a 80/20% split would
encourage delivery.
RPs often want housing clustered together for management purposes –
policy not flexible enough to allow this – policy should allow negotiation –
suggest wording

General
RPs find it difficult to manage individual plots in rural locations
Additional info required

Officer Response
Principal Towns have generally been considered for allocation and
rejected because they are the less sustainable locations than the proposed
allocations.
The policy and supporting text require the minimum amount of market
housing possible, this may be shown by a viability assessment or other
justified reasoning.

Comment noted. The supporting text allows small clusters as RPs often
prefer affordable housing to be in clusters. However, the supporting text
maintains that large groups of affordable housing will not be supported.
The NPPF required the Council to aim to create mixed and balanced
communities. Grouping large numbers of affordable homes together
would be counter to this aim.
Noted

General

Guidance would be welcomed on:
Replacement dwellings
Essential rural dwellings
Situations where the Council has limited the number of dwellings even
though the site exceeds the threshold.
Conversions on sites which exceed 0.1ha but where the threshold is not
exceeded

General

Guidance would be welcomed on type and tenure considered acceptable.

Additional supporting text has been inserted to explain that size, type
and tenure should be considered in consultation with Housing Strategy
and Development, considering the need and housing register.

General

Guidance would be welcomed on definition of new housing site – include
conversions, not include variation of existing permissions.

Comment noted the policy is intended to be implemented on the net
additional homes. Additional text has been inserted to clarify this.

The area based threshold has been removed in settlements lower than
towns. The supporting text has been clarified to make clear that the
requirement is applicable to the net number of new units, and that this
includes all types of housing including conversions and rural workers
dwellings

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Variations on existing planning permissions would be subject to these
policy as applications are determined in line with the Development Plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Supporting Text

General

Officer Response

Figure 8 is too vague. It should be supported by clear definition on the
map of all settlement with allocations showing clearly which area of
level they are in and also be supported by written statement in the
relevant sections stating which level of provision and basis applies to
each settlement.

The map is based on housing market areas and wards. Further details on
which parishes are in each ward will be set out in SPD.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: H3
Total number of responses logged against policy: 11
Comment
Ref(s)
DS/1365
(Environment
Agency)

General

DS/869
(Cottingham
Parish
Council)

DS/91
(National
Farmers
Union)
DS/90
(National
Farmers
Union)

Summary of comments
Policy H3 part D: NPPF guidance states that this type of development is
not appropriate for locations within flood zones 2 & 3. We therefore
request that you add a new point (4) reading – ‘Located in Flood Zone 1
wherever possible. If not, within Flood Zone 2’.
Policy H3 part D point 3: The word ‘sewage’ should be changed to
‘sewerage’ and followed by ‘(preferably mains)’. Sites where occupancy
levels fluctuate can make it difficult to design and operate non-mains foul
drainage systems which adequately protect the environment
We object to Policy H3 as it does not correctly set out the needs of the
travelling community and does not correctly reflect the evidence base

The Parish Council is very concerned that sites for all the 63 pitches
needed have not been identified as this strategy document is for the
period up to 2029. Unless properly planned for at this stage in the
process there will be increased pressure to further develop existing sites
such as that at Eppleworth Road and a totally inappropriate incremental
policy strategy of allowing extensions will result by stealth.
The inclusion of Policy ENV1 B9 ('Having regard to features that minimise
crime and the perception of crime') and its provision with Policy H3
would be welcomed.
D3: In addition to provisions outlined within, I would request that the
plan should include the provision of adequate space, on the sites, for the
care of any associated horses. If the plan is unable to accommodate such
an issue, I would welcome feedback.

Officer Response
Text concerning flood zone added as part D4 of the policy.
Text concerning sewerage added to part D3 of the policy.

All aspects of Gypsy need are covered according to the national policy and in
terms of the national guidance on designing traveller sites. The policy does
accurately reflect the evidence base of the 2012 GTANA (which was produced in
conjunction with the Gypsies and Traveller community).
National policy states we only have to find suitable, specific sites for the first 5
years of the plan period.
A 5 year supply will be maintained throughout the entire plan period by finding
other sites in the areas of need.

ENV1 is a design policy for all developments, including G&T sites.

This measure would combat the problem of illegal grazing and stray horses, but
would require larger sites at more expense. It may also be impossible to ensure
that these grazing areas are not used for extra pitches.

Comment
Ref(s)
DS/1366
(Environment
Agency)
DS/1545
(Scarborough
Borough
Council)

Summary of comments
It may be acceptable to locate such a site on land suffering from historical
contamination, provided any contamination is suitably remediated prior
to occupation.
The Authority are pleased to see the issue of Gypsy accommodation need
being addressed within the Driffield to Bridlington area. As well as
providing permanent pitches, it may also assist travellers visiting
Scarborough Borough for the 2 annual events, namely Seamer Fair and
Whitby Regatta, by freeing up pitches which could be used for
'stopovers'.

Officer Response
Comments noted.

Support welcomed.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: H4
Total number of responses logged against policy: 29
Comment
Ref(s)
DS/1367
(Environment
Agency)
General

General

General
General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

The introductory paragraph should highlight the benefits to water quality
from the cleaning up of brownfield sites.

Noted. There are many environmental benefits associated with the
redevelopment of brownfield sites, however in the interests of keeping the
introductory sentence concise this has been omitted.
The NPPF states that authorities can: 'set out their own approach to housing
density to reflect local circumstances.' It does not state that setting minimum
density standards is prohibited.
The councils approach to density reflects local circumstances because the 30dph
figure is taken from an average of completions across the authority from the last
10 years. This minimum standard ensures developers are making the most
efficient use of land available, this is the main priority and the driving force behind
the policy.
However the policy does have built in flexibility to allow variations from the
minimum density, including by assessment of local context and character and the
design process.
The authority has undertaking several assessments of brownfield land through the
NLUD assessments and more recently through the SHLAA's. National guidance
states that Brownfield land has to be shown to be available, suitable and
achievable in order to be deliverable. The authority (being mostly rural) has
nowhere near enough brownfield land to meet its housing requirement and this is
why the percentage to be built on PDL is only 20%.
Support welcomed
Evidence for achieving 20% of housing supply from Previously Developed Land
comes from past completions and assessments of available PDL in the NLUD
assessments and SHLAA's.

Support for the principle of ensuring a suitable density on development
per site and the efficient use of land, the imposition of a minimum
density for such development is no longer consistent with national
planning policy and is opposed.
The inclusion of minimum densities should be removed, densities on
housing schemes should be informed by an assessment of local context
and character and the design process.
Such an approach is not only more conducive to quality outcomes, but
provides greater flexibility for house builders to design and deliver a
development and housing range that is attractive to the market and
therefore deliverable.
The Authority has not made a correct assessment of available brownfield
land, the percentage requirement for total development on brownfield
land should be higher.

Policy supported
We support the effective use of previously developed land, however we
do not support a prescribed target of achieving a certain percentage of
housing to be built annually on previously developed land. The limited
supply of previously developed sites is well known and repeated
throughout the East Riding Local Plan. Therefore, seeking a prescribed

Comment
Ref(s)

General

DS/870
(Cottingham
Parish
Council)
General

DS/642
(Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

General

General

Summary of comments
target is wholly disproportionate and ineffective. Also, as far as we can
see there is no evidence to suggest that the target can realistically be
met.
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF makes it clear that local planning authorities
should set their own approach to housing density to reflect local
circumstances. It does not allow neighbourhood plans to set housing
densities, therefore the reference to a Neighbourhood Development Plan
setting density yields should be deleted.
The Parish Council feels that two extra items should be added to C i.e.
4. it would protect and enhance settlement entrances from a transition
from rural to urban.
5. lesser density encourages and enhances biodiversity.
What is a core bus route? There is no definition in the Glossary. Without
such definition it is impossible to assess this policy with any degree of
certainty.
Part A should be changed to read ‘ New residential development will be
supported where it makes the most effective use of land or buildings. This
will be achieved through prioritising the re-use of previously developed
land, where it is not of high environmental value, and encouraging
proposals that provide the optimum housing density ’ in line with the core
principles of the NPPF (paragraph 17).
The Local Planning Authority has included land which does not genuinely
constitute PDL such as redundant or underused farm buildings and waste
land which is located either within or on the edge of sustainable
settlements.
The NPPF requires a balanced portfolio of sites to be provided which can
also be delivered. This will include greenfield and brownfield sites.
We would therefore suggest that the Policy H4 criterion A should be
reworded as follows:
‘New residential development will be supported where it makes the most
effective use of land or buildings and the Council will encourage all
development proposals to provide the optimum housing density’.
Developments should be of small scale so as not to dominate and

Officer Response

Part D of the policy deleted.

Noted. More explanation regarding where these and other circumstances for
lower density developments may be appropriate has been provided in the
supporting text.
Definition of a Core Bus Route Added to the supporting text. The Core Bus Routes
are shown in The Strategic Transport Network map (Figure 7).
Noted. Wording has been added in the supporting text (para 6.38):
"development on PDL may not be supported if the site is shown to have a high
biodiversity value".

The Council has used the national definitions to determine what is PDL land.
However sites will be treated on a case by case basis, meaning that some derelict
greenfield sites will be approved.
Evidence for achieving 20% of housing supply from PDL comes from past
completions and assessments of available PDL in the NLUD assessments and
SHLAA's.

The Council will produce a holistic approach to planning for new housing

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

overpower the local character of the existing settlements. It is important
that developments are in scale and character with the neighbouring
housing stock.
Developments should be of lower density and high quality of design and
build so that they do not become like many very large, monolithic and
bland estates that have already sprung up around Brough and Beverley to
name but 2 areas. High quality and variety of design and build should be
insisted upon.
Where there are large areas designated for housing they should be
developed as a series of separate smaller estates each with their own
identity, rather than as one large estate with mixed housing types.
Landscaping and the maintenance of green belt and open areas should
be an intrinsic requirement of all developments.

developments which includes due consideration to making the most efficient use
of land, while also striving to maintain and increase a prosperous economy, a high
quality environment and a strong and healthy community. The holistic approach is
reflected in the other policy sections of the document.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: EC1
Total number of responses logged against policy: 19
Comment Ref(s)
General, DS/441
(Huggate Parish
Council), DS/424
(Highways Agency),

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General support for the policy

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Policy should refer to 'economic' rather than 'employment'
development to ensure flexibility and maximise potential growth of
the economy.

Comments noted. This policy is primarily focussed on employment development.
Other policies of the plan address other aspects of economic development, for
example Policy EC2 deals with tourism development and Policy EC3 deals with retail
development.

General

Part A should reference the gas terminals complex. Suggests
amending to state "Develop and strengthen the East Riding's key employment
sectors and clusters including energy related industries, such as those related to the
extraction and processing of gas from the southern North Sea, gas storage and the
development and generation of renewable energy, manufacturing...."

Comment noted. The key sectors are those identified in the Economic Development
Strategy. Policy EC5 will be used to consider proposals for energy development.

Agree that the Key Employment sites should be safeguarded

Support noted and welcomed.

General, DS/467
(Welton Parish Council)
General

General

Object to part C - read to apply to all sites currently in 'employment
generating uses' (including tourism/hotels). This would sterilise
sites/does not take account of the performance of individual
employment sites or market demand. This conflicts with para 22 of
the NPPF - should be removed.
Part C should focus on how proposals score in relation to
sustainability criteria (i.e. access to local services/transport
network/infrastructure).
Suggests criteria stating "Sites allocated for employment uses can be
considered for alternative development, such as housing, if appropriate"

Comments noted. Part C of the policy has been amended to reflect these comments.

Comments noted. Maintaining a supply of employment land is important to
supporting the economy, though part C provides a steer as to when its loss may be
appropriate. The supporting text has been amended to highlight that all other relevant
policies in the plan (including sustainability) need to also be satisfied.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

DS/424 (Highways
Agency)

Part D presents difficulties in terms of understanding potential
impact of development. Early proactive engagement with the HA is
essential should such proposals arise.

Comments noted. Additional wording has been added into the supporting text to
respond to this comment.

General

Part D should just be limited to substantial developments, and
should specifically refer to the growth and expansion of existing
businesses being supported (within and outwith development limits).

Comments noted. Policy EC1 and EC2 have been merged, and the wording of the
policy and supporting text has been amended to clarify the approaches to be taken
within and outside of development limits.

General

General

Policy should have regard to rural employment / not just be limited
to sites within development limits / should be more flexible to sites
outside of development limits / should not restrict development
outside of development limits.
Should clarify that allocations in a Neighbourhood Development
Plan can promote allocations outside of the defined development
limits.

Comments noted. Policy EC1 and EC2 have been merged, and the wording of the
policy and supporting text has been amended to clarify the approaches to be taken
within and outside of development limits.
Comments noted. Further text has been added to the neighbourhood planning section
of the introduction chapter to respond to this comment.

DS/441 (Huggate
Parish Council)

Development limits need to be up to date and include derelict sites
that could be redeveloped.

Comments noted. Development limits have been reviewed through the Allocations
Document.

General

Ports play a vital role in local, regional and national economies. The
Local Plan should support further port related activities at the Port
of Goole.

Comments noted. The importance of the ports is recognised in the Key Spatial Issues
section of the Strategy Document. Policy A1 specifically encourages port related
activities and maximising opportunities for intensification and expansion around the
ports and wharves at Goole and Howdendyke.

General

ABP also submitted representations to the consultation on the
Goole Conservation Area.

Comments noted.

General

Response promotes specific sites for employment development

Comments noted. The most appropriate use of specific sites is a consideration for the
Allocations Document

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 2
Comment Ref(s)
General

Summary of comments
The East Riding Economic Development Strategy has now been

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

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments
adopted

General

Response promotes a specific sites for employment development

Officer Response
Comments noted. The most appropriate use of specific sites is a consideration for the
Allocations Document

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: EC2
Total number of responses logged against policy: 11
Comment Ref(s)
General, DS/893
(Swanland Parish
Council), DS/425
(Highways Agency)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General support for the policy

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Policy should include reference to energy-related and gasrelated developments in the countryside.

Comments noted. Policies S4 and EC5 addresses renewable energy proposals.

General

Policy should be more flexible to support further / more
diverse growth on small but thriving industrial estates outside
of development limits.

Comments noted. Policy EC1 and EC2 have been merged, and the wording of
the policy and supporting text has been amended to reflect these comments
and clarify the approaches to be taken within and outside of development
limits. The role of existing industrial estates is recognised in the sub area
policies (A1-6) and the supporting text to Policy S3.

Policy should support re-development of previously
development land in rural areas / outside of development
limits.

Comments noted. Policy EC1 and EC2 have been merged, and the wording of
the policy and supporting text has been amended to clarify the approaches to
be taken within and outside of development limits. The policy is supportive of
the conversion of existing buildings outside of development limits. Policy S4
identifies the other forms of development that area appropriate in the
countryside.

DS/444 (Huggate
Parish Council)

There is a need to invest in adequate transport and road
infrastructure to support the rural economy.

Comments noted. Policies S8 and EC4 support improvements to transport
infrastructure.

DS/425 (Highways
Agency)

Regard should be had to sustainable connections /access to
public transport for employment proposals in rural areas.

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

General

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Policy should specifically refer to the role of tourism in the
rural economy, in accordance with the NPPF.

Policy EC1 and EC2 have been merged, and part A of the policy identifies
tourism as a key sector. Tourism development is supported through Policy
EC2.

General

The Policy places a series of unreasonable tests/restrictions on
economic uses in the countryside, contrary to NPPF para 28.
The NPPF supports well designed new buildings in rural areas
- this needs to be reflect by EC2.

Comments noted. Policy EC1 and EC2 have been merged, and the wording of
the policy and supporting text has been amended to clarify the approaches to
be taken within and outside of development limits. The policy steers the
development of well designed new buildings to the most appropriate locations
which is consistent with the NPPF when read as a whole. The supporting text
has been amended to reflect these comments. Policy ENV1 also addresses the
design of new buildings.

General

Supporting text refers to trends in agriculture including larger
farms, unclear how this would be accommodated through the
policy.
The reference to appropriate scale/relation to the built form
needs to be taken in the context of the NPPF and not put
undue economic pressure on a project.

Comments noted. Policy S4, and its supporting text, sets out a positive
approach towards agricultural development. Policy EC1 and EC2 have been
merged, and a specific criteria on farm diversification proposals has been
created. Policy S1 highlights that the council will take a positive approach to
development proposals that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable
development.

General

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 1
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Para 7.15 should highlight the role that intensive agriculture/
DS/798 (East Riding
horticulture plays in shaping the East Riding and the impact
Rural Partnership)
that changes in methods could have on the countryside.

Officer Response
Comments noted. Paragraph 2.21 of the Key Spatial Issues chapter recognises
the role that agricultural has in shaping the landscape.

Total number of comments to Policy EC2 through Proposed Major Changes consultation: 1

Comment Ref(s)

General

Summary of comments

Concerned that EC2.A5 could be used to allow inappropriate
development of an industrial nature of farmland which would
be unacceptable in the Parish of Airmyn. It would be an
intrusion to the opne countryside and excellent agricultural
land.

Officer Response
Noted. Policy EC1 and EC2 have been merged. The supporting text to this
part of the policy makes clear that to satisfy this part of the policy proposals
will need to demonstrate a functional need be in the specific location
proposed. Information will need to be submitted alongside any application to
demonstrate why the development could not reasonably be expected to take
place on a site supported by parts D1-3 of the policy, and why the nature of
the operations proposed means that it must be located on the particular site in
question.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: EC3
Total number of responses logged against policy: 9
Comment Ref(s)
General, DS/1083
(East Riding Local
Access Forum),
DS/426 (Highways
Agency)
General

General

General

DS/426 (Highways
Agency)
General

Summary of comments

General support for the policy
Policy should also allow for site/park operators to take a
phased approach to the consolidation, improvement,
upgrading and extension of sites over several years (to ensure
operation is not disrupted and proposals cater for existing and
forecast needs/demands).
Policy/text is too restrictive and too easily capable of be
interpreted in a negative way for proposals outside of
development limits. It should recognise some new build
tourism accommodation may be appropriate in the
countryside to meet a recognised local need. The key test
should be whether proposal is of an appropriate scale/ type/
design and have a limited impact on the landscape/heritage
coast and pass the test of sustainable development

Officer Response

Support noted and welcomed.

The Policy does not prevent a phased approach being taken to development.

The policy takes a positive approach towards tourism development. Whilst
there is a preference for existing buildings to be re-used where possible, new
buildings will be supported in a number of instances. This seeks to strike a
balance between the importance of ensuring that the character of the
Countryside is protected, and the importance of tourism development to
support the local economy.

Retail related tourism opportunities (i.e. craft shops) may be
jeopardised by requirements of EC4 (as an impact assessment
is required if proposal is >100sqm)

Comments noted. These comments have also been logged against Policy EC4
and will be considered as a response to that policy.

Consideration should be given to ensuring that destinations
are accessible by sustainable modes of transport.

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

Table 6 should identify holiday and caravan parks as needed in

The table reflects the recommendations of the Tourism Accommodation

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments
the Bridlington area

Officer Response
Study, and this did not identify holiday and caravan parks as a key requirement
for the Bridlington Area.

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 9
Comment Ref(s)

General

General
General
General

DS/1084 (East
Riding Local Access
Forum)
General
General
General

Summary of comments
Policies which give preference to conversion could lead to less
sustainable development than new builds well linked to visitor
attractions. This could be supported through the policy by
omitting 'providing existing buildings are re-used where
possible'.
The supporting text to the policy could reference that a
function need may include proximity to nature and outdoor
activities.
Re-opening Beverley-York rail line and HS2 would help to
promote tourism potential of the Wolds.
The East Riding Economic Development Strategy is now
adopted.
Recreational tourism should be mentioned as specific
example in para 7.26.
Suggest rewording of last sentence "The proposal should include
justification of why it needs a Countryside location and why it cannot be
located within development limits. The proposal should identify the
benefits it will create within the tourism sector".
Support proposal to allow appropriate new builds.
There is a contradiction between identifying the area around
North Ferriby as a tourism area and supporting

Officer Response
Comments noted. The reusing existing buildings where possible is an
important way of making effective use of land, however additional supporting
text has been added to refer to the importance of having regard to Policy EC4.
Comment noted. Examples of countryside attractions have been added into
the supporting text to provide clarity.
Comments noted. The re-opening of this line would be supported through
Policy S8.
Comment noted. The supporting text has been amended accordingly
Comment noted. Examples of countryside attractions have been added into
the supporting text to provide clarity.
Comment noted. The supporting text has been amended to reflect these
comments.
Support noted and welcomed.
All of the East Riding is falls within one of the five tourism character areas for
the purposes of clarify the type of tourism most likely in the area and

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments
HGVs/industry in this location.

DS/1086 (East
Riding Local Access
Forum)
General

Table 6 - Concerned that 'types of accommodation needed' is
too prescriptive - recommend re-titling table to 'Priority Types of
accommodation needed' and clearly stating other types of
development will also be supported.
Table 6 - M62/A63 - 'Manoeuvre' seems an odd work to use,
support would be better.

Officer Response
objectives for the future. The tourism accommodation study recognises that
the development of major employment sites in this area means that the area
has a strong role to play in the business tourism sector.
Comments noted. The title has been amended to reflect this comment.
Comments noted. The wording has been amended to reflect this comment.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy EC4
Total number of responses logged against policy: 16
Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Object to thresholds for retail impact assessments, which are not
properly justified and could place an onerous burden on businesses.
In the East Riding, B1 offices are not, in practice, a town centre use.
Recommended threshold for retail impact assessments set out in the
Retail Study did not relate to office uses (only retail uses). 100 sqm is
unrealistic for modern offices. NPPF states sequential approach
should not be applied to small scale rural offices. Amend EC4(H) to
apply to only retail development.

Retail impact thresholds are set out in the Retail and Town Centres
Study. Paragraph 26 of the NPPF confirms that retail, leisure and
office development outside of town centres, which are not in
accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan, should require an impact
assessment.
Small scale offices (below 100 sqm) may need to consider the
sequential appraoch

General

Policy not flexible enough to encourage a range of business - not
just retail.

Policy EC3(F) revised to support the retention of a high proportion
of retail uses in Primary Shopping Frontages. Paragraph 7.36
amended to provide additional guidance for this criteria.

NFU
DS/93

Add 'where appropriate' to 'a high proportion of goods sold should
be produced on site' (Part I). Clarification of 'a high'.

Paragraph 7.41 provides additional guidance for this criteria.

Hull City
Council
DS/171

Hull City Centre should be identified as the top tier of the retail
hierarchy. Where relevant, unallocated sites should consider impact
on the City Centre.

Paragraph 7.34 added to clarify that impact assessments may also
need to consider Hull and York City Centres.

Comment Ref

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Part B(1) is imprecise. Proposals in an edge of centre location would
be outside of both a Town and District Centre. A proposal outside a
Town Centre would also, by definition, be outside of a District
Centre. No clarity over which requirement would apply.

Policy EC3(C) amended to clarify when an impact assessment would
be required.

Support sequential approach and focusing new town centre uses
towards existing centres.

Welcomed

Highways
Agency
DS/427
Theatres Trust
DS/510

General

Apart from retail, EC4 does no support aspirations mentioned in the
place statements for Goole and Hornsea:
•
•

enhanced retail, cultural, arts and sports facilities (Goole)
enhanced leisure and cultural facilities (Hornsea)

Terms lack definition - 'approximately' (part C); 'high number' (part
D); 'high proportion' (part I)

Policy EC3(E), (F) & (G) provide guidance for the development of
no retail main town centre uses. Paragraph 7.37 amended to provide
additional guidance for these uses.
Part C (revised EC3F) and part D (revised EC3E) of the policy have
been amended and to delete reference to 'approximately' and 'high
number'.
Part I (EC3K) is supported by paragraph 7.41 which clarifies that
any goods not produced on site would be of an ancillary nature.

General

Does not allow for closure of retail premises in villages where they
are no longer viable.

Paragraph 7.38 amended to include reference that relevant proposals
would be considered against Policy C2, which would include village
shops.

General

Garden centres are A1 uses and would these need a retail impact
assessment. Garden centre should not be confused with a
horticultural nursery and a farm shop should not be confused with
farm gate sales.

Paragraph 7.41 clarifies that in the Countryside proposals for new
retail development should be restricted to developments that require
a rural location. Where relevant retail proposals in the Countryside
would need to undertake an impact assessment.

Comment Ref
North Ferriby
Parish Council
DS/857
Swanland
Parish Council
DS/894

Summary of comments
Agree with intentions of parts G and H regarding small-scale
development meeting local community needs.
Larger retail development should not be allowed in Primary Villages,
Villages or the Countryside.

Officer Response
Policy S7 sets out the need for retail floorspace across the East
Riding's Town and District Centres. In other locations larger
developments would be required to undertake an impact assessment.

Part G - there should be a criteria for applications for change of use
where shops in villages have become unviable.

Paragraph 7.38 amended to include reference that relevant proposals
would be considered against Policy C2, which would include village
shops.

General

Part B1 - should be amended to remove the need to carry out an
impact assessment on an allocated site, which would be consistent
with approach in B2.

Policy EC3(C) has been amended to clarify when impact
assessments will be required.

General

7.34 and 7.35 offer 'weasel words' to enable out of centre
development. The retail allocation at Grovehill is a deplorable move
which should be reversed.

Noted

General

Supermarkets have moved away from developing the land banks in
favour of converting smaller premises. Howden has a social fabric
and atmosphere that can be very fragile and adversely affected by
relatively small wrong decisions.

Noted

General

Reference to development that may or may not ‘serve a local need' is
unjustified and unclear as to what this involves or comprises.

Paragraph 7.33 amended to clarify that the form and scale of
development would need to be considered and that local need would
reflect the catchment area served by the development.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: EC5
Total number of responses logged against supporting text: 2
Total number of responses logged against policy: 9
Comment
Ref
DS110
Pocklington
and Wolds
Gateway
Partnership
General
DS428
Highways
Agency

DS445
Huggate
Parish
Council

Comment

Officer Comment

Main employment growth is to the south of the region
along the Humber whereas significant housing growth
is proposed to the north. Therefore need to invest in
transport infrastructure to connect the two- specifically
along the A1079.
Support protection of rail facilities but need to be
aware of the 'Anlaby Curve' around the KC Stadium in
respect of the Melton site.
: General support but the Agency does have concerns
with part B, which could allow for development
proposals to detrimentally impact on the operation of
the SRN and could consequently reduce the safety of
the network. The Agency is supportive of economic
growth and development provided that it is carried out
sustainably and as such, the consideration of capacity
and safety on the SRN should not be overridden.

Employment growth is also proposed to the north of the region (eg Driffield, Carnaby,
and Bridlington), and the plan broadly matches up jobs with new residents. The Council
has carried out a strategic assessment of the impact of growth on the road network and as
a result is planning to upgrade certain junctions along the A1079, A164, as well as other
parts of the road network.
We will work jointly with Hull City Council in ensuring protection of rail assets within
Hull important for serving development in the East Riding.

Enhancing public transport services, as well as
supporting employment in rural areas should not be
overlooked. Having a range of transport options would
also contribute to helping younger people live in rural
areas.
DS636
: supports part C which states that developers in the
Canal and
East-West Multi-Modal Transport Corridor should
River Trust
capitalise on opportunities for transferring freight by
& Omya UK means other than road.
DS858
The policy seems purely responsive, when there is a
North Ferriby need for a proactive joint approach with Hull to
Parish Council: identify and deliver a better city-region sustainable
transport network.

The Council will seek to amend the policy wording to state that unacceptable impacts on
the strategic transport network will not be permitted and that moderate impacts may be
acceptable provided that development also brings overriding social, economic, and
environmental benefits subject to these being to the satisfaction of the statutory transport
authority concerned eg Highways Agency. The policy has never been intended to override
safety concerns, but improvements to safety may be classed as an overriding benefit
brought about by development.
Amended policy wording to state that unacceptable impacts on the strategic transport
network will not be permitted and that moderate impacts may be acceptable provided that
development also brings overriding social, economic, and environmental benefits subject
to these being to the satisfaction of the statutory transport authority concerned eg
Highways Agency.
A lack of public transport services was one reason why the draft Local Plan doesn't
propose any housing allocations for Huggate. The plan recognises the need to encourage
the provision of initiatives that improve accessibility in rural areas such as community
transport, and these have support through policy S8H.
In addition policy EC5 requires all development to address its likely transport impact.
Support noted.

The Council's Forward Planning and Transport Policy teams work with Hull City Council
on joint transport planning matters. This includes within the LEP in spending devolved
major transport scheme funding and with the Highways Agency with regards to the
A63/A1033.

General
General

support the policy's approach to car parking provision.
seek to remove a requirement for a transport
assessment and travel plan to be 'agreed'.

Support noted
The Council and Highways Agency (where relevant) need to be assured that the transport
assessment and travel plan is realistic and deliverable before development can go ahead so
that new development will achieve modal shift towards sustainable modes. This is
achieved through agreement of these documents.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: EC6
Total number of responses logged against supporting text: 13
Total number of responses logged against policy: 19
Policy
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General
General

Renewable energy should not be supported.
Unnecessary policy – covered by NPPF, some of information
could be in a background document and policy deleted

Comment noted.
Comment noted, however the policy adds a local dimension and more
information than the NPPF.

DS/1405 National
Grid

Greater support should be given to carbon capture and
storage. Suggest wording “D. Proposals for infrastructure necessary
to support low carbon energy activities in the North Sea will be supported
provided they comply with other policies in this Plan”

Comment noted, although the suggested wording is not included in the policy,
carbon capture and storage is now referred to.

General

Support broad principles of the policy
Part A does not support renewable energy unless adverse
impacts are avoided. However the later part of the policy
allows adverse impacts to be mitigated. This is inconsistent.
Part A2 - It is the ability of the landscape to accommodate
development rather than the capacity of the landscape that is
important.
Part C -RES is committed to minimising environmental
impact however it may be possible to make use of
infrastructure at the end of its initial life. Decisions on decommissioning need to be made at the end of the project life.
Suggested rewording: “C. Proposals should consider the
future of the development at the end of its life. Where

Support noted. The policy has been to reflect comments as far as possible.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

decommissioning is necessary and the site should be
restored with minimal impact on landscape and
biodiversity."
General

Support diversifying the energy sector and assessing the
impacts on biodiversity and nature
Concern that intend to support biomass.
In order to support require feedstock lifecycle and emissions
assessments to be in conformity with para 97 of NPPF
Part A3iii support but could add ‘disturbance’
Part C: opportunities should be taken to enhance biodiversity
and priority habitats on decommissioning. – suggest reword
'...with minimal adverse impact on landscape and biodiversity, and
opportunities taken for enhancement of these features.'

Comments noted. However, the Council is required to support renewable and
low carbon energies where the adverse impacts can be made acceptable.
Following the response reference has been added to the policy to refer to
disturbance of biodiversity and nature, and decommission should where
appropriate, take opportunities for enhancement of landscape and biodiversity
features.

DS/1267 Robinhood
Doncaster Airport

The Joint Department for Transport and ODPM Circular
1/2003 (2003) (The Circular) requires that local plans and
unitary development plans should include a policy stating that
certain developments within airport safeguarded areas will be
the subject of consultation with the operator of that
aerodrome. This includes the Airport and radar at hibaldstow.
Policy should require consultation of airport within
safeguarding area-the boundary should be shown on the
proposal map
Development would not be acceptable if there are any
impacts on radar – policy currently allows impact if they are
not significant

Comments notes. Policy, supporting text and policies map amended to reflect
comments.

Support that the policy is supportive of development where
significant adverse impacts are avoided and that adverse
impacts are minimised and outweighed by the wider benefits
of the proposal.
Suggest amendment: avoiding significant adverse impacts and

Support noted. The policy has been amended to refer to ‘addressed
satisfactorily’.

General

Reference has been added in the supporting text to the safeguarding areas
around Robin Hood and Humberside Airports. Safeguarding areas will also be
identified on the Policies Map.
The policy has been amended to require significant adverse impacts to be
satisfactorily addressed and minimised. Were adverse impacts are likely to
occur development will only be acceptable if there are wider public benefits of
the proposal outweigh any residual impacts.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

minimising impacts go beyond what is required by NPPF.
Which requires impacts to be addressed satisfactorily. Propose
‘Proposals for the development of the energy sector, including biomass,
combined heat and power, gas storage, photovoltaic and wind
developments, will be supported where any adverse impacts are
satisfactorily addressed.’
General

Supports that policy supports growth of the energy sector
Part A should add reference to the extraction of gas from the
north sea and gas supply
Notwithstanding the above, it needs to be understood that
energy and gas storage developments often have specific
locational requirements
Support Par B – reference to wider benefits, which include
energy security.

Support noted. A wider range of energy types have been added to the policy.
However the policy covers all types of energy, even where they are not listed.
It has been made clear in the supporting text that gas storage developments
often have locational requirements. However, significant adverse effects still
will need to be satisfactorily addressed.

DS/895 Swanland
parish Council
DS/727 Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

Suggest rewrite. Part A so that “will only be supported…..”

Comment noted, however the policy aims to be supportive of development in
accordance with the NPPF.
Support noted.
It would not be appropriate to state how many turbines would be appropriate
in a particular location as the appropriateness may depend a number of factors,
such as the size and impact of turbines. When determining planning
applications the whole of the Plan will considered. Therefore the detail on how
to consider wildlife is included in policy ENV4. However, additional reference
has been made in the policy to considering displacement of biodiversity and
nature. Following the response reference has been added to the policy to refer
to decommissioning should, where appropriate, take opportunities for
enhancement of landscape and biodiversity features.

Support consideration of cumulative impacts
Concern cumulative impact of individual turbines can be
difficult to determine. Recommend guidance is given on the
number of turbines that can be supported in a given location.
Further guidance on wildlife required in important areas.
A3 should include fragmentation of habitat networks
Concerned that intend to support biomass.
In order to support require feedstock lifecycle and emissions
assessments to be in conformity with parp97 of NPPF
Part A3iii support but could add ‘disturbance’
Part C: opportunities should be taken to enhance biodiversity
and priority habitats on decommissioning. – ‘ Proposals should
ensure the development is decommissioned at the end of its life and the site
is restored, with minimal impact on landscape and biodiversity.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Opportunities for enhancements should be included where possible .’
English Heritage
DS/689 DS/688
DS/686

Support policy – particularly only supporting where significant
impacts avoided, taking account of cumulative impact,
considering ability of landscape to accommodate
development, considering impact on historic environment
B2 –should only considerate public benefits not private
benefit s to land owner
A1 – suggest rewrite “Take into account the cumulative impact of the
proposal with other existing and proposed energy sector developments”

Support noted, however the policy has been amended to ensure significant
effects are satisfactorily addressed. Text has been incorporated to make clear
that wider public benefits should be considered, not private benefits. Part A
amended to consider proposed developments.

DS/637 Canal and
River Trust
DS/429 Highways
Agency

Support A3V

Support noted.

Welcomes A3i and v
Part B could be strengthened as minimised could still allow
significant impact with only negligible reduction.

Support to A noted. It is acknowledged that there may be some residual
adverse impacts. However, in order for a development with adverse impacts to
be supported the impacts will need to be balanced against the wider public
benefit.

General

Part A is confusing mixed between what a development
proposal should do and considerations the Council will take
into account
Policy is unduly restrictive – NPPF requires impact to be
made acceptable . Footnote 17 says NPS on renewable energy
Infrastructure (EN-3) should be considered. It states that with
onshore wind farms there will always be a significant impact.
Changes suggested:
“A Proposals for the development of the energy sector, including biomass,
combined heat and power, gas storage, photovoltaics and wind
developments, and their associated infrastructure should: ...”
“B Proposals for energy development will be supported if its impacts are
(or can be made) acceptable.”
An additional point 4 should be added to A and should read:

Comments noted. Policy amended to reflect comment, though exact suggested
wording not used.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

“4. Take account of local and wider economic, environmental and climate
change benefits”
General

A tourism impact assessment should be required.

The policy requires individual impacts to be considered without the need for a
specific tourism impact assessment.

General

Support subject to proper implementation.

Comment noted

General

Dislike wind turbines.

Comment noted

Supporting Text
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

In weighing up the benefits of a proposal against the harm it
might cause, the assessment should be looking only at the
“public” benefits and not the private benefits that may derive
to the landowner or developer. This would reflect the
approach set out in the NPPF

Comment noted. Reference to wider public benefits inserted.

Para 7.58
General

An applications should be approved if its impacts are or can
be made acceptable. Paragraph 7.58 should be amended to
reflect this

If the impacts of development can be made acceptable the Council will expect
that they are made acceptable.

Para7.58
General

The disastrous amenity and landscape impacts of a wind
development cannot be outweighed by a reduction in
emissions that "cause climate change". The East Riding has
done its bit to support this discredited "green" coalition
energy policy.

Comment noted. However, national planning policy supports renewable
energy.

Para 7.58
DS/690 English
Heritage

Comment Ref(s)
Para 7.58
DS/163
Beswick Parish
Council

Para 7.59
DS/691 English
Heritage

Summary of comments
Generally positive about renewables and consider that the
East Riding should exploit its advantages regarding wind
power generation. The Council should consider zoning its
area so that parts are designated as acceptable for greater
development and other are less acceptable.
We support the guidance which is set out in this
Paragraph. However, one aspect that is not included is
how the potential development might affect people’s
perceptions and enjoyment of the landscape as they travel
through it. Suggested amendment to text.

Officer Response
Comment noted. The Council has considered this approach. The locational
requirements of different types of energy development vary and therefore it
would not be able to state a general area where all energy development would
be suitable. The type of development that would be appropriate would depend
on for example, the local and wider area, the scale and nature of the
development.
Support noted. The consideration of travelling through the area can be
considered without needing to amend the text, though consideration of those
impacts described.

Para 7.59
General

Cumulative impact causing perceived industrialisation is a real
risk in parts of the East Riding and is a reality in the
Lissett/Fraisthorpe area. A line should be drawn - no more
wind development. Consideration should be given to
designating areas that cannot support any/any more wind
development.

Comment noted. The policy requires consideration to be given to cumulative
impacts.

Para 7.60
General

Support
The inclusion of a specific reference to ETSU-R-97 within
paragraph 7.60 is welcomed.
The approach is endorsed by Paragraph 2.7.56 of the National
Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)
and footnote 17 of the NPPF.

Support noted.

Para 7.61
General

Object
The use of the word "compensate" in this paragraph is
incorrect and should be replaced with 'protect' to reflect
the established hierarchy of avoid, mitigate, compensate.

Comment noted. Reference has been made to policy ENV4 to improve
consistency.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Para 7.61
DS/646 Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust

To reflect the hierarchy set out in paragraph 118 of the NPPF
we would recommend that the final sentence changed to refer
to policy ENV4.

Comment noted and reference to policy ENV4 inserted.

Para 7.62
English Heritage
DS/692

We support the provisions of this Paragraph. The historic
environment makes a significant contribution to the
distinctive character of the East Riding, to its economic
well-being, and to the quality of life of its communities. It
is wholly appropriate, therefore, that proposals for energy
sector developments seek to minimise harm to this
resource.

Support noted.

Para 7.62
General

Object
The National NPPF requires applications for renewable and
low carbon energy development to be approved if their
impacts are (or can be made) acceptable. Detrimental impact
on a historic assets may not be unacceptable. To be consistent
with the NPPF, the wording of Paragraph 7.62 should be
altered to refer to unacceptable impacts.

Comment noted. The policy has been amended to reflect the NPPF and refer
to policy ENV3.

Para 7.65
General

Object
Paragraph 7.65 correctly notes that the grid connection route
is determined by the Distribution Network Operator.
However, the last sentence of paragraph 7.65 is confusing. It
should be replaced with “A developer should demonstrate
that there are no obvious reasons why a grid connection
would not be possible.” This wording reflects paragraph 4.9.1
of the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy
(EN-1), which is a material consideration for development
not classed as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project.
Wind energy developments can also fragment wildlife

Comment noted. NPS are referred to in the supporting text as being material
considerations.

Para 7.66

Comment noted. This is covered by the impact on nature. There is also a

Comment Ref(s)
Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust
DS/647

Summary of comments
corridors when inappropriately situated. The cumulative
impacts on ecological networks should therefore also be
included here in line with the NPPF .

Officer Response
specific clause in the policy referring to displacement and disturbance.
Cumulative impacts are considered by the policy.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: EC7 Protecting mineral resources
Total number of responses logged against policy: 4
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Should the key refer to "Silt" rather than "Salt" ?

Reference to salt is correct in the geology diagram.

General

Unnecessary and generalised policy which adds nothing to what is
already stated in the National Planning Policy Framework.

Policy EC7 seeks to 'adopt appropriate policies' to ensure that minerals of known
importance are not needlessly sterilised by non-minerals development. The policy
therefore adds further detail to national policy.

The way in which the Councils approach to safeguarding mineral deposits
has been set out leaves much of what is policy in the supporting text
rather than the policy itself. Some detail necessary for a strategic policy is
left out. We would expect a fuller exposition of the way MSAs have been
/ will be defined in the Strategy for mineral resource protection.

The MSAs have been defined and consulted on through the Joint Minerals Local
Plan. The approach to defining the MSA is explained within the latest full version
of the Joint Minerals Plan, which was the preferred approach (2010). Local
Planning regulations no longer require all Local Plan Documents to conform to a
Core Strategy, therefore it is not necessary for the Strategy Document to provide
'guidance' to the Joint Minerals Plan on how Minerals Safeguarding Areas should
be defined.

DS/1149
(Minerals
Product
Association)

The content of what a Core Strategy should contain in respect of an
outline approach to MSAs is clearly set out in BGS guidance paragraphs
5.1.1 - 5.1.5. This guidance emphasises that if the outline approach is
adopted by mpas in the Core Strategy rather than the full blown
approach, then the Core Strategy should state what will be protected
(identify what the minerals are), where they can be found, (on what
map), on what basis the MSA has been identified (what information has
been used), how the MSA has been refined (with respect to geological
information and consultation with the industry), and whether it includes
urban areas, environmental designations, buffers against indirect
sterilisation, etc. whilst most of this information is contained in the
supporting text, we would prefer this to be elevated to policy because it
describes what the mpa intends to do in future DPDs and in protecting
mineral resources.

An amendment to the policy to prevent the 'proximal' sterilisation of mineral
resources has been made requiring non-mineral development ‘adjacent’ to
safeguarding areas to address the policy’s requirements.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Thus the supporting text in para 7.73 listing what the minerals are in the
county, should be in the policy. Where the detail will be found is
contained in the previous paragraph. How the information has been
refined is also contained in para 7.73. However, some detail is not
present such as whether it includes urban areas, environmental
designations, buffers against indirect sterilisation, etc. In addition, the
listed criteria in paragraph 7.7.4 repeat the substance of the policy text,
and could usefully be edited. What is missing from the supporting text is
information on what information will be required of potential developers
with sites in MSAs.
The most important piece of missing information is reference to the
proximal sterilisation of mineral. Thus sterilisation may occur adjacent to
mineral resources and not just above them. This should be explicitly
taken into account in the policy and definition of MSA boundaries and
made clear to potential developers.
We therefore suggest that the policy is amended to include the most
important information lifted from the supporting text, with some
additions to fill in the missing information. This will create a workable and
effective functioning mechanism for mineral resource protection which
can be monitored and enforced. The supporting text can then be edited
as appropriate.

DS/1149
(Minerals
Product
Association)

Suggests that additions to the policy to include requirement for an
assessment of the effect of the proposed development on the mineral
resource beneath or adjacent to the site of the development (termed a
Mineral Assessment). This obliges an applicant to provide information
with the planning application to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Mineral Planning Authority that the mineral resource has been
adequately considered.

Consider that the policy and supporting text sufficiently explain to applicants what
they need to do to address the policy. The extent of detail that would be needed
should be considered on a case by case basis.
The detailed exemption criteria referred to can be addressed when an application
is validated. However, amendments to the supporting text have included some of
these by way of additional guidance as examples.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Suggests the following exemption criteria are included:
Exemption Criteria:
1. applications for householder development;
2. applications for alterations and extensions to existing buildings and for
change of use of existing development, unless intensifying activity on
site;
3. applications that are in accordance with the development plan where
the plan took account of the prevention of unnecessary mineral
sterilisation and determined that prior extraction should not be
considered when development applications in a MSA came forward;
4. applications for advertisement consent;
5. applications for reserved matters including subsequent applications
after outline consent has been granted;
6. prior notifications (telecoms, forestry, agriculture, demolition);
7. Certificates of Lawfulness of Existing Use or Development (CLEUD) and
Certificates of Lawfulness of Proposed Use or Development (CLOPUD);
8. applications for works to trees;
9. applications for temporary planning permission.
10. development types already specified in a DPD as exempt from the
need for consideration on safeguarding grounds

Joint Minerals Local Plan Preferred Approach Summer 2010 consultation - responses relating to
Mineral safeguarding
General

General

General comments
A developer recommended designation of a Mineral Safeguarding
Area and buffer zones at Queensgate Quarry, Beverley, and
designation of sand and gravel safeguarding areas to the south of
Beverley.
General comments

Buffer zones and safeguarding area for Queensgate Quarry were developed
through the Joint Minerals Development Plan Document Preferred Approach
2010.

More detailed scale policies maps showing the extent of the Mineral

Comment
Ref(s)

General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

A developer considered that Figure 4.1 is ambiguous and lacks
clarity as it does not clearly define the sand and gravel
safeguarding areas to the south of Beverley and therefore does
not provide certainty to operators, communities or landowners
about the potential for mineral or non-mineral workings in
proximity to their land, homes or businesses. Proposed sand and
gravel safeguarding areas to the South of Beverley are too
ambiguous and poorly defined to be supported.
General comments
A developer requested for existing minerals development to be
safeguarded from sensitive uses locating nearby as they are likely
to cause conflict or constrain existing and future operations. They
suggested an additional policy: "Protecting Existing Minerals
Development - Development which would have an adverse impact
on existing minerals development will not be permitted".

Safeguarding Areas, which are based on the sand and gravel deposit areas
shown on the figure, have now been released. Mineral Safeguarding Areas
are not intended to provide certainty as to the likelihood of minerals or
non-minerals development being granted. They are there to trigger a need
to balance the importance of non-minerals development proceeding
against the importance of avoiding the sterilisation of the underlying
mineral resource.

General comments
In designating MSAs around existing sites you are giving hope of
very long term secure business, effectively pre-determining any
Planning Applications. provided habitat and sustainability data for
them, and denied Planning Committees any options but approval.
All an operator has to do is make an Application, taking away local
level control by elected Councillors. It also denies new operators
entry into the market. This alone represents a case for objection
in principle.
General comments
Problem in applying terms such as 'Area of Search' and "Minerals
Safeguarding Area" as you define them at Riplingham. Definitions
imply doubt about the presence of the mineral, but at Riplingham
and Swinescaife there can be no doubt at all that chalk exists

There is no presumption in favour of minerals development within Mineral
Safeguarding Areas. Safeguarding Areas are there to trigger a need to
balance the importance of non-minerals development proceeding against
the importance of avoiding the sterilisation of the underlying mineral
resource.

Compatibility of proposed and existing development is already a material
consideration in the planning process eg potential impacts of noise and
dust etc on proposed sensitive uses nearby. Some existing minerals
operations already have a mineral safeguarding area around them,
however further safeguarding area around other operations can be
considered through the Joint Minerals Plan.

Ensuring provision of an appropriate amount of minerals to meet
identified needs over the plan period is a matter for the Joint Minerals
Plan. This response will be considered in producing the emerging Plan.

Comment
Ref(s)

Natural
England

English
Heritage

General

Summary of comments
there. Also that the quantities are very large; at Riplingham the
AOS contains about 7.2mt (3.6million metres cubed) and the MSA
some 70mt, whilst at Swinescaife the AOS and MSA coincide at
about 85mt. At the target 0.33mt per year these two alone sites
alone take us into the twenty third century! Table 8.3 says 2.5mt
for both sites but undeclared for Swinescaife. Need this data to
be accurate, and use of terms relevant to the sites.
General comments
Advised against safeguarding any areas wholly within sites of
national or international designations as it is unlikely that any
form of minerals extraction would be appropriate.

Officer Response

Comments noted. There is no presumption of minerals development within
Mineral Safeguarding Areas, therefore such areas will not impact on these
designations. Each application for minerals development within Safeguarding
Areas is considered on its own merit, including impact on biodiversity and habitat
sites. However, the potential revision of the safeguarding areas through the Joint
Minerals Plan provides an opportunity to modify existing safeguarding areas on
the basis described, if necessary.

Core minerals objective OBJ1
English Heritage advised that the objective should make provision
for the safeguarding of historic sources of building and roofing
stone by adding a sub-objective "To safeguard those quarries
identified as being important historic sources of building and
roofing stone".

The types of mineral to safeguard is a matter entirely for the Joint Minerals
Plan to determine and progress.

HQE9 (Now EC7) in the Core Strategy
Core Strategy DPD Quastion 36: Section 9 (A High Quality
Environment) “Providing for the Supply of Minerals” notes at
paragraph 9.154that the Core Strategy will provide 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

Local Planning regulations no longer require all Local Plan Documents to
conform to a Core Strategy, therefore it is not necessary for the Strategy
Document to provide 'guidance' to the Joint Minerals Plan on how
Minerals Safeguarding Areas should be defined. The Strategy document
minerals policy therefore now focuses on what proposals for non-minerals
development needs to demonstrate where located within or adjacent to a
Mineral Safeguarding Area.
The types of mineral to safeguard is now a matter entirely for the Joint
Minerals Plan to determine and progress.

Comment
Ref(s)

English
Heritage
General and
Melbourne
Parish
Council

Beswick
Parish
Council

General

Summary of comments
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”.
HQE9 (Now EC7) in the Core Strategy
English Heritage added a criterion "Safeguard those quarries
which the strategic Stone Study has identified as being important
historic sources of building and roofing stone".

Officer Response

Safeguarding of quarries identified by the Strategic Stone Study, when
available, can be addressed through development of the Joint Minerals
Plan.

HQE9 (Now EC7) in the Core Strategy
Support for the policy

Comments noted.

NAM1 – Areas of search for industrial chalk
Commented regarding Bracken Quarry, Lund that the majority of
mineral used by Minelco Minerals (i.e. huntite) is brought in from
overseas and no mineral is extracted per se from the chalk pit at
the works site (SE973498). The Mineral Safeguarded Area for this
pit and nearby at Bainton Balk Farm (SE974512) should reflect this
and the landbank should be reduced commensurately (to zero in
the case of the Minelco works site) to account only for mineral
extraction derived locally.
MSGA01 – Sand and Gravel Mineral Safeguarding Areas
A developer supported the co-ordinated approach to allocating
mineral and non-mineral developments in the East Riding,
particularly Beverley. The land has potential to accommodate
development as part of a southern Beverley development option

This is an issue to be investigated in developing the Joint Minerals Plan,
with the Mineral Safeguarding Area modified accordingly, if necessary.

More detailed policies maps have been released, which identify the
Mineral Safeguarding Areas more precisely.
Mineral Safeguarding Areas have been considered in assessing sites for
allocation within the East Riding Local Plan. These proposed housing, retail,
employment, and other allocations alongside proposed allocations for

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
in the long-term but balance is required between any potential
mineral allocations or safeguarding areas and future long term
development. Boundaries of safeguarding areas need to be clearly
identified, particularly on land to the south of Beverley. It is
unclear exactly where mineral and non-mineral developments will
be able to take place and, subsequently, land which is suitable for
development may be held back because of the poor evidence
base.
MSGA02- Crushed Rock (Limestone)
Site proposed as safeguarding area (limestone deposits). Has been
in continual employment use since 1971. Site previously quarried
then in-filled/. Unclear if limestone was worked or simply clay pits.
Viability of working mineral on this developed site has not been
considered. Safeguarding designation would amount to blight (ref
MPS1 para 38)- fear over inability to gain planning consent for
development. Residential use in close proximity. Possible
contaminated land issues.

General

Officer Response
minerals development within the Joint Minerals Plan clearly set out the
areas where different types of development can take place.

Comments noted. Mineral Safeguarding Areas are made to trigger a need
to balance the importance of protecting the underlying mineral resource
with the importance of allowing any proposed non-minerals development
to proceed. There are a flexible range of criteria within the proposed
Strategy Document Policy allowing non-mineral development to proceed in
a Safeguarding Area. This includes demonstrating that the:
1.Underlying or adjacent mineral is of limited economic value;
2.Need for the development outweighs the need to safeguard the mineral
deposit;
3.Non-mineral development can take place without preventing the mineral
resource from being extracted in the future;
4.Non-mineral development is temporary in nature;
5.Non-mineral development is in accordance with an allocation in the
Allocations Document or a Neighbourhood Development Plan; or
6.The underlying or adjacent mineral deposit can be extracted prior to the
non-mineral development proceeding, or prior extraction of the deposit is
not possible.
Depending on what non-minerals development is proposed, the flexibility
of the proposed Strategy Document Policy should mean that any blight
issues associated with Mineral Safeguarding Areas are avoided.

Comment
Ref(s)

Environment
Agency

Rowley
Parish
Council

Summary of comments

Officer Response

MSGA03- Riplingham
This site is within flood zone 1. This quarry is on a principal aquifer.
Due to this environmentally sensitive setting, after the quarrying is
complete we are likely to object to these sites being developed as
landfills as part of the restoration plan. The quarry developer
should be aware that any quarry dewatering activities must not
effect the surface water environment or the resources available
for groundwater abstractors.
MSGA03- Riplingham
Area of Safeguarding extended to front of Low Hunsley Farm and
between Riplingham Grange and the Railway Cutting without any
protection for the dwellings in the proximity.
The land is of high agricultural value. Loss of this land would
reduce agricultural production and would impact for at least 25
years on the crop growing potential for the land. May be little or
no inert material to infill the site for even longer.
The Chalk is of poor quality & value and is used for low grade infill
that can and is being replaced by means of recycling demolition
materials that would have previously gone to landfill sites.
Transportation is via rural roads - potential for major damage to
infrastructure. Increased extractions will compound existing
nuisance and risk to local residents. The effect on living conditions
in houses close to the site and possible future structural damage
due to the vibration caused by the increase in heavy lorries on
minor roads is a possibility
High risk to water courses, the site is located over one of the areas
aquifers with the potential to cause harm to the water supply and
reduce the level of permeable rock available in the area supplying
the aquifer.
Major Damage to the environment.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral development
within the safeguarding area. The implications of these issues in can be considered
through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific planning applications which may
come forward in the area concerned.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral development
within the safeguarding area. Mineral Safeguarding Areas are made to trigger

a need to balance the importance of protecting the underlying mineral
resource with the importance of allowing any proposed non-minerals
development to proceed. Applications for mineral development continue
to be considered on their own merits within these areas.

Comment
Ref(s)

Environment
Agency

English
Heritage

Environment
Agency

Summary of comments
Loss of landscape & character of the surrounding countryside in an
area adjacent to the existing site.
MSGA03- Swinescaif
This site is within flood zone 1. This quarry is on a principal aquifer.
Due to this environmentally sensitive setting, after the quarrying is
complete we are likely to object to these sites being developed as
landfills as part of the restoration plan. The quarry developer
should be aware that any quarry dewatering activities must not
effect the surface water environment or the resources available
for groundwater abstractors.
MSGA04 – Partridge Hall Quarry, Burnby
English Heritage advised that minerals extraction proposals within
the Mineral Safeguarded Area would need to ensure that those
elements which contribute to the significance of the nearby
heritage assets (Cleaving Hill moated Scheduled Ancient
Monument site 350m southwest of site, Grade 2* Historic Park
(Longsdale Park) 1.1km to southeast, Londesborough
Conservation Area 1.1km to south, Nunburnholme Priory
Scheduled Ancient Monument 1km to north and Grade 1 listed
Church of St James) are not harmed.
MSGA04 – Partridge Hall Quarry, Burnby
The area which benefits from planning permission is within flood
zone 1 but the mineral safeguarding area is partially within Flood
Zones 2 and 3. If this area were to be used in future a sequential
approach should be adopted to ensure that the most vulnerable
and sensitive parts of the site are located in those areas least
vulnerable to flood risk.
This quarry is on a principal aquifer. Due to this environmentally
sensitive setting, after the quarrying is complete we are likely to
object to these sites being developed as landfills as part of the

Officer Response

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral development
within the safeguarding area. The implications of these issues in can be considered
through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific planning applications which may
come forward in the area concerned.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral development
within the safeguarding area. The implications of these issues in can be considered
through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific planning applications which may
come forward in the area concerned.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral development
within the safeguarding area. The implications of these issues in can be considered
through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific planning applications which may
come forward in the area concerned.

Comment
Ref(s)

English
Heritage

English
Heritage

Environment
Agency

Environment
Agency

Summary of comments
restoration plan.
The quarry developer should be aware that any quarry dewatering
activities must not effect the surface water environment or the
resources available for groundwater abstractors.
MSGA05 – Lowthorpe Quarry
English Heritage advised minerals extraction proposals within the
safeguarded area would need to ensure that those elements
which contribute to the significance of the assets (Fowl Barrow,
Fox Hill Scheduled Ancient Monument 150m from eastern
boundary) are not harmed.
MSGA07 – Greenwick Quarry
English Heritage advised that the site is within extremely
important archaeological landscape, which includes a section of
Millington Lings boundary dyke Scheduled Ancient Monument
with 2 round barrows within 150m. Significant concerns about
further extension of quarrying activities within this sensitive
landscape.
MSGA07 – Greenwick Quarry
This site is within flood zone 1.
This quarry is on a principal aquifer. Due to this environmentally
sensitive setting, after the quarrying is complete we are likely to
object to these sites being developed as landfills as part of the
restoration plan.
The quarry developer should be aware that any quarry dewatering
activities must not effect the surface water environment or the
resources available for groundwater abstractors.
MSGA08 – Huggate Quarry
This site is within flood zone 1.
This quarry is on a principal aquifer. Due to this environmentally
sensitive setting, after the quarrying is complete we are likely to

Officer Response

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral development
within the safeguarding area. The implications of these issues in can be considered
through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific planning applications which may
come forward in the area concerned.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral development
within the safeguarding area. The implications of these issues in can be considered
through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific planning applications which may
come forward in the area concerned.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral development
within the safeguarding area. The implications of these issues in can be considered
through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific planning applications which may
come forward in the area concerned.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral development
within the safeguarding area. The implications of these issues in can be considered
through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific planning applications which may
come forward in the area concerned.

Comment
Ref(s)

English
Heritage

Beswick
Parish
Council

English
Heritage

Environment

Summary of comments
object to these sites being developed as landfills as part of the
restoration plan.
The quarry developer should be aware that any quarry dewatering
activities must not effect the surface water environment or the
resources available for groundwater abstractors.
MSGA09 – Bracken Quarry
English Heritage advised that the boundary of the northernmost
Mineral Safeguarding Area lies less than 600m from Bainton
Conservation Area and the southern area around 1km from Lund
Conservation Area. Minerals extraction proposals within the
safeguarded area would need to ensure that those elements
which contribute to the special character of those Conservation
Areas including important views out from the designated areas.
MSGA09 – Bracken Quarry
Bracken Quarry, Lund - recognise that the majority of mineral used
by Minelco Minerals (i.e. huntite) is brought from overseas and no
mineral is extracted per se from the chalk pit at the Works site
(SE973498). Safeguarded area for this pit and nearby at Bainton
Balk Farm (SE974512) should reflect this and the landbank should
be reduced commensurately (to zero in the case of the Minelco
Minerals Works site) to account only for mineral extraction
derived locally.
MSGA10- Queensgate Quarry
Grade 2 listed buildings (windmill at golf club and Chalk Villa on
Victoria Road). Series of Scheduled Monuments to the north of
buffer zone. Grosvenor Place Conservation Area to the east.
Minerals extraction proposals within the safeguarded area would
need to ensure that those elements which contribute to the
significance of these assets were not harmed.
MSGA10- Queensgate Quarry

Officer Response

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral
development within the safeguarding area. The implications of these
issues in can be considered through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific
planning applications which may come forward in the area concerned.

The extent of the Mineral Safeguarding Area to be investigated through
the Joint Minerals Plan. This will consider the amount of resource which
may need to be included within a Mineral Safeguarding Area at the site.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral
development within the safeguarding area. The implications of these
issues in can be considered through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific
planning applications which may come forward in the area concerned.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral

Comment
Ref(s)
Agency

General

Environment
Agency

Summary of comments

Officer Response

The area which benefits from planning permission is within flood
zone ,although our records show that part of the site flooded in
June 2007. The northernmost safeguarding area is entirely within
flood zone 1.
The southernmost mineral safeguarding area is partially within
Flood Zones 2 and 3 and the flooding outline from June 2007. If
this area were to used in future a sequential approach should be
adopted to ensure that the most vulnerable and sensitive parts of
the site are located in those areas least vulnerable to flood risk.
This quarry is on a principal aquifer. Due to this environmentally
sensitive setting, after the quarrying is complete we are likely to
object to these sites being developed as landfills as part of the
restoration plan.
The quarry developer should be aware that any quarry dewatering
activities must not effect the surface water environment or the
resources available for groundwater abstractors.
MSGA10- Queensgate Quarry
There was support for the strategy and extent of the Mineral
Safeguarding Area for Queensgate Quarry.

development within the safeguarding area. The implications of these
issues in can be considered through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific
planning applications which may come forward in the area concerned.

MSGA10- Queensgate Quarry
We have been consulted by East Riding of Yorkshire Council on
their site allocations document which shows part of this site to be
allocated for housing. We consider therefore that there is a
potential conflict with the proposed mineral safeguarding area
that the council will need to resolve.
The area with planning permission, the mineral safeguarding area
and the 250m buffer zone are all within Flood Zone 1.
This location is with Source Protection Zone 2. Due to the highly
sensitive nature of this site, We have no objection to quarrying

Support noted.

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral
development within the safeguarding area. The implications of these
issues in can be considered through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific
planning applications which may come forward in the area concerned.
There is a proposed housing allocations now adjacent to the site- BEV-I,
and the compatibility of this allocation with the neighbouring quarrying
use has been investigated. It is recognised that the allocation may not
come forward before the quarrying activity has ceased adjacent to the site.

Comment
Ref(s)

English
Heritage

English
Heritage

Mineral
Products
Association

General

Summary of comments
occurring provided that the quarrying shall occur above the water
table and that it shall take place without dewatering. We shall
object to any application that proposes dewatering or sub-water
table working.
Due to this environmentally sensitive setting, after the quarrying is
complete we are likely to object to these sites being developed as
landfills as part of the restoration plan.
MSGA11 – Melton Whiting Quarry
English Heritage advised that minerals extraction proposals within
the Mineral Safeguarding Area would need to ensure that those
elements which contribute to the significance of Welton
Conservation Area lies around 170m to west were not harmed.
MSGA12- Silica Sand Mineral Safeguarding Areas
English Heritage advised there is a string of Scheduled Ancient
Monuments to east, Grade 2 Historic Park and garden & Grade 1
Listed Building Houghton Hall to south west, and North Newbald
and Hotham Conservation Areas nearby. Minerals extraction
proposals within the Mineral Safeguarding Area would need to
ensure that those elements which contribute to the significance
of these assets were not harmed.
Support safeguarding of Silica Sand

Energy Minerals
A developer provided 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 and safeguarding to deal with Coal Bed Methane (CBM)
and unconventional gas.
The Minerals Local Plan area contains significant reserves of

Officer Response

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral
development within the safeguarding area. The implications of these
issues in can be considered through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific
planning applications which may come forward in the area concerned.
Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral
development within the safeguarding area. The implications of these
issues in can be considered through the Joint Minerals Plan and/or specific
planning applications which may come forward in the area concerned.

Comments noted.

The types of mineral and areas to safeguard is a matter entirely for the
Joint Minerals Plan to determine and progress.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
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 unconventional gas. It is
vital therefore that the Development Plan recognises national
minerals planning guidance and the importance of unworked coal
seams and unconventional gas reservoirs, establishing a vision for
the area for the next 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 possible that the worked coal seams could contribute to
carbon capture by chemically bonding carbon dioxide to coal
(using flue gases) as part of a concurrent process of improving the
efficiency of methane release.
The grant of a PEDL (petroleum exploration and development
licence) creates a land use consideration that needs to be made
known to users of the plan because the PEDL and its implications
may become a material consideration in determining applications
for other land uses. The approach taken by the Minerals Local
Plan appears to be to only safeguard sites which have a defined
boundary. This is different to the approach taken by other
authorities (such as Neath Port Talbot and Nottinghamshire)
which have safeguarded the full extent of PEDL areas. British
Geological Survey Guidance published in 2011 recommends that
the full extent of a known resource should be safeguarded unless
there are consistent and justifiable geological and economic
criteria to do otherwise. Whilst some minerals resources will be
very extensive the BGS guidance notes that most minerals
deposits lie within the countryside where few planning
applications are expected.

Officer Response

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

The proposals map should show safeguarding of unconventional
gas and should be linked to a policy that contains a presumption
in favour of exploration and development of the resource
covered by the PEDL, subject to the requirement to assess the
detailed effects of each planning application. Safeguarding would
not sterilise the land and would simply require an applicant to
consult with the Minerals Planning Authority and the PEDL holder
to confirm that there would be no prejudice to the exploration
and development plans.
PEDL areas should be identified and safeguarded on the
Proposals Map. MPS1 requires that resources are safeguarded for
‘the foreseeable future’ but provides no definition of foreseeable
future. It was proposed that safeguarding of unconventional gas
should be for a minimum of 30 years, covering the requirement
to undertake exploration within 6 years of the grant of the PEDL
and the likely production life of 25 years. Some allowance should
also be made for the time required for analysis and to obtain all
necessary consents.

General

Development management policies
Existing minerals development should be safeguarded from
sensitive uses which should not be allowed to locate close to
existing minerals development of they are likely to cause
conflict/constrain existing and future operations. Suggested
additional Policy: "Protecting Existing Minerals Development Development which would have an adverse impact on existing
minerals development will not be permitted"

Compatibility of proposed and existing development is already a material
consideration in the planning process eg potential impacts of noise and
dust etc on proposed sensitive uses nearby. Some existing minerals
operations already have a mineral safeguarding area around them,
however further safeguarding area around other operations can be
considered through the Joint Minerals Plan.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Joint Minerals Local Plan Site Selection 2012 consultation- relating to safeguarding

South Cave
Parish
Council

General

General comments
Requested that “Proximity to and relationship with residential
development and other sensitive uses” as an overriding constraint
that should be included in paragraph 1.10 rather than a site
distinguishing feature in paragraph 1.11 as land use for the
winning of rock and aggregate is incompatible with residential
land use as recognised by the inclusion of Mineral Safeguarding
Areas which protect against the issuing of planning permission for
sensitive uses adjacent to such operations. The noise, dust and
danger are incompatible with residential use as is the extensive
traffic in the extraction and filling phases.

Comments noted. Consideration to including this as a factor to consider in
the Minerals site selection process will be made through the Joint Minerals
Plan.

HQE9 (Now EC7) in the Core Document
Policy HQE9 (now EC7) of the draft Core Document sets out
criteria for assessing where sites can be brought forward for
development in Mineral Safeguarding Areas. This enables
provision of evidence to demonstrate that underlying mineral is
of no commercial value or there is an overriding case for allowing
the development to proceed. Therefore recommend the Minerals
Local Plan make specific reference to policy HQE9 (now EC7) of
the draft Core Document regarding mineral supply to reflect the
policy’s flexibility which enables the provision of evidence to
demonstrate that underlying mineral is of no commercial value or
there is an overriding case for allowing the development to
proceed.

Policy EC6 on Protecting mineral resources within the Proposed
Submission Strategy Document will be referred to within the Joint Minerals
Plan.

Core Strategy DPD Quastion 36: Section 9 (A High Quality
Environment) “Providing for the Supply of Minerals” notes at
paragraph 9.154that the Core Strategy will provide an

Local Planning regulations no longer require all Local Plan Documents to
conform to a Core Strategy, therefore it is not necessary for the Strategy
Document to provide 'guidance' to the Joint Minerals Plan on how
Minerals Safeguarding Areas should be defined. The Strategy document
minerals policy therefore now focuses on what proposals for non-minerals
development needs to demonstrate where located within or adjacent to a
Mineral Safeguarding Area.
The types of mineral to safeguard is now a matter entirely for the Joint
Minerals Plan to determine and progress.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

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 refersto “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}

South Cave
Parish
Council

CR4
Request for a site to be removed from the wider Minerals
Safeguarding Area.

Changes to the extent of the Mineral Safeguarding Areas is something
which will be considered in developing the Joint Minerals Plan.

CR2
An objection to the Riplingham quarry extension was received on
the grounds that it would bring the operational quarry closer to
Low Hunsley Cottage, Low Hunsley House, Hind Cottage and
Riplingham Grange as quarry operations are incompatible with
residential use and although the bund and planting provide a
screen to some extent, it will not mitigate the amount of traffic,
noise and dust during extraction and filling operations. Also the
site overlays the water aquifer and the quality of inert backfill

Comments noted. There is no presumption in favour of mineral
development within the safeguarding area. Consideration to modifying the
Preferred Area allocation to be made through developing the Joint
Minerals Plan.

Comment
Ref(s)

General

Summary of comments
cannot be guaranteed.
A developer made representations regarding Horstine Farmery,
North Newbald, which is included within this Mineral
Safeguarding Area (MSA). The site comprises of wholly
Brownfield land currently occupied by commercial buildings and
requires further investment in order to secure future
occupancy/use of the site. As a result of the combined lack of
potential for the site to be sold as a going concern to excavation
firms and the lack of any future prospects to invest in developing
and expanding the current accommodation on site, the value of
the land will certainly fall if included within the MSA. The impact
of including the site within the MSA would blight future
redevelopment of the site, placing additional policy barriers to
proposals, which is clearly a case of blight.
Following quarrying, the site was in-filled and sold to Horstine
Farmery prior to construction of the current buildings. It is not
clear from historic maps if quarrying included the underlying
limestone, or was limited to clay pits. However past geoenvironmental studies carried out confirmed that the site is
covered by varying levels of made ground and that the underlying
limestone varies greatly in depth and thickness.
Given the large scale of the wider MSA and the close proximity to,
and potential impact on North Newbald’s residents from further
quarrying it is highly unlikely that the Horstine Farmery site could
be viably worked in the future.
The Horstine Farmery site has been developed for at least 30
years and has been in employment use the whole time, originally
for the manufacture and repair of farm machinery and more
recently providing small-scale, affordable units which allow small
businesses to grow, ensuring the sustainability of the rural

Officer Response

Mineral Safeguarding Areas are made to trigger a need to balance the
importance of protecting the underlying mineral resource with the
importance of allowing any proposed non-minerals development to
proceed. There are a flexible range of criteria within the proposed Strategy
Document Policy allowing non-mineral development to proceed in a
Safeguarding Area. This includes demonstrating that the:
1.Underlying or adjacent mineral is of limited economic value;
2.Need for the development outweighs the need to safeguard the mineral
deposit;
3.Non-mineral development can take place without preventing the mineral
resource from being extracted in the future;
4.Non-mineral development is temporary in nature;
5.Non-mineral development is in accordance with an allocation in the
Allocations Document or a Neighbourhood Development Plan; or
6.The underlying or adjacent mineral deposit can be extracted prior to the
non-mineral development proceeding, or prior extraction of the deposit is
not possible.
Depending on what non-minerals development is proposed, the flexibility
of the proposed Strategy Document Policy should mean that any potential
blight issues associated with Mineral Safeguarding Areas are avoided.
The extent of Mineral Safeguarding Area in this location can potentially be
reconsidered through development of the Joint Minerals Plan.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
economy. The site offers sustainable opportunities for
redevelopment potentially for housing in the future, without the
need to utilise Greenfield land in more sensitive locations.
Whilst the relative scarcity of limestone in the East Riding justifies
some degree of safeguarding, the assumption that the whole
outcrop should be safeguarded without any objective analysis of
viability to work the mineral is flawed. The inclusion of this site
within the MSA amounts to unjustified blight.
The prospect of being able to sell this site as part of a wider land
banking exercise being undertaken by local extraction firms is
principally limited by the likelihood of obtaining a mineral
planning permission to extract. The inclusion of the site within
this MSA fails to reflect the selection criteria set out in paragraph
1.11 of the draft Mineral Local Plan, in reference to considering
the nature of the deposit and the proximity to and relationship
with residential development and other sensitive uses. The
prospect of this site actually being worked, particularly given its
proximity to North Newbald village with residential properties on
the other side of the road is quite unlikely. Blasting, amongst
other amenity impacts of quarrying rock, would make this site
impractical and unattractive to operators, and not least the
village’s residents.
The working of the site is also significantly prejudiced within the
context of the market for limestone of such low quality, the
relative small scale of extraction firms operating in the area, and
the number of small landholdings that would need to be acquired
through negotiation. Therefore the future extraction of the
limestone on this site is unviable and as a result the site will not
be quarried in the foreseeable future.
Safeguarding this land as proposed will limit operations on this

Officer Response

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
site significantly. The viability of enhancing or redeveloping the
site is already significantly constrained in economic terms and the
imposition of further unnecessary policy constraints further limit
the future vitality of this site.
Therefore the Horstine Farmery site should not be included
within this MSA in order to ensure that alternative forms of
redevelopment can be considered without overly restrictive
planning policy obstacles.

Officer Response

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: ENV1
Total number of responses logged against supporting text: 9
Total number of responses logged against policy: 19
Comment Ref
General

RSPB
paragraph (8.3 )
DS/1301
Environment
Agency
paragraph (8.4 )
DS/1368

RSPB
paragraph (8.4)
DS/1302

General

Comment
In our opinion, all major new developments should be subject to Design Review via
the Yorkshire Design Review Panel in accordance with para 62 of the NPPF. As far
as we are aware ERYC has no arrangements in place for Design Review and is
therefore not in compliance with the NPPF and the strategy is, therefore, unsound.
The RSPB supports the statement that good design can help to
"encourage...biodiversity - including...responding to habitat and species need."

Officer Comment
Intergreat Plus provide the local design review assessment and support for the
Council on minor and major projects. This is referenced in para 8.5 of the
strategy.

Para 8.4: In this paragraph we recommend you reference the following documents
to provide further information on the issues raised:
•
Hull & East Riding Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy (2013);
for local information on water availability/abstraction restrictions.
•
Improving the Flood Performance of New Buildings, Flood Resilient
Construction; produced by Communities and Local Government.

Comments noted we have sought to update the references to best practice
throughout the document and aim to focus the references within a specific
topic area. These references would apply to policy ENV6

Other sources of guidance that would be worthwhile referencing here include:
•
Planning for a Healthy Environment – Good Practice Guidance for
Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity Published by the Town and
Country Planning Association and The Wildlife Trusts, July 2012
•
UK-GBC Biodiversity Task Group (2009) Biodiversity and the Built
Environment. London: UK Green Building Council.
•
Natural England (2010) ‘Nature Nearby’: Accessible Natural Greenspace
Guidance. Sheffield: Natural England.
•
Play England (2009) Design for Play: A Guide to Creating Successful
Play Spaces. London: Play England
The list of publication in paragraph 8.4 is woefully out of date, e.g. no mention of
"Building for Life 12".

Comments noted we have sought to update the references to best practice
throughout the document and aim to focus the references within a specific
topic area. These references would apply to policy ENV4

Local Nature
Partnership
paragraph (8.4)
DS/300

Could reference be made to the Homes & Communities Agency’s Urban Design
Compendium I & II?

General

The general Policy approach is supported, although is not considered to be sound
on the basis of effectiveness. Reference needs to be made to economic viability to
be balanced against the need for good design.
Part D is certainly not effective, particularly in terms of sub-Part 2 which refers to

Comment noted

Comments noted, the documents previously mentioned have been update. It is
important to note that the para 8.4 refers to a range of best practice and
guidance being available. This list is not exhaustive and only gives a brief
example of what is available.
Comments noted - this is included with para 8.4

Comment noted - Additional text added to Part D of Policy ENV1 to
encourage renewable technologies where possible.
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contribution or shared use of technologies that might assist a development and/or
others and might also be upgraded in the future. [to add to depending on what is
being proposed in the masterplan]
Humber
Archaeology
Partnership
DS/1476
Natural England
DS/1461

General

We support this Policy especially the requirements for development proposals to:•
Have regard to the site's wider context
•
Pay attention to the use of local materials, architectural styles and features
of the locality, with particular attention to heritage assets
•
Safeguarding key views.
NPPF Paragraph 118 states that local planning authorities should seek opportunities
to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments. Policy ENV1 should
reflect this and encourage the incorporation of nature conservation and
enhancement within new developments.
This policy would score higher against SA objective 15 (biodiversity protection and
enhancement) if biodiversity protection and enhancement was promoted in policy
ENV1.
Whilst policy ENV2 does seek to protect and maintain hedgerows, trees,
woodlands, wetland and water features, these are specific landscape issues. An
explicit policy criterion which seeks to enhance biodiversity within policy ENV1
should also be considered.

Comment noted

Unnecessary and Generalised Policy .
There are a number of policies which are included which are unnecessary, because
they are unrelated to matters of local specificity, but set out policy material that is
covered by the National Policy Framework (the Framework).

Whilst policy ENV1 does overlap points iterated within national policy, it
provides links to other guidance and policies within the Strategy (particularly the
Sub area policies).
The links made within this policy have been reviewed in response to this
comment.

These policies are by and large accompanied by justification or commentary which
fails to provide a clear indication of how a decision-maker should react to a
development proposal.

Comment noted - additional point added to Policy ENV1 Part B (13) to
encourage the incorporation of nature conservation and biodiversity
enhancement in to the design process.

Whilst I would propose that all such policies and justification/commentary should
be deleted from the Strategy Document, it would be useful if some of the material
were set out in a background document for the assistance of the general public.
In this respect the Introductory Chapter should be excluded and the Key Spatial
Issues Chapter extracted and used as an evidence base document.
Specific examples of unnecessary and generalised policies which, at best, do no
more than reiterate the Framework are:
•
Policy ENV1. This policy does no more than reiterate the policy set out
in the Framework. It does not provide any guidance on how such policy is to be
interpreted in a local context. The Commentary paragraphs that follow, such as
8.11’ 8.12 and 8.13 do not shed any light on how these factors might be applied in
the case of a specific proposal in a specific location. There are no stated objectives
just generalised aspirations which are covered by Framework Policy (Frameworkparagraph 58). There is no way the policy guides overall scale, density massing,
height etc. (Framework – paragraph 59).
General

RES supports Policy ENV1 A, which requires that all development proposals ‘will
seek to reduce carbon emissions and make prudent and efficient use of natural

Comments noted
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resources, particularly land, energy and water'. RES consider, however, that this
should be made more explicit in the policy and suggest some wording below.
5.2 RES supports section D of Policy ENV1, which states that development that
maximises the use of decentralised and renewable or very low carbon technologies
will be supported. RES would suggest that opportunities for new development to
connect to renewable energy generation within the local area should be supported
and encouraged wherever possible.
5.3 Having regard to the above, RES suggest the addition of the following text :
"All development proposals will:
1. Contribute to safeguarding and respecting the diverse character and appearance
of the area through their design, layout, construction, and use; and
2. Seek to reduce carbon emissions and make prudent and efficient use of natural
resources, particularly land, energy and water. Where possible, design solutions should seek
to incorporate renewable energy technologies and to strive towards on-site power generation or locally
sourced off-site renewable energy sources making use of opportunities for wind, biomass or
geothermal technologies ."
RSPB
DS/1303

General
General
Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust
DS/728

This Policy makes no reference to biodiversity. In order to demonstrate compliance
with the NPPF (paras. 9 and 109), Policy ENV1 should explicitly promote the
enhancement of biodiversity and the delivery of a net-gain in biodiversity as a key
element of high quality design.
Section A of Policy ENV1 should include an additional criterion:
•
'Provide a net-gain in biodiversity by enhancing or creating priority
habitat and providing features to support priority species.'
Section B of Policy ENV1 should include additional criteria:
•
'Protecting and enhancing existing features of nature conservation interest
both designated and non-designated.'
•
'Having regard for opportunities to help create a coherent and resilient
ecological network.'
Policy ENV1 provides a number of criteria for new development relating to design,
layout and appearance. These matters will all be dealt with as part of a Reserved
Matters Application for the site.
Whilst we do not object to the requirements of high quality design in new
developments, we would wish for this policy to remain flexible and realistic to the
needs and requirements of individual sites.
We are concerned that biodiversity has not been mentioned within this policy. Part
A should include a need to provide net gains for wildlife in line with the NPPF
(paragraph 109).

Comment noted - additional point added to Policy ENV1 Part B (13) to
encourage the incorporation of nature conservation and biodiversity
enhancement in to the design process.

Noted
Comment noted - The policy remains flexible.
Comment noted - additional point added to Policy ENV1 Part B (13) to
encourage the incorporation of nature conservation and biodiversity
enhancement in to the design process.

We would also recommend an additional point in part B to say ‘ ensuring that the
biodiversity value of the site is maintained, and wherever possible enhanced, through the
management, restoration and recreation of priority habitats which link to the wider habitat network
'.
Point B 11 should also reflect the need to integrate Green Infrastructure into the
wider network and encourage developers to maximise the biodiversity value of
Green Infrastructure and SuDs features. There is more information about
maximising the value of these features
General

Our client is generally supportive of Policy ENV1 in terms of setting out design

Comment noted, the supporting text does state the 'appropriateness of using
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Swanland Parish
Council
DS/896
English Heritage
DS/693

General
General
General

standards for all development proposals. Whilst we have no objection to the actual
text within the policy, we do have concerns over some of the recommendations
outlined within the supporting text such as paragraph 8.7 which considering the use
of Lifetime Homes Standards as part of the design process. The present Lifetime
Homes Standards are considered by many to be too cumbersome and inflexible and
in part explains why they are not widely embraced by many developers. Some of the
requirements set out in the standards have to be questioned. For example, the
applicability of accessibility requirements within homes on upper floors of
apartment blocks where a lift is not provided.
Lifetime Homes is a perverse policy which drives up house prices and makes new
homes less affordable, thus, reduces the availability of lower-priced first time buyer
housing and it persuades people to remain in under-occupied housing, precisely the
opposite of what local planning authorities should be doing given the numbers of
older households under-occupying larger family homes, which will worsen as the
population ages. Therefore our client objects to the policy requirement to meet
Lifetime Homes Standards and requests that it is removed from the Strategy
Document.

standards...' whilst their standards may not be appropriate for ever
development site, it is still an important set of principles to consider in the
design process.

Policy ENV1 Integrating High Quality design. Pleased to see the criteria that will be
used in the future for the determination of the details of planning applications. It is
often the detail that the Parish Councils come up against in assessing planning
applications and the concerns of neighbours.
We support this Policy especially the requirements for development proposals to:•
Have regard to the site’s wider context
•
Pay attention to the use of local materials, architectural styles and features
of the locality, with particular attention to heritage assets
•
Safeguarding key views.

Comment noted

Omnivale support the principles of integrating high quality design and energy
efficiency where this can be viably delivered within a specific scheme.
We support the approach to high quality design included within policy ENV1, in
particular its support for innovative design and low-carbon schemes which might
otherwise be unacceptable.
Our comments apply to all areas of the plan but are specifically aimed at those
sections relation to Cottingham.

Comment noted

Comment noted

Comment noted
Comments noted - the development plan should be read as a whole, therefore
decisions should be made with the balance

The summary document talks about making efficient use of land by encouraging
higher density developments (ref A Healthy and Balance Housing Market) but in
other sections (ref A High Quality Environment) it talks about high quality design,
safeguarding and respecting the diverse nature of areas, and incorporating local
character. It also talks about promoting a high quality landscape.
The emphasis of the plan should definitely be on these latter points not on
maximising housing density. Big developers are only interested in maximising
density to maximise profit despite many fine words about community, quality,
landscape etc in their submissions The planning policies should act to counter such
purely profit driven behaviour by placing strong mandatory conditions on any
development proposals which reflect the following principles:
•
developments should be of small scale so as not to dominate and
overpower the local character of the existing settlements. It is important
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that developments are in scale and character with the neighbouring
housing stock.
•
developments should be of lower density and high quality of design and
build so that they do not become like many very large, monolithic and
bland estates that have already sprung up around Brough and Beverley to
name but 2 areas.
•
high quality and variety of design and build should be insisted upon.
•
where there are large areas designated for housing they should be
developed as a series of separate smaller estates each with their own
identity, rather than as one large estate with mixed housing types paying
lip service to national policy.
•
landscaping (not just a few trees and verges) and the maintenance of
green belt and open areas should be an intrinsic requirement of all
developments.
Yes we need more housing but we need the help and strength of our planning
authorities to protect the character and living conditions of the existing
communities from the big developers who will run rough-shod over the concerns of
the local communities and will try and build big,bland and high density estates.
Highways Agency
DS/431

No comment

Comment noted

Hull and East Riding
Local Nature
Partnership

It is encouraging that the Local Plan is presenting design holistically and in terms of
the context of place. This is a strong policy and resonates with the old PPS1 line
that ‘good design is indivisible from good planning’.

Comment noted

General

We support the approach to high quality design included within policy ENV1, in
particular its support for innovative design and low-carbon schemes which might
otherwise be unacceptable.

Comment noted

General

We support the approach to high quality design included within policy ENVI, in
particular its support for innovative design and low-carbon schemes which might
otherwise be unacceptable.
We support the inclusion of reference to the need for development proposals in
Conservation Areas to take into account any Conservation Area Appraisal. This will
help ensure that development proposals in these areas are designed in a manner
which would preserve or enhance their special character.
Paragraph 8.9 refers to areas of special or common character, but there is no policy
or further reference to such designations. What are they? Where are they? How will
applications within them be assessed? How will applicants know whether an area is
deemed to have a "special" or "common" character or not? This paragraph is
imprecise and has no policy backing and should be deleted unless ERYC intends to
identify all such areas on the Proposals Map.
We support the inclusion of reference to the need for development proposals in
Conservation Areas to take into account any Conservation Area Appraisal. This will
help ensure that development proposals in these areas are designed in a manner
which would preserve or enhance their special character.

Comment noted

Humber
Archaeology
Partnership
DS/1477
General

English Heritage
DS/695

Comment noted

These areas are not defined by the strategy or policies map. It is considered
suitable for this to be determined on the merits of the application and the
assessment made by the planning case officer.

Comment noted
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Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: ENV2
Total number of responses logged against supporting text: 10
Total number of responses logged against policy: 31
Comment Ref
Natural
England
DS/1462

Comment
Natural England supports the criteria within policy ENV2. However,
it should go further than refer to individual landscape features such as
hedgerows or water features. Whilst these are important landscape
features, they are only a part of a larger habitat/ecosystem.
The East Riding of Yorkshire BAP Strategy highlights the habitats
which give the East Riding its sense of place. This includes the flood
meadows, chalk grassland, lowland heath, mudflats and salt marsh,
sand dunes and chalk cliffs (they are also highlighted in Strategy
paragraph 8.44). These landscape scale habitats would not be covered
by a policy which focuses on individual features, nor are all specifically
covered by part B1 to 4.

RSPB
DS/1304
General
Environment
Agency
DS/1369
East
Riding/Kingst
on Upon Hull
Joint Local
Access Forum
Local Nature
Partnership
DS/303

The policy should include a specific overarching requirement for
developments to protect habitats at a landscape scale. This reflects the
approach of linking habitats to landscape, as set out in Natural
England’s National Character Areas
The policy should include a specific overarching requirement for
developments to protect habitats at a landscape scale.
The link is made clear in the NCAs and BAP strategy
Landscape Character Assessments are out of date
Request reference to :
Green landscapes reduce the impacts of flooding due to reducing
surface water runoff rates, and by attenuating water, are highlighted in
support of green landscapes.
Recognition should be given to the industrial scape that is on offer in
ERYC (Salt End Goole Docks Etc)

Word change: 'may also preform a similar, but more localised, role'
should read 'may also perform a similar, but more localised, role.

Officer Comment
Additional features and their importance are identified throughout the
strategies policies. ERYC BAP features are identified, conserved and
enhanced under Policy ENV4
Policy ENV2 Part A6 has been amended to include the importance of
protecting the recognised habitats of landscape scale.

ERYC BAP features are identified, conserved and enhanced under Policy
ENV4 However, Policy ENV2 Part A6 has been amended to include the
importance of protecting the recognised habitats of landscape scale.
Comment noted
Policy ENV6 recognises the importance of managing flood risk and part
D.1.2 of the policy ensures development does not increase the surface
run-off from the site of increase the risk of flooding to the surrounding
area.
Para 8.80 provides additional guidance on this.
The ER LCA recognises and identifies town and industrial scapes. These
scapes will be considered on a case by case basis. Whilst industrial scapes
are visible across the East Riding there are not the same pressures to
conserve or enhance their appearance when compared to the identified
important landscape areas.
Noted

General

General

The majority of Woodland in ER is manmade and not natural
Suggested amendments
• including natural features such as hills, rivers and floodplain, as
well as the cultural and historic features past and present such as
woodland, shelter belts, field boundaries, pre-historic land
divisions and evidence of human landscape change from the
Neolithic to the present day.
• The protection of Key Open areas is unjustified the landscape is
ordinary and the Council are allowing development of COT1 +
include the statement of 'rounding off' when amending
development limits.
•

amend policy A1 to include for the following wording:
“Development will be permitted in areas of designated Open
Space where the benefits of doing so will significantly and
demonstrably outweigh any adverse effects”.

Swanland PC
DS/897

•

General

•

General

•
•

General

The safeguarding of Key open gaps between settlements is a
priority: Swanland from North Ferriby and the Haltemprice
settlements of Kirk Ella and Anlaby
The boundaries of the ‘Key Open Areas’ should be reviewed
in the light of the need for sustainable development

KOA are based on out of date Local Plan proposal maps
greater flexibility should be introduced into ENV2 in order to
allow for sustainable sites on the edge of settlements
Objection to Brid/Sewerby Key Open Area:
• Ignores the potential for sustainable development/wastes
potential of the area.
• Landscape character in this area is heavily influenced by
existing developments.
• Sewerby Park would be a better Key Open Area along with
land west of Church Road up to the caravan park than
BRID20.

Policy ENV2 seeks to protect woodland and hedgerows. Para 8.24 states
how there is evidence of human landscape change and how it is important
that proposals ensure that important hedgerows and trees are retained.

Small insertions into the Key open areas have been made where the
impact is on the KOA is minimal.
The landscape setting for the edge of Hull is influenced by urban
development that has coalesced with the city particularly to the west at
Hessle, Kirk Ella Willerby, Anlaby and Cottingham. The countryside that
remains between these settlements plays a vital role in preventing
coalescence between the villages on the edge of Hull. Coalescence would
result in adverse change to the countryside setting of the settlements.
Many of the settlements in the East Riding are characterised by their rural
setting which allows residents and visitors to distinguish one settlement
from another. Coalescence between settlements would result in the loss
of their distinctiveness which would be detrimental to the character of the
settlement overall. In addition amalgamation between settlements would
affect amenity for residents. Therefore policyENV2 seeks to maintain
separation between settlements.
Noted
Small insertions into the Key open areas have been made where the
impact is on the KOA is minimal.
The detailed settlement edge landscape assessments have been updated,
this includes identify important open areas, landscape sensitivities and
capacity to take new development.
Coalescence would result in adverse change to the countryside setting of
the settlements. Many of the settlements in the East Riding are
characterised by their rural setting which allows residents and visitors to
distinguish one settlement from another. Coalescence between
settlements would result in the loss of their distinctiveness which would
be detrimental to the character of the settlement overall. In addition
amalgamation between settlements would affect amenity for residents.
Therefore policyENV2 seeks to maintain separation between settlements.

General

Objects to Brid/Sewerby Key Open Area - open gap should cover
area between the railway line and the Sewerby Grange Hotel (and not
include BRID21).

General

The Lower Derwent Valley area incorporates the section of the River
Derwent Corridor area between Kexby to the north and Wressle to
the south and the area eastwards on the Pocklington Canal and Beck
corridor towards Pocklington. The Lower Derwent Valley area is
important for the traditionally farmed flood plain meadow landscape
of the river and canal corridors which support the internationally and
nationally important habitat and species of the designated Natura
2000 sites.
•

General

•
•
•

General
General

The lower Derwent Valley area can be identified on the
maps within the ERYC River Corridors Landscape
Character Type Assessments part 3b, 3c and part 4a
(Appendices 1 and 2).

The identification of the Yorkshire Wolds Area of highest value
within the Yorkshire Wolds Important Landscape Areas lack any
form of evidence.
The highest value area was not shown or discussed in the 2010
Local Plan consultations.
There is no justification for the Highest quality YW landscape
area.

• The boundary should extend up the Pocklington Canal corridor
to beyond Melbourne as this is an integral part of the Lower
Derwent landscape floodplain meadows and International Sites
Any development at the edge of Swanland that is visible from open
countryside must be screened by trees to maintain the character of the
village.

The evidence supporting the identification of Key Open Areas has been
updated. The Landscape Character Assessment Settlement Update 2013
has considered changes to the landscape since 2005 taking into account
recently constructed development, along with changes to assessment
methodology since the previous study was completed.
Comment noted

The feedback from the 2010 consultation made it clear that ER's
approach the identifying landscapes was too broad brush and missed a
variety of important landscape types associated with the East Riding.
The 2005 Landscape Character Assessment sought those areas towards
the West of the Yorkshire Wolds to be of highest quality.

Comment noted - The Important Landscape area now includes
Pocklington Canal
Policy ENV1 Part B 8 requires development to incorporate hard and soft
landscaping and boundary treatment of an appropriate scale and size, to
enhance the setting of buildings, public setting and views within
landscapes.

Ferriby Action
Group
DS/1038

1.
2.
3.
4.

Flamborough
PC
DS/1209

General
Humber
Archaeology
Partnership
DS/1478
ER/KH LAF
DS/1087
Welton Parish
Council
DS/471
Ryedale
District
Council
DS/1564

•
•

Residents do not agree that the Plan is robust enough in
protecting the A63/M62 corridor from warehousing and
distribution.
There appears to be no consideration of the pollution, traffic
or crime/social impact on the development proposed for the
A63/M62 corridor.
The wide open views from the Swanland/Ferriby Wold top
across to Lincolnshire are important and not recognised by
the plan.
The ERYC Draft Strategic Plan fails to give equal
significance to both sides of the A63 corridor in terms of
landscape
Flambourough Heritage Coast is not given enough
protection in the plan.
No mention is made of the Flamborough Management Plan

The Strategy Document and Policy ENV2 are effectively relying on a
very out of date landscape character assessment at this moment in
time, given that the most recent one was published in 2005
Supporting Comments

•

•

(1-3) The landscape character assessment recognises the landscapes
identified by North Ferriby action group and Policy ENV2 part B
seeks to respect and enhance landscape character described in the
ER LCA.
(4) The Yorkshire Wolds ILA outlines the Yorkshire Wold and its
escarpment, the southern side of the A63 is not considered to fall
within this character type. The boundaries of the important
landscape areas were reviewed in August 2013.

The Heritage Coast designation was not shown on the policy maps in
error and has now been amended.
Paragraph 8.30 of the strategy states how the Flamborough coastline is
recognised as being among the most beautiful undeveloped coastlines in
England which is managed to conserve, protect and enhance its natural
beauty, marine flora and fauna, and heritage assets.
Comment noted
Comment noted

Supporting Comments

Comment noted

Support the protection of the Wolds

Comment noted

Specifically, in relation to your strategy document, we welcome:
• Recognition of the Yorkshire Wolds as an Important Landscape
Area ensures consistency with the Ryedale Plan which identifies
the Wolds as an Area of High Landscape Value

Comment noted

Comments of relevance for landscape policy made to Bev and Central sub area policy
Comment Ref Comment
General
• Object to Key Open Area between Hull and MHS, and Cott and
AWK - unjustified/not positively prepared/inconsistent with
methodology for drawing DLs (rounding off).
• Policy should state "Development will be permitted in areas of designated
Open Space where the benefits of doing so will significantly and demonstrably
outweigh any adverse effects"

•
General

General
General

General
DS/873
DS/863
(Cottingham
PC)

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

A1.C2 duplicates ENV2 - should be deleted or amended (in line
with their proposed amendment to introduce greater flexibility).
HES16 erroneously shown in the KOA on the proposals map
(comment also made to allocation)
General support for part A.
Object in principle to the boundaries of the Key Open Areas undermine growth strategy for the area.
Should also protect views from higher ground and views of and
from the rolling tops of the Yorkshire Wolds.
Support for C2 and C3.
Recognise pressure for employment development between Saltend
and Hedon - should take place on vacant sites or on strip of land
east of Staithes Road, not on former BP sports field/north of rail
trail.
Strongly support C2

Officer Comment
The landscape setting for the edge of Hull is influenced by urban
development that has coalesced with the city particularly to the west at
Hessle, Kirk Ella Willerby, Anlaby and Cottingham. The countryside that
remains between these settlements plays a vital role in preventing
coalescence between the villages on the edge of Hull. Coalescence would
result in adverse change to the countryside setting of the settlements.
Many of the settlements in the East Riding are characterised by their rural
setting which allows residents and visitors to distinguish one settlement
from another. Coalescence between settlements would result in the loss
of their distinctiveness which would be detrimental to the character of the
settlement overall. In addition amalgamation between settlements would
affect amenity for residents. Therefore policyENV2 seeks to maintain
separation between settlements.
C2 adds detail to ENV2 rather than duplicating it.

Comments noted
Comments noted - Policy ENV1 Part B considers this.

Noted

Noted

•
DS/863
(North Ferriby
PC)
DS/713
DS/715
DS/716
(English
Heritage)

•
•
•
•

DS/170 (Hull
CC)

C2/3 (coalescence) are inconsistent with B2i (Melton) - strongly
support C3, and open areas between Hessle and N Ferriby, and
North Ferriby and Melton should be recognised as a Key Open
Area in C2.
Support C2 bullets 2, 4 and 5
Support C3 bullets 1, 2 and 6
Support C8
Concerned over the rationale for the key open areas and do not
accept there is a need for their specific designation.

Comments noted

None - though unclear why the other bullets in C2 and 3 aren't supported
(check letter).
The landscape setting for the edge of Hull is influenced by urban
development that has coalesced with the city particularly to the west at
Hessle, Kirk Ella Willerby, Anlaby and Cottingham. The countryside that
remains between these settlements plays a vital role in preventing
coalescence between the villages on the edge of Hull. Coalescence would
result in adverse change to the countryside setting of the settlements.
Many of the settlements in the East Riding are characterised by their rural
setting which allows residents and visitors to distinguish one settlement
from another. Coalescence between settlements would result in the loss
of their distinctiveness which would be detrimental to the character of the
settlement overall. In addition amalgamation between settlements would
affect amenity for residents. Therefore policyENV2 seeks to maintain
separation between settlements.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: ENV3
Total number of responses logged against table: 1
Total number of responses logged against supporting text: 2
Total number of responses logged against policy: 15

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

DS/452,
The Para 8.37 – Supports recognition of natural features as Ancient trees have been added as an example of non designated assets in Table
Woodland Trust
heritage assets.
8.
Ancient and veteran trees – are sometimes located outside of
historic parks and gardens and should be referenced.
DS/898
Swanland Proposals should be sympathetic to conservation areas The policy requires proposals to conserve assets, including within conservation
Parish Council
particularly the pond
areas.
General

Conservation areas should not preclude development – Appropriate development will be supported within conservation areas.
specific reference to MID2 which could be developed without
detrimental impact.

General

Goole Civic Society want to produce local list for Goole

General

Table should include recognition of the significance of Historically important common land has been added as an example of a nonBeverley's four commons for the character of the Town and designated asset in table 8.
for its history. English Heritage recognises their rarity value;
so should the LPA in the Strategy.
Policy is mostly sound.

The Policy does not prevent production of local lists.

Comment Ref(s)
General

Summary of comments

Definition of non designated asset is not specific enough to Examples of not designated assets have been included in table 8 to address this
aid the development management process
point.

DS/433
No comment
HA
DS/847
Support policy
Cottingham
civic
society
DS/569
Welton
Parish Council
General
Unnecessary policy – repeats NPPF
General

Officer Response

None
Support noted

The policy adds local distinctiveness to the NPPF.

Policy does not provide support for development that better Part C of the policy supports proposals that would better reveal the
reveals significance of heritage assets – required by NPPF
significance of an asset.
The policy could take a more positive approach to securing
the enhancement of heritage assets through development,
which would be in line with the policy thrust of the National
Planning Policy
Change suggested refereeing to ‘net enhancement of
significance’

General

Assets should not be identified on a site by site basis. An Comment noted. However, all known assets are listed on the Historic Sites
officer could identify almost anything as an asset, potentially and Monuments Record. New assets are likely to be identified though the
leading to delays. This is already a problem with Archaeology. planning process. The Policy identifies the key features that contribute to the
historic environment in the East Riding. These should be considered by
The Local Plan should make a firm commitment to the Officers when determining the significance of any potential asset.
preparation of guidance, for both officers and applicants, as
to what may be treated as an undesignated heritage asset.

General

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires Comment Noted, part C has been amended to reflect the comment.
that local planning authorities should approve an application

Comment Ref(s)

General

DS/1479Humber
Archaeology
Partnership
DS/698 DS/699
English Heritage

Summary of comments

Officer Response

for renewable and low carbon energy development “if its
impacts are (or can be made) acceptable” (paragraph 98).
NPPF requires harm to be considered and treated differently
depending on if it is substantial or less than substantial
(PARA 133-4). Suggested wording included.
“Where a proposal would result in substantial harm to the significance of
a heritage asset planning permission will only be granted for exceptional
reasons. Where less than substantial harm to the significance of a heritage
asset would result, the harm will be weighed against the public benefits of
the proposal.”
NPPF required harm to be considered differently depending Comment noted. Part C has been amended to reflect the balance of harm and
on whether or not it is substantial. The NPPF does not mitigation.
require harm to be mitigated before the balancing exercise.
Suggested wording included.
Support subject to…
Amendments have been made to the policy and supporting text to reflect
Policy should include reference to archaeology. NPPF do not these comments, though the exact suggested wording has not been used.
mention archaeology therefore there is a policy vacuum once Further discussions with HAP and English Heritage have taken place.
local plans are replaced. Suggested wording included in
response.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: ENV4
Total number of responses logged against policy: 19
Total number of responses logged against supporting text: 14

Comment Ref(s)

General

General

DS/1305 (RSPB)

Summary of comments
This title of this section of the document and policy should be
'conserving and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity' to more
accurately reflect the contents of the NPPF.
Reference NPPF para.125 which requires planning policies and
decisions to limit the impact of light pollution by encouraging good
design. With reference to a proposal for conversion of farm
buildings to holiday lets adjacent a European and National
designated site, the use of black out blinds/shutters to limit impact
of artificial light on intrinsically dark landscapes and nature
conservation should be referenced.
Support expressed for the recognition that: the extent and variety of
biodiversity is declining, the Biodiversity Action Plan, the mapping of
Biodiversity Priority Areas, the reference to the LNPs/NIAs and the
hierarchy of biodiversity designations.
Request a reference to RSPB's Humberhead Levels Futurescapes
Area.

DS/1305 (RSPB)

DS/1371 (Environment
Agency)
General
DS/1331(Carstairs
Countryside Trust)

The effect of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and subsequent
WFD Regulations on the planning process is not stressed enough
(para. 8.47).
A number of SSSI sites exist within the East Riding section of the
Lower Derwent Valley. These should be listed within table 8.
Built development must incorporate swift bricks to prevent the
upgrading of roofs robbing birds of nesting places.

Officer Response
Comment noted. The title of the section and policy have been amended to reflect this
comment.
Comments noted. The supporting text to Policy ENV6 (Environmental Hazards)
considers the need to ensure lighting levels are appropriate to the need, lights are
aimed where required, and do not result in unacceptable light pollution or nuisance
through light spillage. Policy ENV1 (design) has been amended to encourage, where
possible, nature conservation and biodiversity enhancement into development.

Support noted and welcomed.

Comment noted. Part D of the policy has been amended and now states that
proposals should further the aims of landscape scale biodiversity initiatives. The
RSPB's 'Humberhead Levels Futurescapes Project' is provided as an example of such
an initiative within the supporting text to the policy.
Comment noted. The supporting text to the policy has been amended to reflect this
comment.
Comment noted. Table 9 has been amended to reflect this comment.
Commented noted. Policy ENV1 (design) has been amended to encourage, where
possible, nature conservation and biodiversity enhancement into development. The
supporting text to Policy ENV4 (Biodiversity) has been amended to recognise that
biodiversity enhancements can be achieved through design, and examples of possible

1

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
enhancements are provided.

General

Policy ENV4 is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) in relation to renewable energy development. Paragraph 98
of the NPPF requires that local planning authorities should approve
an application for renewable and low carbon energy development
“if its impacts are (or can be made) acceptable” (paragraph 98). In
order to address this, the supporting text to Policy ENV4 should
recognise the different test required for renewable and low carbon
energy development through inclusion of the following wording: “In
the case of proposals for renewable and low carbon energy
development, and in accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework, applications will be approved if any identified impacts
on biodiversity and geodiversity are (or can be made) acceptable.” If
necessary, this wording should be referenced within the policy,
perhaps through use of an asterisk within element C, to ensure that
it is given full weight in development management decisions.

The council believes the Local Plan is consistent with national policy. Policy EC5
(energy) supports renewable energy development where significant adverse impacts,
including impacts on biodiversity and nature, are avoided. The supporting text to this
policy states that adverse impacts can often be avoided through mitigation. Planning
applications will be considered against the Local Plan as a whole and the NPPF.

DS/79 (Leven Parish
Council)

Reference Leven Canal as a SSSI in the Summary Document.

Comment noted. Table 9 has been amended to reflect this comment.

DS/69 (Swanland
Wildlife)

There is no mention of the Biodiversity Action Plan. A golden
opportunity has been missed to honour statutory BAP requirements
(and other related legislation).

The ERYBAP is referenced accordingly throughout the Local Plan Strategy Document
including within Policy ENV4 (biodiversity).

DS/69 (Swanland
Wildlife)

The 'Environmental Considerations' contained within the LDF are
weak and will have the effect of pushing existing wildlife into
enclaves, leading to pressure on food supplies, shelter, security and
without opportunity for species to expand or to travel freely.

Environmental considerations are taken seriously throughout the Local Plan. A
number of planning policies have regard to the protection of the environment.

General

The importance of small scale biodiversity safeguards and
enhancements and specific examples should be highlighted within
the supporting text.

Comment noted. The supporting text to the policy has been amended to recognise
that biodiversity enhancements can be achieved through design. Examples of possible
enhancements are provided within the text. Policy ENV1 (design) has been amended
to encourage, where possible, nature conservation and biodiversity enhancement.

DS/453 (Woodland
Trust)

Support for recognition of the need to protect habitat networks to
enable wildlife to move in response to climate change. Support for
the statement that ancient woodland is an irreplaceable habitat and

Support noted and welcomed.
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

therefore it is not possible to mitigate any proposals which result in
ancient woodland loss.

DS/453 (Woodland
Trust)

DS/731(Yorkshire
Wildlife)

We would like to see your plan give ancient woodland absolute
protection, as we do not believe that any economic gain can justify
the loss of such an irreplaceable habitat.

Include appropriate buffers around LWS and to produce long term
management plans for LWS included as Doncaster have done.

Make reference to the Lower Derwent Valley Plan (LDVP) in the
supporting text.
General

DS/1329 (Carstairs
Countryside Trust)

The Carstairs Countryside Trust support the production of a LDVP.
Natural England has already written to York CC explaining that LPAs
need to demonstrate co-operation with other LPAs over the
safeguarding of the Derwent, without which it will object to the
plan. It is suggested that East Riding Council might also adopt the
same words as Selby have: 'The LDV affects several local authority

Comment noted. Planning applications will be considered against the Local Plan as a
whole and the NPPF (para. 118 offers protection for ancient woodland). The majority
of areas of ancient woodland are designated sites and would therefore be protected
under the provisions of Policy ENV4. The ERYBAP Woodland HAP (2011) aims to
manage areas of semi-natural ancient woodland not covered by statutory
designations.
The supporting text to Policy ENV4 has been amended to acknowledge the
importance of ancient woodland for wildlife, history and contribution to the
landscape. The supporting text to Policy ENV5 (Green Infrastructure) also references
the HEYwoods (Hull and East Yorkshire Woodland Initiative) Strategy, which aims to
significantly increase the amount of woodland cover across the area, in recognition
that existing coverage is considerably below that of the national average (2.6% as
opposed to 8.4%).
Comment noted. Planning applications will be considered against the Local Plan as a
whole and the NPPF. Part C of Policy ENV4 protects Local Wildlife Sites from
development which would result in their loss or significant harm. The supporting text
to Policy ENV4 has been amended to reflect that development proposals will be
considered under the statutory context afforded to them including consideration of
potential impacts from developments some distance away, which is based on the
nature of the proposed development and potential pathways for impact.
The Local Plan makes reference to the preparation of a Lower Derwent Valley Plan as
a way to enable the full value of both the designated land and the adjacent
functionally connected land to be recognised and provide the basis for a cross
boundary approach to the conservation of this area. Natural England are leading on
the facilitation of the Plan going forward, ensuring a consistent approach to the Lower
Derwent across the relevant neighbouring Local Planning Authorities.
Comment noted. The Local Plan makes reference to the preparation of a Lower
Derwent Valley Plan as a way to enable the full value of both the designated land and
the adjacent functionally connected land to be recognised and provide the basis for a
cross boundary approach to the conservation of this area. Natural England are leading
on the facilitation of the Plan going forward, ensuring a consistent approach to the
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments
areas and the Council recognises the need for co-operation with
adjoining local authorities and organisations in order to safeguard its
special landscape of great agricultural, historic, cultural,
environmental and landscape value'. Suggest the policies of EN4
continue to apply until the adoption of the LDV Plan.

General

DS/1463 (Natural
England)

DS/729 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

DS/1463 (Natural
England)
DS/729 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Paragraph 8.55 highlights Habitat Regulations and assessments.
Perhaps mention also ought to be made that surveys and
assessment of impacts may also be required for proposals likely to
have a significant effect on SSSI or other priority habitats and
protected or priority (BAP) species. Perhaps mention also ought to
be made of national legislation/statutory obligations: Circular
6/2005: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (referenced in the
NPPF); Natural Environment and Rural communities Act Sections 40
and 41, 2006; Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.
The Humberhead Levels NIA is identified within the policy and so
should be identified within Figure 12. Figure 12 should be referred
to in the policy. The NIA and Biodiversity Priority Areas on the
Policies Map.

Identify the NIA as an important Biodiversity Priority Area on figure
12. Biodiversity Priority Areas should be shown on the Policies Map
to achieve the aims of the policy and to ensure compliance with
para.114 of the NPPF. This requires local authorities to plan
positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and
management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure.
Support for identification of Pocklington Canal as a strategic priority
area.
The Outer Humber should be included as a Biodiversity Priority Area
(figure 12). There are already a number of important biodiversity
sites within this area. The plan should highlight the need to link
these areas to create a robust corridor in line with NPPF Para 117.

Officer Response
Lower Derwent across the relevant neighbouring Local Planning Authorities.
Policy ENV4 has specific provisions in place to deal with the protection of
international sites from the impacts of activity taking place in a corridor adjacent to
the River Derwent and the Pocklington Canal. The supporting text to Policy ENV4 has
been amended to reflect that development proposals will be considered under the
statutory context afforded to them including consideration of potential impacts from
developments some distance away, which is based on the nature of the proposed
development and potential pathways for impact.

Comments noted. Under Policy ENV4, development proposals will be considered
under the statutory context afforded to them. The policy has been restructured so
that the statutory provisions afforded to international, national and locally designated
sites are clearly set out. The Local Plan will be read in the context of relevant
legislation meaning there is no need to list all the relevant legislation against each
policy.

Comments noted. The Humberhead Levels NIA is now shown on figure 12, the
Beverley and Central sub area diagram and Goole and Humberhead Levels sub area
diagram. The policy references the Humberhead Levels NIA and the ERYBAP
accordingly. The NIA should have been shown on the Policies Map. This is a printing
error which will be rectified in due course.
Comments noted. The Humberhead Levels NIA is now shown on figure 12, the
Beverley and Central sub area diagram and Goole and Humberhead Levels sub area
diagram. The policy references the Humberhead Levels NIA and the ERYBAP
accordingly. The NIA should have been shown on the Policies Map. This is a printing
error which will be rectified in due course.
Support welcomed and noted.
Comment noted. Policy ENV4 now states that development proposals should consider
landscape scale biodiversity initiatives. The biodiversity priority areas themselves
were developed over a long period on a regional (Yorkshire wide) basis. This was done
by the then Yorkshire and Humber Biodiversity Partnership, which involved
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
consultation with a range of organisations. Yorkshire Wildlife Trust were part of this
process. The maps were then adopted by the council in the ERYBAP. At this stage it is
not possible to add a new priority area however the identification of the Outer
Humber as a priority area could be considered as part of a wider review process of
the ERYBAP.

General

Re-wording suggested to para.8.49 to provide more accurate
information on the aims of the NIA.
Support expressed for the inclusion of the aims of the NIA within
part B. The aims of the NIA must be incorporated into supporting
development plans for this policy to be effective. Allocations within
the NIA should contribute to the NIA aims.

DS/1464 (Natural
England )

Comment noted. The supporting text to Policy ENV4 has been amended accordingly
to reflect the suggestions made from comments DS/730 and DS/305.
Support noted and welcomed. The supporting text has been amended to provide
further information on the NIA and its aims. The Humberhead Levels NIA is now
shown on figure 12, the Beverley and Central sub area diagram and Goole and
Humberhead Levels sub area diagram. The Allocations Document sets the principal for
development across the East Riding. At a detailed planning application stage,
applicants will be required to satisfy the policy requirements set out in the Local Plan,
including Policy ENV4 which supports development contributing positively to the aims
of the NIA. The NIA should have been shown on the Policies Map. This is a printing
error which will be rectified in due course.

Support expressed for the intention to optimise opportunities to
enhance biodiversity and further the aims of the Humberhead Levels
NIA.

Support noted and welcomed.

Would like to see more information regarding the Biodiversity
Priority Areas included within the allocations document. The
Biodiversity Priority Areas should be highlighted within the site
specific proposals to allow sites close to/within these areas to be
identified.

Comment noted. The Allocations Document sets the principal for development across
the East Riding. At a detailed planning application stage, applicants will be required to
satisfy the policy requirements set out in the Local Plan, including Policy ENV4 which
looks to support development which safeguards, enhances, creates and connects
habitat networks.

DS/731(Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

The Biodiversity Priority Areas should be included on the Policies
Map. The Biodiversity Priority Areas are strategic. Without further
guidance they may not be effective. Provide more information on
the habitat types associated with each of these areas .

Comment noted. The ERYBAP forms an important part of the evidence base for Policy
ENV4 and should be read alongside the policy. The ERYBAP provides further
information on priority habitats and species and how these can be enhanced by
development proposals. Specific actions and targets for habitats and species are
included within separate Habitat Action Plans (HAPs) and Species Action Plans (SAPs).

General, DS/94
(National Farmers
Union)

Part B suggests NIAs will become part of the Local Plan. Requires
clarification in relation to the aims of the NIA and how these will be

Support noted and welcomed. The supporting text has been amended to provide
further information on the NIA and its aims. The Humberhead Levels NIA is now

DS/1306 (RSPB)

DS/731 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments
taken into consideration.

DS/1464 (Natural
England)

DS/1372 (Environment
Agency)

Support expressed for the intentions of part B. Criteria 1 and 2
should be more explicit and should seek to:
i. Safeguard, enhance and create habitats
ii. Achieve a net gain in biodiversity (not just enhance)
iii. Create a coherent ecological network that is resilient to current
and future pressures.
The current draft is somewhat confusing and doesn’t clearly convey
the expectation on developers. Para. 8.51 provides the clearest
message: “In all circumstances, new developments are expected to
contribute to safeguarding and enhancing biodiversity”.
Part B of the policy should be rewritten as:
B. To optimise opportunities to enhance biodiversity and
geodiversity, in all circumstances, new developments should provide
a net gain in biodiversity, and where possible, geodiversity.
Proposals should:

Officer Response
shown on figure 12, the Beverley and Central sub area diagram and Goole and
Humberhead Levels sub area diagram. The Allocations Document sets the principal for
development across the East Riding. At a detailed planning application stage,
applicants will be required to satisfy the policy requirements set out in the Local Plan,
including Policy ENV4 which supports development contributing positively to the aims
of the NIA. The NIA should have been shown on the Policies Map. This is a printing
error which will be rectified in due course.

Support and comments noted. Part D of Policy ENV4 has been amended to reflect
these comments.

Comments noted. Part D of Policy ENV4 has been amended to reflect these
comments, including the need for development proposals to seek to achieve net gains
where possible, as set out in the NPPF.

1. Conserve, restore, enhance or recreate biodiversity and geological
interests in line with priorities outlined in the ERYBAP, and where
relevant, the aims of the NIA
2. Enhance habitat networks in order to:
i. Protect, strengthen and reduce fragmentation of habitats;
ii.Conserve and increase populations of species; and
iii. Promote and enhance green infrastructure.

DS/1306 (RSPB)

The supporting text should explicitly highlight the need to:
- provide a net gain in biodiversity, in-line in the NPPF (para. 9 and
109);
- create a coherent ecological network that is resilient to current and
future pressures, in-line with the England Biodiversity Strategy and

Comments noted. Part D of Policy ENV4 has been amended to reflect these
comments, including the need for development proposals to seek to achieve net gains
where possible, as set out in the NPPF.
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

the NPPF (para. 109, 114 and 117);
- support the ‘better-bigger-more-joined’ approach advocated in the
Lawton Review, the Natural Environment White Paper and the
England Biodiversity Strategy.

DS/731(Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Part B should make it clearer that proposals which result in the net
loss of biodiversity will be turned down in line with the NPPF
(Paragraph 118). The need to provide net gain should also be
emphasised (NPPF paragraph 9 and 109).

In order to demonstrate compliance with the NPPF (paras. 9 and
109), Policy ENV1 should explicitly promote the enhancement of
biodiversity and the delivery of a net-gain in biodiversity as a key
element of high quality design.
DS/1303 (RSPB)

Section A of Policy ENV1 should include an additional criterion:
- 'Provide a net-gain in biodiversity by enhancing or creating priority
habitat and providing features to support priority species.'
Section B of Policy ENV1 should include additional criteria:
- 'Protecting and enhancing existing features of nature conservation
interest both designated and non-designated.'
- 'Having regard for opportunities to help create a coherent and
resilient ecological network.'
Part A of ENV1 should include a need to provide net gains for
wildlife in line with the NPPF (paragraph 109).

DS/728 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

DS/1464 (Natural
England)

Recommend an additional point is added to part B to say: ‘ ensuring
that the biodiversity value of the site is maintained, and wherever
possible enhanced, through the management, restoration and
recreation of priority habitats which link to the wider habitat
network '.
Separate part A to distinguish between international and national
designations. State that developments likely to have an adverse
effect on international sites will not normally be permitted.

Comments noted. Under Policy ENV4, development proposals will be considered
under the statutory context afforded to them. The policy is consistent with national
policy and has been restructured so that the statutory provisions afforded to
international, national and locally designated sites are clearly set out. Part D of Policy
ENV4 has been amended to reflect the need for development proposals to seek to
achieve net gains where possible, as set out in the NPPF.
Comments noted. Part D of Policy ENV4 now includes the need for development
proposals to seek to achieve net gains where possible and refers to the creation of
coherent ecological networks in order to safeguard, enhance, create and connect
habitat networks. as set out in the NPPF. The supporting text to Policy ENV4 has been
amended to recognise that biodiversity enhancements can be achieved through
design, and examples of possible enhancements are provided.
Policy ENV1 (design) has been amended to strengthen links with Policy ENV4. Policy
ENV1 now encourages, where possible, nature conservation and biodiversity
enhancement into development. The supporting text to Policy ENV1 acknowledges
that every development is an opportunity for good deign to safeguarding biodiversity
and geodiversity and respond to habitat and species need.

Comment noted. Policy ENV1 (design) has been amended to strengthen links with
Policy ENV4. Policy ENV1 now encourages, where possible, nature conservation and
biodiversity enhancement into development. The supporting text to Policy ENV1
acknowledges that every development is an opportunity for good deign to
safeguarding biodiversity and geodiversity and respond to habitat and species need.

Comments noted. Under Policy ENV4, development proposals will be considered
under the statutory context afforded to them. The policy has been restructured so
that the statutory provisions afforded to international, national and locally designated
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

State that developments affecting a SSSI (alone or in combination)
will not normally be permitted, except where the benefits of the
development clearly outweigh both the impact on the site and any
broader impacts on the wider SSSI network. This would ensure the
policy complies with para.117 of the NPPF which promotes the
identification and mapping of a hierarchy of designated sites.

DS/1306 (RSPB)

DS/1372 (Environment
Agency)

DS/1306 (RSPB)

Part C should reflect the avoidance hierarchy as set out in the NPPF.
As currently worded it implies mitigation and compensation are
equally acceptable. Whereas if harm cannot be avoided it should be
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for.
In line with para.14, 118 and 119 of the NPPF the policy should make
reference to the fact that development likely to adversely effect an
international site should not normally be permitted.

Support expressed for para.8.51 which expects new developments
to contribute to safeguarding and enhancing biodiversity and
geodiversity. Moving this requirement from the supporting text in
8.51 to the policy itself creates an aspirational target and will give
developers greater clarity about the Council’s objectives. This
approach has been taken recently in neighbouring authority areas
(Ryedale). The Council should set a clear and ambitious target to
enhance biodiversity through the plan period.
Support for the intentions of section B of the policy. Re-word
suggested: 'safeguard and enhance and create habitat networks'.
Support for the aspirations of Section C.
Suggest the policy should be expanded to include priority habitats
lying outside Local Sites.

DS/1306 (RSPB)

Officer Response
sites are clearly set out. The policy and accompanying supporting text have been
amended to ensure it is clear compensatory measures should be considered as a last
resort.

Comment noted. Under Policy ENV4, development proposals will be considered under
the statutory context afforded to them. In the case of internationally designated sites,
the supporting text to the policy sets out that any development that cannot
demonstrate it would not adversely affect the integrity of such a suite will be refused.
This approach is compliant with national policy.

Support noted and welcomed. Part D of Policy ENV4 now includes the need for
development proposals to seek to achieve net gains where possible.

Support noted and welcomed. Part D of Policy ENV4 has been amended to reflect that
development proposals would be supported where they safeguard, enhance, create
and connect habitat networks.
Part C of the Policy ENV4 outlines the statutory protection afforded to designated
Local Sites. In practice, most of the priority habitats will be designated as Local Sites.
The supporting text to the policy has been amended to reflect that proposals that
would have an adverse impact upon a Candidate Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) should
treat the site as a designated LWS.
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Objection to the last sentence of part C. Suggest the following
sentence is deleted: 'development will be refused if loss or
significant harm cannot be prevented, adequately mitigated against
or compensated for'.

Comment noted. This part of the policy has been retained to ensure consistency with
national planning policy.

DS/899 (Swanland Parish
Council)

General support expressed for the policy.

Support welcomed.

DS/848 (Cottingham
Civic Society)

General support expressed for the policy. Suggestion made that the
requirement for all development to safeguard and enhance
biodiversity should be inserted directly into the policy.

Support welcomed. Part D of Policy ENV4 now includes the need for development
proposals to seek to achieve net gains where possible.

DS/731(Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

The creation of habitat networks should be included within part B 2ii
as stated in the NPPF (paragraph 114).

Noted. Part D of Policy ENV4 has been amended to reflect this comment.

DS/731(Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Part 2 of the policy should also include connecting important habitat
areas.

Noted. Part D of Policy ENV4 has been amended to reflect this comment.

DS/731(Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Part C should include protection for sites which meet the criteria of
a Local Wildlife Site but have not been designated to take into
account sites which have not yet been identified or may meet the
criteria within the plan period.

Comment noted. The supporting text to the policy has been amended to reflect that
proposals that would have an adverse impact upon a Candidate Local Wildlife Sites
(LWS) should treat the site as a designated LWS.

DS/434
(Highways Agency)

No comment.

Comment noted.

DS/346
(Highways Agency)

Support expressed for part C which sets out the approach to Local
Sites.

Support noted and welcomed.

DS/293 (National
Farmers Union)

Part A appears to simply state the Council's statutory function suggest this is deleted.

This part of the policy is included to ensure consistency with national policy.

DS/293 (National
Farmers Union)

Part C does not reflect the advice in NPPF paragraph 113 (policies
for local sites should reflect their local status). The current policy
appears to give local sites the same level of protection as
international sites.

Comments noted. The policy has been restructured so that the statutory provisions
afforded to international, national and locally designated sites are clearly set out in
each part of the policy and is it clear that development proposals will be considered
under the statutory context afforded to them.

General

I feel it is important to highlight that ‘presumption in favour of

Planning applications will be considered against the Local Plan as a whole and the
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

sustainable development’ does not apply to policies relating to sites
protected under the Birds or Habitats Directives (paragraph 119)
and/or designated SSSI (paragraph 14). This exception is also
relevant to other policies within the ‘A High Quality Environment’
section. (‘Presumption in favour of sustainable development’ seems
to be often incorrectly interpreted as a totally over-riding
strategy/policy for every development proposal).

NPPF. The NPPF makes clear that the presumption in favour of sustainable
development does not apply where development requiring appropriate assessment
under the Birds or Habitats Directives is being considered, planned or determined.

DS/731 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Part A should also include a statement to say that proposals which
are likely to have a significant impact upon these sites should not
normally be permitted in line with the Habitats Regs and the NPPF.

Comments noted. The policy has been restructured so that the statutory provisions
afforded to international, national and locally designated sites are clearly set out in
each part of the policy and is it clear that development proposals will be considered
under the statutory context afforded to them. In the case of internationally
designated sites, the supporting text to the policy sets out that any development that
cannot demonstrate it would not adversely affect the integrity of such an
international will be refused. This approach is compliant with national policy.

DS/1465 (Natural
England)

Re-wording suggested - para.8.56. 'The mitigation/compensation
and monitoring plan should be built into planning conditions the
application
and
delivered
through
conditions.
The
mitigation/monitoring plan should be built into planning conditions
and agreed by all parties prior to the commencement of the
development. It should be agreed by all parties and where required
it must be delivered and functioning prior to commencement of the
development'.

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

DS/1307 (RSPB)
DS/732 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

The requirement to deliver functional mitigation/compensation
habitat prior to the commencement of development must be
included.

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

DS/732 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

The supporting text should highlight the need to identify how the
maintenance will be funded.

Comment noted. The supporting text makes reference to the need to deliver
monitoring procedures through planning conditions.

DS/1462 (Natural
England)

ENV2 should go further than refer to individual landscape features
such as hedgerows or water features. These features are only part of
a larger habitat/ecosystem. The ERYBAP Strategy highlights the
habitats which give the East Riding its sense of place. These
landscape scale habitats would not be covered by a policy which

These comments are of more relevance to the Policy ENV2 (Landscape) and so have
been logged and considered against this policy.
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Comment Ref(s)

DS/1304 (RSPB)

DS/1302 (RSPB)

DS/1461 (Natural
England)

DS/1301 (RSPB)

Summary of comments
focuses on individual features, nor are all specifically covered by part
B1 to 4. ENV2 should include a specific overarching requirement for
developments to protect habitats at a landscape scale. This reflects
the approach of linking habitats to landscape, as set out in Natural
England’s National Character Areas.
No direct reference is made to the contribution that priority habitats
make towards providing a high quality landscape. This link is made
much more explicit in Natural England’s National Character Areas
(NCAs) and in the ERYBAP Strategy. ENV2 should include additional
criteria, with the supporting text providing more background
information: - 'Protect and enhance priority habitats at a landscape
scale.'
Other sources of guidance that would be worthwhile referencing:
- Planning for a Healthy Environment – Good Practice Guidance for
Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity Published by the Town and
Country Planning Association and The Wildlife Trusts, July 2012
- UK-GBC Biodiversity Task Group (2009) Biodiversity and the Built
Environment.
London:
UK
Green
Building
Council.
- Natural England (2010) ‘Nature Nearby’: Accessible Natural
Greenspace
Guidance.
Sheffield:
Natural
England.
- Play England (2009) Design for Play: A Guide to Creating Successful
Play Spaces. London: Play England
Policy ENV1 should reflect para.118 of the NPPF by seeking
opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around
developments. This policy would score higher against SA objective
15 (biodiversity protection and enhancement) if biodiversity
protection and enhancement was promoted in policy ENV1. An
explicit policy criterion which seeks to enhance biodiversity within
policy ENV1 should also be considered.
Support expressed for the statement that good design can help to
"encourage...biodiversity - including...responding to habitat and
species need."

Officer Response

These comments are of more relevance to the Policy ENV2 (Landscape) and so have
been logged and considered against this policy.

Comment noted. The Local Plan makes references to these documents where
relevant. No reference to Nature Nearby has been made due to the fact that in
practice the distance thresholds set out are ambitious and in many locations within
East Riding are unachievable.

Comment noted. Policy ENV1 (design) has been amended to strengthen links with
Policy ENV4. Policy ENV1 now encourages, where possible, nature conservation and
biodiversity enhancement into development. The supporting text to Policy ENV1
acknowledges that every development is an opportunity for good deign to
safeguarding biodiversity and geodiversity and respond to habitat and species need

Support noted and welcomed.
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Proposed Major Changes - Consultation Comments

Total number of responses logged against site in Proposed Major Changes Document: 1
Comment Ref(s)
Summary of comments
Officer Response
PMC/369 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

The present consultation does not address the comments made by
Joanne Dearing of the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust on the previous
consultation on 16th April 2013. Our comments are still relevant and
the Trust is particularly concerned that allocations should not impact
on designated sites or opportunity areas for connecting up areas of
biodiversity. The Yorkshire Wildlife Trust would be happy to discuss
the issues which were raised with the local authority.

Comment noted. All sites have been measured against the Site Assessment
Methodology to ensure a consistent and transparent basis for comparing potential
development sites. A range of environmental, social and economic factors were
considered as part of the assessment of sites including significant adverse effects on
international or national sites of biodiversity or geological value. Any sites that
would cause a significant adverse effect on an international or national designation
are dismissed at Stage 1 of the site assessment process. The site assessment also
considers whether development would affect a site of biodiversity or geological
value or legally protected species. At the more planning application stage,
applicants will have to demonstrate they have satisfied the requirements set out in
the Local Plan as a whole, including policy ENV4.
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Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: ENV5
Total number of responses logged against policy: 15
Total number of responses logged against supporting text: 14

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Pocklington Canal is identified as part of the regional River Derwent GI
corridor in the supporting text (para.8.60) but shown as a local corridor
in figure 13.

Comment noted. Figure 13 has been amended accordingly to show
Pocklington Canal as a regional corridor.

DS/1373 (Environment
Agency)

Reference that GI corridors would help achieve River Basin
Management Plan mitigation measures, which in turn would help meet
the aspirations of the Water Framework Directive.

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

DS/1308 (RSPB)

Reference the following recent guidance in para. 8.61: Natural England
(2010) ‘Nature Nearby’: Accessible Natural Greenspace Guidance.
Sheffield: Natural England, Play England (2009) Design for Play: A Guide
to Creating Successful Play Spaces.

Comment noted. The Local Plan makes references to these documents where
relevant. No reference to Nature Nearby has been made due to the fact that
in practice the distance thresholds set out are ambitious and in many
locations within East Riding are unachievable.

DS/649 (Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust)

Make reference to the Wildlife Trusts/TCPA Good Practice Guidance for
GI and Biodiversity.

Comment noted. There is now a reference to this document in the
supporting text to ENV1 (design).

DS/1099 (Joint Local Access
Forum)

There is a need to consider access to green spaces within large
developments alongside the need to maintain access to the countryside
without impacting negatively on it.

Comment noted. Part A of Policy ENV5 has been amended to encourage links
between green infrastructure features on and off-site. The supporting text to
Policy ENV5 states that Design and Access statements should consider
opportunities to enhance, add to, and/or link GI features on or near a site.

The identity theft of North Ferriby would be achieved by removing the
green space around it. How is the ERYC ensuring its protection now?

Comment noted. There are a number of policy designations relevant to the
open space and landscape in and around North Ferriby (designations include
open space, key open areas and important landscape area). Planning
applications will be considered against these policies and the Local Plan as a
whole.

DS/1070 (Save Our Ferriby
Action Group)
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

DS/900 (Swanland Parish
Council)

New developments should reflect the need to provide a succession of
trees for future generations as well as being incorporated into new
developments.

Comment noted. Policy ENV5 (Green Infrastructure) is supportive of
proposals which incorporate existing and or new green infrastructure
features (including individual trees and woodland/ areas of tree planting)
within their design. Policy ENV2 (landscape) ensures important trees are
retained unless their removal can be justified in the wider public interest. The
supporting text to Policy ENV2 recognises that new tree planting, particularly
in association with development proposals, may also have the advantage of
helping to integrate new development with landscape character.

DS/435 (Highways Agency)

No comment.

Comment noted.

DS/454(Woodland Trust)

We welcome the inclusion of trees and woodland as a key component
of a well planned and integrated network of green infrastructure. We
would like to see tree planting and woodland creation included in all
areas of new development, particularly new housing areas, so that as
many people as possible gain the benefits of having trees and woods
close to where they live. 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).

Comment noted. Policy ENV5 (Green Infrastructure) is supportive of
proposals which incorporate existing and or new green infrastructure
features (including individual trees and woodland/ areas of tree planting)
within their design. The supporting text to Policy ENV5 has been amended to
reference the benefits tree planting and woodland creation can have for the
environment.

DS/1090 (Joint Local Access
Forum)

Re-word para. 8.63. Proposed wording: 'Appropriate measures will vary
depending on the type of green infrastructure feature(s) and function(s)
involved. For example, it may not be appropriate to improve public
access or recreational opportunities in certain cases where the green
infrastructure feature is a nature conservation green infrastructure
feature is a nature conservation site requiring sensitive management')
site. For example, many new developments will offer the potential to
improve public access and recreational opportunities, although in
certain cases it may not be appropriate to do so (eg. where the green

Comment noted. The supporting text to Policy ENV5 has been amended to
reflect this comment.
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

infrastructure feature is a nature conservation site requiring sensitive
management).

DS/1091 (Joint Local Access
Forum)

Re-word para.8.65. Proposed wording: 'There is also a Public Rights of
Way Improvement Plan Rights of Way Improvement Plan for the East
Riding of Yorkshire'. Provide more information on the Rights of Way
Improvement Plan - para.8.65.

DS/455 (Woodland Trust)

Support for inclusion of a reference to the HEYwoods Strategy and the
need to increase woodland cover in the East Riding.

Comment noted. The supporting text to Policy ENV5 has been amended to
reflect this comment.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comment noted. Woodlands are included in the natural and semi natural
green space typology as set out in the open space review and are therefore
considered under the context of Policy C3 (Open Space). Text has been added
to the glossary to provide a definition of natural and semi natural green
space.

DS/455 (Woodland Trust)

The Council should set targets for creation of new woodland.

The Woodland Trust recommendations are not considered appropriate for
the county due to the geographical nature of the East Riding and in particular
the distance of urban settlements in relation to woodland. The Council will
apply Natural England's minimum quantitative standard of two hectares of
green space per 1000 head of population and Natural England’s one hectare
of statutory local nature reserve per 1000 people.

General

Please reference the Waterway Strategy 2012-20 in the list of strategies
aiming to improve green infrastructure in the East Riding.

Comment noted. The supporting text to Policy ENV5 has been amended to
reflect this comment.

General, DS/1092
(Joint Local Access Forum)

Suggest the following organisations should be listed in para.8.66. 'A
number of sections within the Council (e.g. Conservation and
Landscape, Sustainable Development, Economic Development, Culture
and Leisure) and external organisations/bodies (e.g. governmental and
non-governmental agencies and community-related organisations, such
as the Hull and East Yorkshire Local Nature Partnership, East Riding of
Yorkshire and Kingston upon Hull Joint Local Access Forum. East Riding
and North Yorkshire Waterways Partnership, HEYwoods and the East
Riding of Yorkshire Rural Partnership) will be included in the delivery of

Comment noted. The supporting text to the policy has been amended to
reflect this comment.
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

The area of Long Plantation (North Ferriby) should be identified in the
plan as a vital element of local green infrastructure, and protected from
adverse development.

Comment noted. The area of long plantation is now provided as an example
of a green infrastructure feature within table 10 (Policy ENV5). It is also
identified as an open space on the Policies Map and protected accordingly
under the provisions of Policy C3 (Open Space).

green infrastructure'.

DS/860 (Save Our Ferriby
Action Group)

DS/733 (Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust)

DS/1088 (Joint Local Access
Forum)

The GI corridors should be shown on the proposals maps to allow sites
close to/within GI corridors to be identified more easily. This policy
should highlight some opportunities and priorities within the GI
corridors. The maps are strategic and without further guidance, may not
be effective. Long term management of GI features should be secured.

The Yorkshire Wolds Way National Trail and other recreational access
routes including historic green lanes are not included on figure 13.

Comment noted. The green infrastructure corridors as they are currently
defined are indicative and strategic and as such their role is to highlight
where consideration of green infrastructure issues should be heightened
rather than inform site-specific schemes.
The Hull and East Yorkshire Local Nature Partnership (LNP) are preparing a
shared green infrastructure strategy for the area. This will set a framework
for Green Infrastructure Planning by setting out the ways in which the needs
and functionalities of Green Infrastructure can be addressed.
Comment noted. The work undertaken with Natural England to map the
area's green infrastructure corridors did not result in the Yorkshire Wolds
Way National Trail being mapped as a green infrastructure corridor. The
Yorkshire Wolds Way National Trail is listed in table 10 as a green
infrastructure feature.
Policy S8 (Connecting People and Places) protects existing public footpath
networks and facilities, including Public Rights of Way, particularly within and
linking to the Major Haltemprice Settlements, Principal Towns, and Towns.

DS/1374 (Environment
Agency)

General support expressed for policy.

Support noted and welcomed.

DS/1374 (Environment
Agency)

We are supportive of the Council’s stance on GI provision. We feel that
changing the wording of point 2 from “Capitalises on” to “Maximises”
would place greater emphasis on the need to seek all opportunities to
enhance GI through any development scheme.

Support noted.

DS/733 (Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust)

It should be highlighted that GI measures could be provided on or off site.

Comment noted. Part A of Policy ENV5 has been amended to encourage links
between green infrastructure features on and off-site. The supporting text to
Policy ENV5 states that Design and Access statements should consider
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
opportunities to enhance, add to, and/or link GI features on or near a site

DS/702 (English Heritage)

General support expressed for the safeguarding of GI.

Support noted and welcomed.

DS/524
(North
Lincolnshire Council)

It is not clear what arrangements are in place to deliver specific
strategic policies e.g. Policy ENV5. Relevant authorities need to take a
consistent approach when planning for strategic issues such as GI.
North East Lincolnshire Council welcome the opportunity to discuss
cross boundary issues.

Comment noted. The council has a duty to co-operate on planning issues
that cross neighbouring areas. The ways in which the council has worked
collaboratively with neighbouring councils will be set out in a Local Plan
background paper.

General

Commons are recognised as GI features, however the policy does not
provide for their protection.

Comment noted. Common land is identified and protected through Policy C3
(Open Space).

DS/1089 (Joint Local Access
Forum)

Re-word reference in table 9. Proposed wording: 'Public rights of way
and cycle ways (including the Yorkshire Wolds Way National Trail,
Transpennine Trail and other recreational routes of local/regional
importance)'

Comment noted. Table 10 has been amended to reflect this comment.

DS/650 (Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust)

Re-word reference in table 9 to include nature tourism assets. Proposed
wording: 'Tourism assets (e.g Humber Bridge County Park and Danes
Dyke, Spurn Point, North Cave Wetlands and Flambrough Head)'

Comment noted. Table 10 has been amended to reflect this comment.

DS/454 (Woodland Trust)

General support expressed for inclusion of trees and woodlands as GI
features.

Support noted and welcomed.

DS/634 (Canal and River
Trust)

General support expressed for the policy including support for the
recognition of inland waterways as GI features.

East

DS/1465 (Natural England)

DS/1480 (Humber
Archaeology Partnership)

Natural England broadly supports policy ENV5. NIA’s should be
identified in Table 9 so that they are incorporated into Policy ENV5, and
consequently the wider ecological GI network, including international,
national and locally protected sites. This would comply with the NPPF
and Environment White Paper’s ambition to create an integrated
network of habitats, within the NIA and outside.
We support this Policy which should help to safeguard the Green
Infrastructure of the East Riding. Several elements of the Green

Support noted and welcomed.

Support noted and welcomed. Policy ENV5 (Green Infrastructure) recognises
the multiple functions of Green Infrastructure, for example, habitat creation
and encourages developers to consider Policy ENV5 alongside ENV4
(Biodiversity).
Support noted and welcomed.
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Infrastructure of the plan area are either designated heritage assets in
their own right, or contribute to the setting of the East Riding's historic
buildings and structures. The protection and appropriate management
of this resource will help to safeguard many elements which contribute
to the special character of the area.

6

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: ENV6
Total number of responses logged against policy: 22
Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 14
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General
Cottingham
Parish Council
& General
EA
DS/1375

EA
DS/1376
SPZs
EA
DS/1351
General
General

Support

Support noted

Para 8.68 needs to refer to Flood Risk Regulations. The Regulations
require
ERYC should work with Hull City Council to produce maps of the
area of strategic flood risk around the Hull and Haltemprice area and
to then produce a Management Plan on how the risk will be
managed in the future. All of this work will feed into the Local Flood
Risk Management Plan which will form the evidence base for the
SFRA.
Para 6.69 needs to refer to new funding regime.
Long term security of flood defences around the Humber are
uncertain, due to climate change.

Reference to the regulations has been inserted. The Council is preparing a
flood risk management plan. Relevant sources of information on flood risk
have been considered. Further discussions have been held with the EA since
the consultation.

Support approach to avoiding housing development in SPZ1.
Precautionary approach will remove risk
Support approach in Strategy Document but the Allocations
methodology is more rigid and all development in SPZs is ruled out.
The need to look to less sequentially preferable sites in order to
accommodate the housing requirement for Cottingham is

Support noted.

Funding for infrastructure is covered by other polices in the Plan and CIL.

Support to the Strategy Document noted. Allocations have been determined
considering a range of sustainability matters, including SPZs.
The Strategy Document does not accept that less sequentially preferable sites
will be accepted for development in Cottingham. Policy A1 requires that

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
acknowledged by the Draft Strategy. It is the inconsistent approach
to the assessment of the suitability of these sites in accommodating
development in the Allocations Document to which we object.

Officer Response
development on Allocations in Cottingham can only come forward once the
Cottingham and Orchard park Flood Alleviation Scheme is completed or if it
is demonstrated that solutions to the surface water flood risk issue can be
implemented alongside the development.
Text amended to reflect comment.

General
Flood risk

Para 8.74 Major Aquifers are now referred to as principal aquifers

General

Support sequential test
Part B: needs to recognise that development in flood risk areas may
also be needed e.g. for the enhancement of 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.
Policy ENV6 Part B: The Sequential Test section should refer to
the guidance contained the Council’s guidance note. Plans to turn it
into an SPD should be made clear.
Policy ENV6 Part C: The following should be added to this
sentence: ‘and to upper floors’, as this is an important technique for
the sequential approach, already adopted in Goole.
ENV6 Part D: Is it reasonable in all respects to say that no
development shall ever culvert a watercourse?

Support to sequential test noted. Sequential and exceptions test will be
applied to development in line with national guidance.

Policy ENV6 Flood Risk Section Part D, New Point 5: The
following should be added to this section to reflect the challenges of
the new Flood & Coastal Resilience Partnership Funding regime –
‘Where new development will benefit either directly or indirectly
from existing flood risk management infrastructure (e.g. flood
defences), they may be expected to contribute to the costs of
maintaining and improving that infrastructure. Where new defences
are needed to protect new development, developers will be expected

Costs towards flood risk infrastructure may come through CIL. Further
discussions have been entered into with the Environment Agency around
flood defences.

EA
DS/1378
EA
DS/1378
General
EA
DS/1378

It is intended that the Council’s guidance note will be replaced by SPD once
the Strategy Document. Additional text has been inserted to refer to a furute
SPD.
Comment noted. Policy amended to reflect comment.
Comment noted, amendment made to reflect comment.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Policy does not differentiate between major flood risks (e.g. 1 in 100
years policies driven by Environment Agency) and localised flood
risks relating to localised infrastructure. Most local flood impacts are
linked to management of local infrastructure.
Would like reference to how management of local infrastructure will
have implications for rural development and farming at the highly
local scale.
The overall content in terms of flood risk management
is commendable including SUDS
Would like recognition that water courses drain large parts of the
East Riding development with additional surface water discharge
increases the risk of flooding.
The cumulative impact of householder development should be
considered.
Concern about capacity of watercourses causes flood risk,
particularly in Tickton Swine and Ganstead Dunnington Wawne
Brandsburton Wilberfoss Routh Bilton Skipsea Meaux Arram & Aike
Gransmoor - would like mention in sub area section or delivery
section. Would be supportive of the specific nature of content in
regard to Leven, Beverley and Barmston Drain.
Policies refer to maintaining access to water courses in general
terms. It is suggested that the 9m benchmark be established. This is
set in Bylaws.
Referring to specific watercourses e.g. ‘........such as Barmston Drain'
could be inappropriate and could undermine watercourses of lesser
strategic importance.
Development should only be permitted where the rate of surface
water discharge is either maintained at current levels or reduced
especially in terms of ‘brownfield' sites, including householder
applications.
Cumulative impact householder development is underestimated it is

National planning policy sets out that the EA flood maps are the starting
point for considering flood risk. The Policy and supporting text also requires
consideration to be given to the SFRA, which sets out local flood risks.

to meet the full cost.’
Rural
Partnership
DS/799

IDB
DS/1126

Support noted. Additional supporting text on drainage of the East Riding
inserted. Policy applies to householder development though householder
development does not need to apply the sequential test. This is set out
nationally. Sub Area Policies refer to drainage catchments. Amendment has
been made to supporting text to refer to setting development back from
watercourses. The example of particular watercourses is an example. It
should not undermine less strategically important watercourses. The policy
included a section requiring surface water to be managed. Council can only
comment on AGNOTS in relation to visual amenity, not in relation to flood
risk. Other aspects of the comment may be considered by SPD.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

a significant cause of additional discharge and potential flooding
within the district.
The policies should make clear that it is the responsibility of the
applicant to determine where surface water discharges are made and
the destination of such discharges leaving the site.
Where development is approved in areas where the flood risk
management issues consideration should be given to the removal of
permitted development rights or, the infrastructure be specified to
take due account of continued subsequent development.
Draw attention to AGNOT applications (for prior approval of
agricultural buildings) and the problems of surface water discharges.
Currently these are largely unregulated in the sense of surface water
drainage and yet can drain into some of the more critical
watercourses undermining policy. Addressing this would be
welcomed.

General

Viewed as whole and subject to the points the Boards have raised,
the overall content of the consultation document is wholly
appropriate and capable of providing a solid policy framework on
which consultees and applicants can address development and make
balanced representations on a solution based approach. Any erosion
of the proposed content in respect of flood risk management would
be to the detriment of the strategic impact of the document as a
whole
Dispute the need to allocate sites in flood zone 3 e.g. in Goole, as
other sites are available e.g. land at Beverley Road, Hessle (Site
HES15) that is currently being rejected.

Coastal change
National Grid
DS/1404

Would like to see greater support for such Carbon capture and
storage developments. Potential for infrastructure to support
provision of low carbon technologies should be allowed within the

The Council has considered the risk of flooding when identifying the scale of
development and allocations in Goole. For wider sustainability reasons
development should take place in Goole. A L2 SFRA has been prepared to
support development in the town.
Amendment made to identify infrastructure to enable renewable/low carbon
energy development in the N sea.
Amendments made to ensure policy and supporting text are aligned.

Comment
Ref(s)

EA
DS/1378

General
General

General

EA
DS/1351
Supporting text
General

Summary of comments
CCMA and added to table 10.
There is disparity between the policy and supporting text.
Supporting text is much more restrictive
Policy ENV6 Coastal Change Section Part E, Point 3: A new
bullet should be added reading – ‘Development is provided with
suitable infrastructure such as foul drainage infrastructure (preferably
mains)’. This should ensure that the water environment, particularly
bathing waters, are protected from inadequate foul drainage facilities
Part F: need to allow for existing coastal defences to be maintained
and enhanced to protect existing development even where this isn’t
consistent with the SMP
E2 roll back; relocation of buildings within or immediately adjoining
coastal operators' landholdings should be allowed e.g. using open
space within existing sites, where this is necessary due to coastal
erosion. Suggested additional text
Table 10/E3: The policy should enable potential to roll back even
if the inland site may be part of a CCMA. This type of roll back
could 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 (and the CCMA). Approach should be applicable
from the 25 yr timeframe.
Support approach to housing distribution
We are undertaking Modelling in various places
SFRA – allocations and support for Use of SFRA2 in Goole
Para 8.76 Support recognition of the importance of minimising light
pollution and spillage. It is therefore suggested that the Strategy
should take a more strongly focussed and worded approach.
Wording suggested "all developments will be required to ensure that lighting
levels are appropriate to the need, lights aimed where required, are appropriate to

Officer Response

Does this belong in the coastal change section?

The policy supports the SMP approach. Supporting defences elsewhere
would have unacceptable impacts.
Roll back is supported by the policy. Supporting text has been amended to
reflect comment.
The policy supports rollback within the CCMA subject to meeting the
requirements of part F.

Support noted

Comment noted. Supporting text amended to reflect comments, though exact
wording not used.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

the circumstances and do not result in light pollution or nuisance though light
spillage. Developers will be expected to ensure that lighting installations are fully
shrouded."
Paragraph 8.79: The sentence reading ‘Housing proposals will be
considered against the supply position within the relevant sub-area’
should be deleted. Current guidance note applies test over the East
Riding. Supply position would be a material planning consideration.
The test asks whether there are any ‘reasonably available’, lower risk
alternatives not if there are “sufficient”
Para 8.87: it could be mentioned that ‘making space for water’ could
be achieved by utilising existing features within East Riding villages,
for example increasing the capacity of village ponds which would
achieve greater flood water storage and increase amenity and ecology
aspects
Para 8.81: allowing a smaller reduction of run off rates on small
PDL will achieving an overall total 30% reduction more challenging,
therefore prefer this sentence to be removed and the stance to
remain at a 30% reduction as a minimum

It is intended that the flood risk guidance note be replaced by SPD. The SPD
will apply the approach in the Strategy Document.

EA
DS/1381

Para 8.82: We welcome and strongly support the regional SUDs
approach detailed within this paragraph

Support noted.

Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust
DS/651
ERYC
DS/309

Para 8.82 SuDs features should also be designed to maximise their
biodiversity value. Plus link to WWT and RSPB guidance

Comment noted. Additional guidance on SUDS could be included in SPD.

Para 8.91: Wording change: The 'Civil Engineering Team' should be
changed to the 'Flood & Coastal Erosion Risk Management Team' to
make it consistent with the rest of the Plan

Comment noted and amended.

ERYC
DS/311

Para 8.92: Wording change: The words 'dismantling existing sea
defences' should be removed from the sentence. It is very unlikely

Comment noted. Text amended to reflect comment.

EA
DS/1379

EA
DS/1382

EA
DS/1380

This would be too detailed to include in the Strategy Document. It could
potentially be considered through the SPD.

Comment noted. Having sought advice from the Council’s Flood Risk
Management Team the sentence has been clarified. Though in some cases
reducing run off by 30% on small sites may be technically unfeasible.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

that a defence would be 'dismantled' purely due to the relocation /
rollback of a caravan or holiday park.
EA
DS/1382

Para 8.97: Our Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practice
document (GP3) was updated and issued in November 2012.

Reference updated.

EA
DS/1384
EA
DS/1385

Para8.98: Suggestions for change in list based on new publication.

Comment noted. Text amended to reflect comment.

Para 8.99: Reference should be made of relevant guidance such as
the Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination
and our Guiding Principles for Land Contamination
Supporting text should include reference to riparian responsibilities
and proactively managing flood risk. This will raise awareness to
landowners that they are responsible for the maintenance of a
watercourse which runs through their land, and in doing this
effectively they can help reduce the impacts of flooding.
Goole falls within Flood Zone 3. As such, regard has been had to
Policy ENV6. A detailed Flood Risk Assessment has been
submitted in support of the current application. A detailed
Sequential Evaluation has also been submitted considering the
alternative sites available within Goole. The Sequential Evaluation
confirms that there are no sequentially preferable sites located
within Goole which would meet the needs of the site search
criteria for this application development.

Comment noted. Text amended to reflect comment.

Policy ENV6 addresses flood risk, and makes references to the
Sequential Test with preference given to reasonably available sites
that are in the lower risk/hazard zones and that, where necessary,
development must also satisfy the Exception Test.

Comment noted

Development at Allamain Barracks will meet the criteria set out for

Comments noted

EA
DS/1378

General

General

Comment noted. Text amended to reflect comment.

Comment noted.

Site Specific
General

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

new development within the policy.
General

Consideration of how sequential test has been carried out for MW2
and MW3r. Sites that were allocated in the last local plan but have
not come forward in MW may not be deliverable

Comments noted

EA
DS/1378

Allocations should take into account the Humber Flood Risk
Management Strategy which is being updated.

Comment noted. Only finalised documents can be considered.

IDB
DS/1126

Chapter 2 of Strategy Document recommend that flooding or flood
risk management is incorporated within this section as a key
challenge.

Comment noted. The policy sets out how flood risk and other hazards will eb
managed.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: C1: Providing infrastructure and facilities
Total number of responses logged against policy: 17
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General and
DS/1386
(Environment
Agency)

Para 9.4: Given the recent changes in flood defence funding we
feel that flood defence should be mentioned in this paragraph
along with other examples of infrastructure, to highlight the need
for developer contributions.
General support but developer contributions must not undermine
viability.

General

General and
DS/95
(National
Farmers
Union)

DS437
(Highways
Agency)

Request that a subject to development viability clause is inserted
in to the policy to prevent expected developer contributions from
rendering some developments unviable.
Various consultees reserve the right to comment on a draft CIL
schedule and supporting evidence, when released.

Officer Response
Flood defence infrastructure is mentioned within the relevant paragraph.

The policy now includes the phrase ‘subject to economic viability’ where it
seeks contributions from new development. This is clarified in relation to
CIL and Section 106 agreements in the supporting text.

This will be confirmed via work on a preliminary draft CIL charging
schedule. The Council is required to consult on any proposals to introduce
CIL and will do so once draft proposals have been formulated.

Would appreciate further details about the how CIL will work and
how agricultural work is to be considered.

Supportive of the approach to take developer contributions to pay
for infrastructure supporting new development. In order to
achieve this it will be necessary to undertake a cumulative impact
assessment of all developments within the Allocations Document

The Council is committed to ongoing work with the Highways Agency to
assess the impact of planned Local Plan developments on its Strategic
Road Network. The necessary improvements to the network as a result of
this assessment are planned for as part of the Local Plan.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

to identify necessary improvements to transport infrastructure.

General

It is requested that additional policy support be given to
development required to cross-fund infrastructure in the interests
of maintaining and improving local services and the vibrancy of
local communities, particularly where this is comprehensively
planned for as part of a Neighbourhood Development Plan.

DS/1387
Policy C1, Part C: A new bullet should be added stating ‘Maintain
(Environment
existing infrastructure’
Agency)

The policy already supports the provision of developer contributions to
meet the need for infrastructure and facilities required to facilitate new
development. General pooling of developer contributions can be made via
CIL. There is also the prospect of a portion of CIL funds to be passed down
to Parish Councils to spend on a Parish’s infrastructure priorities provided
it facilitates new development. There are however limitations to the use of
planning obligations set out in legislation which mean that cross funding of
infrastructure unrelated to the development via an obligation would be
unlawful as a reason for granting planning permission.
Maintenance of infrastructure is covered by reference to ‘improved’
infrastructure within the policy.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy C2
Total number of responses logged against policy: 7
Comment
Ref
Theatres
Trust
DS/512

Comment

Suggested Response

A definition of 'community facility' is required

General

General support - policy support exists at the local level to ensure that
the needs of rural communities
We support the intentions of this policy, particularly parts C and D,
which emphasise the need to avoid the loss of community facilities
and to involve local communities in the relevant decisions.

Reference is made to the Community right to buy
which identifies a community facility to be a facility
which furthers the community's social well being or
social interests.
Comment noted

North
Ferriby
Parish
DS/861
Highways
Agency
DS/438
General

Comment noted

General support

Comment noted

The Policy is supported in principle, although Part B suggests that
new services and facilities must be ‘well integrated within that
development'. It is not clear as to whether this is effective. Such
development may be well linked and related to a development, but
also linked to a wider context.

Comment noted

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: C3
Total number of responses logged against policy: 14
Total number of responses logged against supporting text: 35

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

(9.25)
General

1) 1st sentence: Insert 'safe and secure' after 'Planning for…'
2) Remove the comma after "…open space, sport and recreation'
3) 2nd sentence - Capitalise 'open' at the start of the sentence

Noted. Amendments have been made where appropriate to the
text.

(9.26)

General

1) 1st sentence: Remove comma after 'recreation'
2) 1st sentence: Remove comma after 'wellbeing of communities'
3) 2nd sentence: Do not capitalise 'Local Green Space'
4) 4th sentence: Remove extra space after 'designation would'
5) 4th sentence: After 'certain criteria, for example' insert 'that'
6) 4th sentence: Change 'Holds particular...' to 'Hold particular' to agree with 'they'
7) 4th sentence: Change '...is not an extensive...' to 'are not an extensive...' to agree
with 'they'
8) 5th sentence: Do not capitalise 'Local Green Spaces' and insert 'areas' after
'Green Belt'
Section C

Noted. Amendments have been made where appropriate to the
text.

1) 1st sentence: There is an extra space in between 'Existing open space' and 'is
identified on the…'
General

2) 2nd sentence: Insert a comma after '…shortfalls in provision'

Noted. Amendments have been made where appropriate to the
text.

Section C sub-section 1: Revise to read: 'Assessments of existing provision against
local standards demonstrate the land is surplus to requirements for all the function
open space can perform; or
Section C sub-section 3: Replace 'recreational' with 'recreation'
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Formatting: When the table is printed in black and white, the borders and grid lines
are not visible, which makes the information difficult to read.

To ensure consistency in presentation this formatting is used across
all Local Plan documents.

General

1) 1st sentence: Should the table reference be 11?
2) 2nd sentence: The Open Space Review should be dated 2012.
3) 2nd sentence: This sentence includes only five types of open space. All 9 types of
open space (identified in table 11) should be listed.

Comments noted. Amendments have been made where
appropriate. Paragraph 9.25 only lists the open space typologies
currently in deficit whereas table 12 list all open space typologies
with a standard.

General

1) 2nd sentence: Insert a space after 'Where development is proposed on an
existing open space.

Noted. Amendments have been made where appropriate to the
text.

General

Make reference to the fact that open space should accord with 'Secure by Design'
guidelines in recognition of the fact that local authorities have a duty to consider
crime and disorder implications in their decision making.

Comment noted. The supporting text to Policy C3 (Open Space) has
been amended to refer to Policy ENV1 (design) and the principals set
out in Secure by Design. Policy ENV1 also makes reference to Secure
by Design, encouraging developments to have regard to features
that minimise crime and perception of crime.

General

Make reference to waterways in the list of spaces providing amenity and/or
recreation value to the public.

Comment noted. Waterways are not included within the Open
Space Review and so are not listed.

General

'Local Green Space' should not be capitalised.

Policy C3 is consistent with national policy (the National Planning
Policy Framework capitalises the term 'Local Green Space').

DS/456 (The Woodland
Trust)

Support for recognition that green infrastructure including trees and woodland
provide benefits for health and wellbeing.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Refer to most recently adopted version of Open Space Review.

Noted. Amendments have been made where appropriate to the
text.

DS/1388 (Environment
Agency)

Support for the links with ENV5.

Support noted and welcomed.

DS/1262 (Beverley
Town Council)

Clarification sought as to whether any land has been set aside for cemeteries or
allotments.

Comment noted. The supporting text has been amended to clarify
that, where practicable, the council has allocated land as open space
to address shortfalls and provide much needed community facilities.
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

The following should be permanently protected from development :
General

•
•
•
•

Beverley's commons
Swinemoor
Figham/Lund
Westwood/Hurn

Officer Response
Commend noted. Common land was included in the review of Open
Space where it provided free open space with recreation or well
being benefits. Policy C3 Part C seeks to protect existing open spaces
and includes a consideration as to whether the loss of the open
space would have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the
amenity or character of the area.
Common land has an extra level of protection in that is protected by
statute (The Commons Act of 2006). Planning applications for works
on common land will have to take account of effects on public
interests, including landscape, biodiversity access and the historic
environment.

DS/569 (Walkington
Parish Council)

Communities should be able to work out their own open space needs and should
have a say in terms of how outside contributions are made.

Comment noted. A Supplementary Planning Document will provide
clarity in terms of how open space requirements can be calculated
and the spending of open space contributions.

DS/439 (Highways
Agency)

No comment.

Comment noted.

General

Support for identification of existing open space.

Support noted.

DS/703 (English
Heritage)

Support for the protection of existing open spaces.

Support noted.

General

The access standard in the Playing Pitch Strategy is 20 minutes walking time. The
term 'travel time' is ambiguous and could be misinterpreted as travel time by car.

Comment noted. The supporting text to Policy C3 has been
amended to reflect this comment.
Comment noted. Amendments have been made where appropriate
to the text.

General

Second bullet point (para.9.29) should read: 'Quality standards use a set quality
matrix, based on a standard criteria relating to physical characteristics, value of the
space and benefits to the wider environment. Quality standards are expressed in
percentages: the higher the percentage, the better the quality. The Council aims to
achieve quality scores of 71% more (or the Upper Quartile). All open space quality
assessments, except for Outdoor Sports Facilities / Playing Pitches, use data from
the Open Space Review. The quality of outdoor Sports Facilities / Playing Pitches is
assessed using Sport England's Pitch Quality Assessment method'

General

Revise first sentence of 9.31 to read: 'For those open space categories that do not
have an accessibility standard, the Open Space Review's relevant parish report will

Comment noted. Amendments have been made where appropriate
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Comment Ref(s)

General

General

General

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

be used to determine whether there is a surplus/deficit as this report indicates the
level of provision within the parish's boundary.' Second sentence: replace 'ward'
with 'parish'

to the text.

Para. 9.32 appears to contradict para.9.34 which says the SPD will provide guidance
as to whether public open space will be on or off-site.

Comment noted. A Supplementary Planning Document will set out
the circumstances whereby provision may be acceptable off-site.
The supporting text to the policy has been amended to provide
further clarity with regards to this point.

Re-word para.9.32: 'Proposals that may trigger a requirement for open space are
those that increase the East Riding's population (i.e. residential development)
and/or result in people living in locations where existing provision does not meet
the quantity, quality and/or accessibility standards.
Delete the following sentence (para.9.32): 'The current surplus and deficits in
various types of open space across the East Riding mean that in most cases only
provision for children and young people, and outdoor sports facilities will be
required.'

Add the following sentence (para.9.34): 'Consideration will also be given to the need
to enhance existing provision in the area as well as the need for further open space
within the development site.'

General, DS/624
(Market Weighton
Town Council)

This Cemetery on Holme Road is almost at capacity and MWTC have for some
considerable amount of time being trying to obtain Yorkshire Water land in order to
extend the current cemetery (part of MW14) so far without success. I have been
asked to write to you to see if land earmarked for housing in MW14 can now be
allocated as cemetery land. It is further understood that MW15 was originally
designated as a Country Park area but as it is believed this is not going ahead then
perhaps this land could be re-designated allocated cemetery land instead of housing
provided of course access can be sorted. As you can appreciate this matter is now
becoming urgent and Councillors would like to hear from you as soon as possible
with regards to this matter.

DS/1388 (Environment

The policy should support and encourage open space to be designed and located so

Comment noted. Amendments have been made where appropriate
to the text.

Comment noted. This sentence has been retained as it only seeks to
give the reader a general idea of the types of open space likely to be
in shortfall. In any case, open space will always be required, where
shortfalls in provision are created against any of the three standards
of provision across any open space typology.
Comment noted. Open space will be required on-site where
practicable. A Supplementary Planning Document will set out the
circumstances whereby provision may be acceptable off-site, e.g. if
there is a shortfall in a type of open space that cannot practically be
delivered on-site, e.g. woodland.
Comment noted. In the absence of any over-arching regulation on
burial practice and whilst public law places a duty on the Church to
provide burials in open churchyards, there is no statutory
requirement on the Council or any public or private organisation to
provide places for internment.

Comment noted. The supporting text to Policy C3 has been
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Comment Ref(s)
Agency)

Summary of comments
that it performs multiple functions.

Officer Response
amended to reflect this comment.
Comment noted. Woodlands are included in the natural and semi
natural green space typology as set out in the open space review
and are therefore considered under the context of Policy C3 (Open
Space). Text has been added to the glossary to provide a definition
of natural and semi natural green space.

DS/457 (Woodland
Trust)

The Woodland Trust's Access to Woodland Standard should be included as an open
space standard.

General

We do not in principle object to providing open space on-site as is noted at point B
of Policy C3. However, to ensure flexibility is provided on a site by site basis, we
would recommend deletion of open space ‘should’ be provided on-site. There is no
evidence which the Council has produced to justify this. We recommend that the
following sentence should be re-worded at point B of Policy C3: 'Where practicable,
open space be provided on-site…'

Comment noted. A Supplementary Planning Document will set out
the circumstances whereby provision may be acceptable off-site e.g.
if there is a shortfall in a type of open space that cannot practically
be delivered on-site, e.g. woodland.

General

Reference should be made in part B to providing open space through off-site
contributions where it is not practicable to provide open space on-site.

Comment noted. A Supplementary Planning Document will set out
the circumstances whereby provision may be acceptable off-site.

General

Re-word part C (subsection 2) of the policy: 'Replacement open space to a like for
like the same standard or better (in terms of quantity, quality and accessibility) is
provided'.

Comment noted. The wording of part D of Policy C3 (Open Space)
has been amended to ensure consistency with national policy.
Paragraph 74 of the National Planning Policy Framework uses the
terminology 'equivalent standard or better'.

Re-word part C (subsection 4) of the policy: 'the loss of open space would not have
an unacceptable detrimental impact does not have any impact on the amenity or
character of the area'.

The wording of Policy C3 (Open Space) has not been amended as it
consistent with national policy. Paragraph 74 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) does not have regard to
amenity/character considerations. Applicants would never be able
to demonstrate there is no impact whatsoever on amenity or
character of the area.

General

The Woodland Trust recommendations are not considered
appropriate for the county due to the geographical nature of the
East Riding and in particular the distance of urban settlements in
relation to woodland. The council will apply Natural England's
minimum quantitative standard of two hectares of green space per
1000 head of population and Natural England’s one hectare of
statutory local nature reserve per 1000 people.
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Comment Ref(s)

General

General

General

General

DS/862 (North Ferriby
Parish Council)

General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Re-word part D of the policy: '...will be identified in the Allocations Document and
protected from development that would result in its loss or harm degradation'.

The word 'harm' is considered to be more appropriate in the context
of the policy.

The policy relies on an SPD being available to provide the guidance. If it is only
guidance how can there be any certainty open space will be provided and who
makes the decision on whether it be on site or off. SPD is not part of the
development plan and therefore this could undermine the policy requirement of
POS.
This policy could be interpreted as applying to a proposal for a single dwelling. That
would increase the number of persons in the area and so increase, albeit marginally,
the demand for open space. This is the approach taken by Hull City Council.
The policy could also apply to cases of an existing building being changed to flats.
Would a 4 bedroom house being changed to 4 small flats increase the number of
people in an area and therefore increase the demand? What would happen in the
case of a single large dwelling in very large grounds, which could accommodate the
open space requirement by the provision of private open space?
Concern expressed by North Ferriby Parish Council. Consider there is an open space
deficit in their Parish but no allocations are being made.

[ East Cottingwith ] - Request that the areas identified as A and B on the attached
map be designated Open Space/Local Green Space. Area marked A was designated
an ‘Open Area to be retained’ within the previous Local Plan and is an old orchard
plus mature trees. Area marked B is an area of paddock. Half of the paddock lies
within the village development boundary whilst the other half lies outside the
development boundary within the proposed Important Landscape Area, proposed
Policy ENV2. The paddock is wholly within the conservation area.

Comment noted. A Supplementary Planning Document will set out
the circumstances whereby provision may be acceptable off-site.

Comment noted. A Supplementary Planning Document will set out
the threshold/trigger from which a planning application would be
assessed in order to determine the open space requirement.
Comment noted. A Supplementary Planning Document will set out
the threshold/trigger from which a planning application would be
assessed in order to determine the open space requirement.

Comment noted. Where practicable, the council has allocated land
as open space to address shortfalls and provide much needed
community facilities
Comments noted. To be included in the Open Space Review land
must be publicly accessible. The land marked A is not in public
ownership, there is a fenced access from the road and listed as
common land. There is no evidence to suggest the land is used by
the general public for recreation purposes and is land associated to
the Elm's Estate (Green Lane, YO42 4TT). Unless conclusive proof
and evidence this is publically accessible land, this open space
cannot be added to the Open Space Review. Common land is
protected by statute (The Commons Act of 2006). Planning
applications for works on common land will have to take account of
effects on public interests, including landscape, biodiversity access
and the historic environment.
Area B is land associated with the Sycamore Bungalow, Main Street.
This land is under private ownership and is not accessible to the
public for use as an open space.

General

[Willerby Hill] - DHL support the intention to identify planned and existing open

Comments noted. To be included in the Open Space Review land
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

space on the Policies Map. However, DHL note that their approved Golf Driving
Range adjacent to Willerby Hill Business Park has not been included as an allocation.
As such, we request that this site is allocated for open space, sport and recreation
within the Policies Map in accordance with this draft policy.

must be publicly accessible. The land in question is at present a
private field with no public access. Unless conclusive proof and
evidence this is publically accessible land, this open space cannot be
added to the open space review.

[Walkington] -Public Open Space in Walkington has historically been focussed on
the playing fields and the fixed play facilities there. There also exist the Red Yats
field and the Townend Pit site, which together provide a reasonably even spread of
informal play facilities.... As a separate, but related, issue, there is no mention in the
Plan of the playing fields attached to the Broadgate housing development. The
detachment of that substantial housing area from the main body of Walkington
village can leave the locality at risk from exploitation, and the Parish Council feels
that this facility, together with the Townend Pit and Red Yats areas in the main
village should be protected as vital open spaces in the Plan....

Comments noted. These spaces are now shown as existing open
space on the Local Plan policies map and are protected accordingly
under the provisions of Policy C3 (Open Space).

General

[East Cottingwith]We would like you to consider the following points about the
Open Areas to be retained in the village. The Pocklington-Western Parishes Plan of
1991 by EYBC included areas in front of Sycamore House and garden, The Elms and
Orchard, Southview and part of Swan Garth. You have not included them on your
plan is this just a printing error?

Comments noted. To be included in the Open Space Review land
must be publicly accessible. The land associated with the Sycamore
Bungalow, Main Street is under private ownership and is not
accessible to the public for use as an open space. There is no
evidence to suggest that the other land is in use by the general
public for recreation purposes. The land is in private ownership and
associated to dwellings named Waskerley Green lane East
Cotttingwith, YO42 4TT. Therefore, unless conclusion proof and
evidence that this is publically accessible land, this area of land
cannot be included in the Open Space Review.

DS/1540 (Flamborough
Parish Council)

[Flamborough] - With regard to the Open Spaces defined on the Policies Map, the
Village Green is not correctly identified. In addition to the main Village Green, there
are three small Greens, all of which are registered as Village Green and in the
ownership of the Parish Council - please see attached map. The small Greens should
be identified as Open Spaces.

Comments noted. These spaces are now shown as existing open
space on the Local Plan policies map and are protected accordingly
under the provisions of Policy C3 (Open Space).

DS/569 (Walkington
Parish Council)

General

[Anlaby, Willerby, Kirk Ella] - AWK10 is not ‘public open space'. It is brownfield
land developed as private allotments. Allotments could be moved to AWK4.

Comment noted. In most instances allotments are leased to their
users and a cost is associated to the plot they use for growing. The
majority of parish and indeed private allotments are leased out at a
cost and need to be included as an indication of the space available
to the community even if they do pay. The allotments near
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Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
Wolfreton Road and Wolfreton Villas are managed by the Anlaby
Allotment Association and are leased out to members. If the actual
holders that use the land actually own their own plots the
allotments are excluded and not shown as open space.

General

The Tranby Lane cemetery is within Anlaby not Kirk Ella this is a mistake in the
Open Space Review.

The cemetery is within the Kirk Ella parish boundary on the border
of Anlaby parish boundary.

General

There is a shortage of play space and allotments some sites should be retained a
open space. People have cultural needs, which are addressable within a Plan, but
aren’t.

Comment noted. Where practicable, the council has allocated land
as open space to address shortfalls and provide much needed
community facilities
Comments noted. To be included in the Open Space Review land
must be publicly accessible.

General

[East Cottingwith] - Request for the area designated in the Pocklington and
Western Parishes plan prepared in 1991 by East Yorkshire Borough Council to be
included in the new Draft Policy Map as an open space. Request for the green
triangle that forms the junction between Ings Lane and Main Street to be
designated as open space. Request that the area to the area to the South of
Sycamore Bungalow be designated as open space or as countryside outside the
development limit.

The land associated with the Sycamore Bungalow, Main Street is
under private ownership and is not accessible to the public for use
as an open space.
The land near Sycamore Cottage appears to be private gardens
attached to dwellings.
Land near South View is also excluded due to its size (smaller than
100m2) and for being highway land used as a grassed verge.
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Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: A1
Total number of responses logged against policy: 49
Comment Ref(s)
DS/170 (Hull City
Council), General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General support for the policy

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Support for identifying South Beverley as a key area for
growth.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Object to part A due to implications for Beverley.

Comments noted. Beverley is identified as a Principal Town in Policy S3 so
will be a focus for housing development in the sub area.

Concerns about Beverley southern extension are set out in
response to allocations document.

Noted. Your response to the Beverley Southern extension has been considered
through the Allocations Document.

General

Should identify the north of Beverley as a key area for growth.

It is recognised that a range of sites will be allocated to meeting housing
requirements, however only the most significant extensions to the Principal
Towns are identified as key areas of growth.

General

Should identify the north-west Hessle as a key area for growth

It is recognised that a range of sites will be allocated to meeting housing
requirements, however only the most significant extensions to the Principal
Towns are identified as key areas of growth.

General

Should identify the north of Willerby as a key area for growth.

It is recognised that a range of sites will be allocated to meeting housing
requirements, however only the most significant extensions to the Principal
Towns are identified as key areas of growth.

Part A - Housing

DS/711 (English
Heritage)

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Support focusing housing in Major Haltemprice Settlements,
Beverley and Elloughton-cum-Brough.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Not all sites should be constrained by the completion of
COPFAS - this should be recognised in the policy.

Comments noted. Part A2 of the Policy has been amended to reflect this
comment.

General

COPFAS restriction calls into question deliverability of
Cottingham sites - should have buffer of additional sites to
ensure the need is met.

Comments noted. Part A2 of the Policy has been amended to reflect this
comment.

General

Specific support for part A2 of the policy

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part A1, A2 and A4 of the policy

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part A4 of the policy

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Should give more support to development ready sites in close
proximity to the KES - add reference to future/existing
employments sites to B2i "Make maximum use of the sub area's
location and infrastructure assets by support the role of and development
of future, existing and Key Employment sites at:"

Comments noted. Part B3 of the policy has been amended to reflect these
comments.

DS/1468 (Natural
England)

Ecological issues/mitigation requirements for Hedon Haven
should be determined through the development plan process.
The HRA needs to be amended to address this.

Comments noted and considered through Policy S6 and the HRA.

Concerns about Hedon Haven set out in response to S6.

Comments noted. Your concerns have been considered through Policy S6.

Support B2, but it should also refer to Grovehill/ Annie Reed
Lane.

Grovehill is identified as a Retail Allocation in the Allocations Document. Part
B4iii of Policy A1 refers to the industrial estates to the east of Swinemoor
Lane, which includes the area around Annie Reed Road.

DS/170 (Hull City
Council)
General
Part B - Economy

DS/712 (English
Hertiage)
General

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Need clarity on whether employment development in Hedon
would be restricted. Would object to any restriction on
employment development, particularly of
expansion/extension of existing premises.

Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to reflect this
comment. The Local Plan does not look to allocate land in Hedon, but this
does not prevent individual schemes coming forward if they satisfy the policies
of the Local Plan.

DS/739 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Should mention the need to maximise the potential for nature
tourism - number of assets including Beverley Parks and
Tophill Low.

Comments noted. These examples have been added to the supporting text.

Agriculture should be added to listed of key sectors in B1

Whilst agriculture is recognised to have an important role, it is relatively less
significant in this sub area than in some of the others so is not identified as a
specific key sector in this policy.

The pressure for employment development between Saltend
and Hedon is recognised - this should take place on vacant
sites or on strip of land east of Staithes Road, not on former
BP sports field/north of rail trail.

Comments noted. The Allocations Document does not promote the
development of these sites.

DS/96 (National
Farmers Union)

General
Part C - Environment
DS/1468 (Natural
England)
DS/1312 (RSPB),
DS/656 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
General, DS/863
(Cottingham Parish
Council)
General
General

Welcome reference in C1 to integrated approach to habitat
management.
Specific support C1, but is should also explicitly support the
aims of the Humberhead Levels NIA.
Specific support for part C2.
Criteria C2 duplicates ENV2 - should be deleted or amended.
Criteria C2 should be more flexible to allow other land to
come forward if allocations don't come forward.

Specific support for part A4 of the policy
Comment noted. The policy has been amended to reflect this comment.
Specific support for part A4 of the policy
Part C2 of Policy A1 adds detail to ENV2 rather than duplicating it.
The Delivery and Monitoring Chapter of the Strategy Document sets out how
the delivery of the plan will be monitored and how any issues will be
responded to.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

DS/863 (North
Ferriby Parish
Council)

Open areas between Hessle and N Ferriby, and N Ferriby and
Melton should be recognised as a Key Open Area in C2.

General, DS/170
(Hull City Council)

General

General
DS/863 (North
Ferriby Parish
Council), General
DS/863 (North
Ferriby Parish
Council)
General
General
DS/713 DS/715
DS/716 (English
Heritage)
DS/97 (National
Farmers Union)
DS/98 (National

Object in principle to the Key Open Areas - undermine the
growth strategy for the area / concerned about the rationale
for the Key Open Areas.
Object to Key Open Area between Hull and Major
Haltemprice Settlements, and Cottingham and
Analaby/Willerby/Kirk Ella - unjustified/not positively
prepared/inconsistent with methodology for drawing DLs
(rounding off). Policy should state "Development will be permitted
in areas of designated Open Space where the benefits of doing so will
significantly and demonstrably outweigh any adverse effects"
Site HES16 is erroneously shown in the Key Open Area on
the proposals map.
Specific support for part C3
C2/3 of Policy A1 are inconsistent with part B2i (Melton).

Officer Response
The Key Open Areas are based on the recommendations of the Landscape
Character Assessment 2013 and are defined on the
The Key Open Areas are based on the recommendations of the Landscape
Character Assessment 2013.

The Key Open Areas are based on the recommendations of the Landscape
Character Assessment 2013.

This comment has been considered through the Allocations Document.
Specific support for part A4 of the policy
The Local Plan seeks to strike a balance between social, economic and
environmental factors. The land allocated at Melton does not lead to the
coalescence of settlements.

C4 and C5 should be written to take a more positive
conservation approach - currently 'lukewarm'.
Part C5 should be clear that it is not an exhaustive list.
Specific support for part C2 bullets 2, 4 and 5, C3 bullets 1, 2
and 6, C4, C5 and C8

Part C4 and C5 are considered to take a positive approach which recognises
the important of heritage assets and landmarks within the sub area.
The policy states landmarks 'such as' to clarify that this is not an exhaustive list.
Support noted and welcomed.

Part C6 - understood the flood risk strategy had been given a
further 18 month extension - clarification on how this issue
will be considered in the interim would be useful.
Part C9 - need clarification that it will be taken in the context

Part C6 of the policy states that where appropriate relevant flood risk
management plans will be taken into account to ensure the plan is flexible to
respond to changing circumstances.
Comments noted. Policy S1 states that a positive approach will be taken to

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Farmers Union)

of the NPPF/not put undue economic pressure on a project.
Would welcome guidance this aim will be taken into
consideration and within what context.

DS/720 (English
Heritage)

Specific support for part C9

Criteria C9 should also protect views from higher ground and
views of and from the rolling tops of the Yorkshire Wolds.
As part of the NP the Parish Council would consider the
DS/873 (Cottingham possibility of a southern relief road and extra protection for
Parish Council)
the open spaces between Cottingham and other settlements.
General

Officer Response
development proposals which reflects the presumption in favour of
sustainable development. The importance of agriculture to the economy is
recognised and this will be an important consideration when planning
decisions are determined, to ensure an appropriate balance is struck between
achieve the different objectives of the plan.
Specific support for part A4 of the policy
Comments noted. Part C9 has been amended to reflect this comment.
Comments noted.

Part D - Communities and Infrastructure

General

General

General
DS/170 (Hull City
Council)
DS/884 (Swanland
Parish Council)

The policy should place more emphasis on the delivery of
infrastructure to support the south of Beverley - suggest
amending D1 to state "Should improve accessibility and facilitate
development in key growth areas within the sub area, whilst also
enhancing connectivity with the rest of the East Riding...."
Support the Beverley Integrated Transport Plan including the
Southern Relief Road and town centre traffic management
improvements. These are important components of the
delivery of updated infrastructure to the town.
It is understood that the previously proposed park and ride
scheme to the south of Beverley has been dropped.
Support reference to Park and Rides in part D.
There is an urgent need for further capacity at primary and
secondary school levels. Surface water and drainage capacities
are also inadequate in parts of the village.

Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to reflect this
comment.
Support noted and welcomed.

Whilst the Park and Ride is not being provided as part of the Beverley
Southern Relief Road scheme it is still intended that a park and ride facility will
be developed. A site for is allocated in the Allocations Document.
Support noted and welcomed.
School capacity has been considered through the Infrastructure Study. No
deficit is projected in primary school capacity in Swanland over the plan
period, however at secondary level a potential shortfall in the Beverley

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
High/Grammar catchment area is identified. This is reflected by part D3 of
this policy and in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Surface water an drainage
has also been considered through the infrastructure study, with any
requirements identified in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and part D3 of this
policy.

DS/828 (Willerby
Parish Council)

DS/1312 (RSPB),
DS/1468 (Natural
England)
DS/440 (Highways
Agency)

Concern about impact that development will have on
Willerby's character/GP surgeries/ schools/ traffic/ sewers/
drainage/ waste / open space
Drainage/flood alleviation schemes for Hedon should be
given full consideration in the Core Strategy HRA

Specific support for maximising multi mode links from key
employment sites, new/improve sustainable transport services
and infrastructure (including park and ride) and D2.

Comments noted. The impact of development on all of these issues has been
considered through the Infrastructure Study, with any requirements identified
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and part D3 of this policy.
No drainage or flood alleviation schemes for Hedon are currently planned.
Hydraullic modelling work is underway to investigate the flood risk issue;
should this identify potentially deliverable solutions that would enable further
residential development a partial review of the Strategy Document may then
be necessary and a HRA would be prepared as part of this.
Support noted and welcomed.

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 15
Comment Ref(s)

General
DA/1466 (Natural
England), DS/1309

Summary of comments
Figure 16 is unsound as it identifies the development limits
for Beverley. The Strategy document should not be allocating
sites but the figure reflects the proposed allocations and
development limits within the Allocations Document. The
figure should simply identify Beverley as a round circle.
Figure 16 should identify the NIA.

Officer Response
The figure is conceptual just gives a broad outline of the settlement; it is not
possible to discern the details of the development limit from it.

Figure 16 has been amended to show the NIA.

Comment Ref(s)
(RSPB), DS/654
(Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust)
DS/130 (RSPB),
DS/654 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

DS/704 (English
Heritage)

General
General

General

General

Summary of comments

Figure 16 could also show;
• RSPB's Humberhead Levels Futurescapes Area
• The Wolds and Coast Farmland Bird Priority Area
• Biodiversity Priority Areas
• Green Infrastructure Corridors.
An assessment needs to be undertaken of the South of
Beverley to ascertain what impact the allocations may have on
the elements that contribute to the landscape setting of
Beverley/key views of the minster. This should inform a
masterplan to guide the development of the site.
Suggests amending 10.12 to state “… will be a key area of growth.
Because of the sensitivity of this landscape, development proposals will be
informed by a detailed landscape assessment and Masterplan”.
Disagree that south of Beverley has few environmental
constraints - flood zone/spz/views of Minster/traffic impact.
The need to allocate land on the edge of villages is
acknowledged to avoid overcrowding within existing limits.
How will the Council ensure that the type of houses built
matches the needs of the population? Need bungalows rather
than 3+ bed family housing.

10.16 Text quotes selectively from the ELR - omitting
reference to Grovehill. There should be more information on
Beverley's economy/the strategy should seek to address
concentration of jobs in 2 sectors (public sector and
distribution/hotels/restaurants).

Officer Response

The amount of detail on the plan has to be limited to ensure that it remains
clear to read. Biodiversity Priority Areas are also shown on Figure 12, and
Green Infrastructure Corridors are also shown on Figure 13.

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

The supporting text has been amended to reflect these comments.
Comments noted.
Policy H1 requires that new residential development contributes to the mix of
housing in the locality, taking into account the current need. The Delivery and
Monitoring chapter sets out how the delivery of the plan will be monitored,
and if it becomes apparent that policies are not satisfactorily achieving the
desired outcome, relevant steps will be put in place to ensure that this is
corrected.
While it is recognised that Grovehill may be suitable for employment
development it is also considered the most appropriate site to meet the retail
requirement and so has been allocated accordingly. Allocations are being made
in for a range of uses, including employment and retail use, which will provide
opportunities for development which supports the diversification of the
economy.

Comment Ref(s)
General
DS/707 (English
Heritage)

General
DS/1390
(Environment
Agency)
DS/1311 (RSPB),
DS/655(Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
General
DS/170 (Hull City
Council)

Summary of comments
Para 10.21 is weak, and symptomatic of inadequate attention
to heritage impacts of development in Beverley.
Text is generic - amend to state “...and a diverse range of other
historic buildings and structures including the remains of the artificial
havens, canals and associated settlement of the planned medieval town of
Hedon, a Napoleonic battery at Paull, and a series of World War II
decoys for Hull Docks ”
Para 10.23 states Beverley's common lands are recognised in
ENV5 but they aren't (and should be)
Welcome reflection of HRRMS objectives and use of the
SFRA to inform sequential approach. Need to reflect the
potential funding problems in improving defences.
Support reference to landscape scale biodiversity projects.
Should also reference to the Humberhead Levels NIA in
10.28, and the aim to provide net gains for biodiversity.
Agree it is important to increase protection against surface
water flooding, but do not agree with new development being
raised which could cause difficulties for existing properties.
Para. 10.30 should identify that transport infrastructure
improvements will be required within Hull and the East
Riding to deliver Hedon Haven.

Officer Response
The supporting text has been amended to reflect this comment.

Comments noted. The text has been amended to reflect these comments.
The table in the supporting text to Policy ENV5 identifies green/open
recreation or amenity space, including commons (e.g. Beverley Westwood) as a
green infrastructure feature.
Support noted and welcomed. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Comments noted. The text has been amended to reflect these comments.
Comments noted. Policy ENV6 addresses flood risk and requires that
developments limit surface water run-off to ensure that it does not result in an
increased risk for neighbouring properties.
Comments noted. The text has been amended to reflect these comments.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: A2
Total number of responses logged against policy: 22
Comment Ref(s)
General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General support for the policy

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Specific support for part A1.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Object to concentration of flats/townhouses in Bridlington town
centre - concern that market demand will mean total housing figures
won't be met - should help deliver a mix of housing within and
outside of the town centre.

Comments noted. Part A3 has been amended to reflect these comments.

General

Specific support for part B2

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Support bullets of B3, but there should also be a sub section on out
of centre retail, i.e. "Support out of centre complimentary convenience and
comparison goods retail units, which meet the needs of the expanding settlement
whilst complementing existing retail opportunities within the town centre"

Comments noted. Part B3 of the policy is focussed on the town centre and so the
criteria suggested is not appropriate. However, the supporting text has been amended
to reflect these comments.

General

Policy/text should mention the Caythorpe Gas Storage Project and
provide support for its development.

Comments noted. A new criteria has been added to the policy and the supporting text
has been amended to reflect these comments.

General

Policy does not give sufficient weight to tourist development and
does not encourage the types of development that will allow it to
develop a better/more modern tourism economy. It should also
support new self catering accommodation in and around Bridlington.

Criteria B2, B3, B6, B7 and C1 of Policy A2, along Policy EC3, all specifically
reference the importance of tourism. The Tourism Accommodation Study did not
identify self catering accommodation as being a particular requirement in and around
Bridlington.

Part A - Housing

Part B - Economy

Comment Ref(s)
DS/72 (Barmston and
Fraisthorpe Parish
Council)

General
DS/783 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Specific support for part B6. Small villages need more support to
provide facilities to attract tourism developments and need clear
guidelines on what will/won't be acceptable.

Comments noted. A Supplementary Planning Guidance note on tourism development
has been prepared which provides further guidance on tourism proposals.

Specific support for part B7

Support noted and welcomed.

Should mention the need to maximise the potential for nature
tourism - number of assets including Flamborough Cliffs and
Bempton Cliffs.

Comments noted. The supporting text to the policy specifically identifies the potential
for nature tourism associated with Flamborough and Bempton Cliffs. Past B7 of the
Policy makes a more general reference to tourism associated with natural assets more
generally to ensure that the policy is succinct.

Specific support for part C1

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part C2

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part C4

Support noted and welcomed.

Support C5, but it should be amended to include specific reference
to in-principle support for permanent improvements within current
site boundaries or expansion on adjoining unaffected land if land is
likely to be lost. The Policy should also specifically reference future
maintenance of existing defences, and provision of new defences to
protect existing tourism businesses.

Comments noted. Part B6 has been amended to reflect these comments. Part C5
reflects the Shoreline Management Plan and policy ENV6.

Specific support for part C6

Support noted and welcomed.

Part C - Environment
DS/757 (English
Heritage)
DS/757 (English
Heritage)
DS/757 (English
Heritage)

General
DS/1314 (RSPB),
DS/659 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/1210
(Flamborough Parish
Council)

General

Concerned that the Strategy Document fails to protect the heritage
coast. The sub area policy is overly focussed on Bridlington and
inadequate consideration is given to the Heritage Coast. A stronger
more robust strategy should be developed in A2 and ENV2.
Mention should be made of the Flamborough Management Plan.
Policy (C7) is too easily capable of being interpreted in a negative
fashion/should be more flexible. Reads as a general veto against new
build tourism development in the heritage coast.

Comments noted. Part C7 of Policy A2, and the supporting text, has been amended to
reflect these comments.
Part C7 of Policy A2 reflects the National Planning Policy Statement. It seeks to
support development proposals that are sensitive to their location within the heritage

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response
coast.

DS/757 (English
Heritage)
DS/757 (English
Heritage)

Specific support for part C8

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part C9

Support noted and welcomed.

Part D - Communities and Infrastructure
DS/758 (English
Heritage)
DS/442 (Highways
Agency)

•
•
•

General

•

DS/313 (Bridlington
Town Council)

•

As public realm improvements are a key part of the APP they
should be listed as a infrastructure requirement under D2 i.e. "iv.
Public realm improvements in Bridlington"
Support proposal to improve sustainable transport and
connectivity.
Approach to delivering housing and employment in town centre
is generally supported.
Should acknowledge that for many tourism related
developments access will need to be predominantly by car
Sewage treatment and water treatment capacity in Bridlington is
a major problem.

Comments noted. Part D2 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. The supporting text to Policy EC2 (which focuses on tourism
development) has been amended to reflect this comment.
Part D2 has been amended to reflect this comment.

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 8
Comment Ref(s)
DS/1310 (RSPB),
DS/657 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/1310 (RSPB),
DS/657 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Figure 17 should identify the NIA.

Figure 17 has been amended to show the NIA.

Figure 17 could also show;
• The Wolds and Coast Farmland Bird Priority Area
• Biodiversity Priority Areas
• Green Infrastructure Corridors.

The amount of detail on the plan has to be limited to ensure that it remains
clear to read. Biodiversity Priority Areas are also shown on Figure 12, and
Green Infrastructure Corridors are also shown on Figure 13.

Comment Ref(s)
DS/310 (Bridlington
Town Council)
DS/308 (Bridlington
Town Council)
DS/1313 (RSPB),
DS/658 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/751 (English
Heritage)
DS/312 (Bridlington
Town Council)

Summary of comments
ERYC should be lobbying central Government to provide a dual
carriageway to Bridlington. From Bridlington rail and bus travel is
expensive/time consuming and finishes too early in the day - people
are forced to use their cars.
Paragraph 10.41 mentions hotel and leisure uses at the Marina thought this was refused by PINS at the AAP examination.
Paragraph 10.45 - support reference to nature tourism. Could also
Support reference to nature tourism. Could also mention 'The
Economic Potential of Natural Tourism in Eastern Yorkshire'
report. which highlighted current value of nature tourism to be
£9.4m with potential to triple in next 10 years.
Paragraph 10.51 is general - amend to state "Other notable heritage assets
include Danes' Dyke (a Bronxe Age earthwork that runs for 2.5 miles across
Flamborough Head), Burton Agnes Hall and Sewerby Hall (both popular
tourist attractions), and the eleventh century motte and bailey castle at Skipsea"
Paragraph 10.54 mentions removing traffic from the town centre this would have a huge impact on elderly and disabled residents of
the town.

Officer Response
Comments noted. Part D1 seeks to enhance connectivity with the rest of the East
Riding and Scarborough by supporting transport infrastructure improvements.
Policy TC4 of the adopted Bridlington Town Centre Area Action Plan supports the
residential and commercial development at the Marina, and the associated supporting
text clarifies that a hotel may be part of the development mix, along with other
ancillary retail and leisure development.
Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to reference this study.

Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to reflect this comment.
Comments noted. The Integrated Transport Plan seeks to reduce the amount of traffic
travelling through the town centre. The supporting text has been amended to reflect
this comment.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: A3
Total number of responses logged against policy: 21
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General

Responses promote specific sites for development.

These comments will be considered through the Allocations Document.

General

Objection to Middleton on the Wolds development limits.
Object to scale of development in Nafferton, but no specific issues
with the sub area policy.

This comment will be considered through the Allocations Document.
Noted. The comment on the scale of development will be considered through Policy
S5.

General

Support the recognition of the need for urban extensions.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Support the identification of the north east of Driffield as a key area
for growth.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Object to the identification of the north east of Driffield as a key
area for growth.

Comments noted. All sites have been assessed using the adopted Site Assessment
Methodology and the north east of Driffield has been identified as presenting a
significant opportunity to meet the housing requirements of the town.

General

Support the identification of Alamein Barracks as a key area for
growth.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Object to policy as Nafferton should be considered a satellite of
Driffield and a hinterland based growth strategy should be taken
which includes more development allocations in those places best
served by amenities and facilities (such as Nafferton and Hutton ). If
this is amended in Policy S3 then Policy A3 can be retained as
proposed.

Comments noted. This comment has also been logged against Policy S3 and will be
considered as a response to that policy.

General
Part A - Housing

Part B - Economy

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

DS/100 (National
Farmers Union)

A similar topic to part B3/4 of Policy A5 and B4 in Policy A6 would
support economic development in this area

Part B4 of Policy A2 is supportive of tourism development (and is similar to B3/4 of
Policy A5 and B4 of Policy A6).

Specific support for part C1

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part C3, C4, C6 and C6

Support noted and welcomed.

Would like clarification that C3 and C5 will be taken in the context
of the NPPF/not put undue economic pressure on projects.

Comments noted. Policy S1 states that a positive approach will be taken to
development proposals which reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. The importance of agriculture to the economy is recognised and this will
be a very important consideration when planning decisions are determined, to ensure
an appropriate balance is struck between achieve the different objectives of the plan.

Part C - Environment
DS/1316 (RSPB),
DS/661 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/761 (English
Heritage)
DS/101 (National
Farmers Union)

DS/760 (English
Heritage)
DS/1316 (RSPB)

Policy is missing a criteria on heritage assets. Add criteria stating;
"Protect those elements which contribute to the character and setting of the
heritage assets in the sub area, particularly the buildings and designated
landscapes associated with the Sledmere Estate and the extensive prehistoric
ritual landscapes of the Wolds"
Would welcome an additional reference to the importance of the
Wolds for declining farmland bird species.

Comment noted. An additional criteria has been added to the policy as suggested.

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

Part D - Community and Infrastructure
DS/443 (Highways
Agency)

No particular concern, but cumulative assessment of site allocations
will need to be undertaken.

Comments noted. Junction studies have been undertaken as part of the Infrastructure
Study in response to this comment.

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 5
Comment Ref(s)
DS/1315 (RSPB),
DS/660 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

Summary of comments
Figure 18 could also show;
• The Wolds and Coast Farmland Bird Priority Area

Officer Response
The amount of detail on the plan has to be limited to ensure that it remains
clear to read. Biodiversity Priority Areas are also shown on Figure 12, and
Green Infrastructure Corridors are also shown on Figure 13.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

• Biodiversity Priority Areas
• Green Infrastructure Corridors.

Paragraph 10.55 is too general - amend line 1to state "...such as
Sledmere House and Gardens, and a concentration of archaeological features in
the Yorkshire Wolds including the Rudston Monument - the largest single
standing stone in England".
Paragraph 10.66 should provide more detail on SPZ protection and
DS/1391 (Environment potential groundwater flooding. The Local Plan needs to
Agency)
acknowledge that several locations flooded in late 2012, particular
Burton Fleming and Kilham.
Would be interested in implications of water storage for the local
DS/99 (National
economy.
Farmers Union)
DS/759 (English
Heritage)

Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to respond to this comment.
Comments noted. Further detail on SPZ protection has been added to the supporting
text. It would not be appropriate to the Local Plan to specifically name all locations
that have previously flooded; though the sub area diagrams do identify Flood Zone 3
and part C8 of Policy A3, along with Policy ENV6, will be used to manage flood risk.
Comments noted.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: A4
Total number of responses logged against policy: 17
Comment Ref(s)
General, DS/446
(Highways Agency)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General support for the policy.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Specific support for part A1.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Support for identification of west of Goole as a key area for growth.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Policy should provide more recognition of Howden's role in
contributing towards housing growth. Amend to state "Support
housing growth to the north of Howden to support its role as a Town".

Key areas of growth have only been identified for Principal Towns, however the
supporting text makes it clear that the Council's Planning Committee have resolved to
grant planning permission for a significant residential development to the north of
Howden.

General

Specific support for part A2

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Specific support for part A3

Support noted and welcomed.

Support economic objectives of Policy A4 - recognisises that
economic investment is required.

Support noted and welcomed.

Part A - Housing

Part B - Economy
General
DS/102 (National
Farmers Union)
General
General

Should add agriculture to list of important sectors in B1.
Support references to encourage the expansion of the Port and the
development of port related uses and activities.
Old Goole River Berth potentially represents the last viable
opportunity for the future expansion of the Port, and ABP has

Whilst agriculture is recognised to have an important role, it is relatively less significant
in this sub area than in some of the others so is not identified as a specific key sector
in the policy.
Support noted and welcomed.
Comments noted. References to the Old Goole River Berth have been amended to

Comment Ref(s)

General

DS/740, DS/664
(Yorkshire Wildlife
Trust)

Summary of comments
aspirations to development a new river berth of the site. To clarify
that is forms part of the port, suggest policy it is amended to state;
"The Old Goole River Berth at the Port of Goole"
The Port is a suitable location for renewable/low carbon related
development and is already playing an important role in the import
of biomass. Suggest policy is amended to include text which
supports renewable and low carbon energy related development at
the Port of Goole - this would add clarity to the policy.
ABP has identified 2 locations within the port estate which provide
viable locations for wind energy (shown on the attached plan) and
the policy should support the development of wind energy
installations at the port.
The need to maximise the potential for nature tourism should be
included - there are a number of assets in the area including
Blacktoft Sands and Saltmarshe Delph. Part B8 should be amended
to make reference to this.

Officer Response
reflect this comment.

Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to reflect the role of the
port for renewable and low carbon energy. The approach to wind energy proposals is
set out by Policy EC6 and so a reference to potential opportunities at the port is not
necessary in the sub area policy.

Comments noted. The supporting text has been updated to reflect these comments. A
general reference to tourism (rather than nature tourism specifically) is made in the
policy to ensure it is concise and is inclusive of all potential types of tourism.

Part C - Environment

General
DS/1320 (RSPB),
DS/664 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/766 (English
Heritage) DS/767
(English Heritage)

C1 - The River Derwent needs to be added to the list of designated
sites.

Comments noted. The policy has been amended to reflect this comment.

C1 is supported, but it should also make reference to the
Humberhead Levels NIA.

Comments noted. The policy has been amended to reflect this comment.

Specific support for part C2 and C3

Support noted and welcomed.

Part D - Community and Infrastructure

General
DS/768 (English
Heritage)
DS/446 (Highways
Agency)

Reference to completion of Capitol Park link road is welcomed.

Support noted and welcomed.

Given the requirement for public realm improvements set out in C3,
this should be one of the infrastructure requirements identified in
part D. Add sub-criteria stating "Public realm improvements in Goole"
Note that Capitol Park Link and M62 J36 interchange
improvements are already committed.

Public realm improvements in Goole would be supported by part C3 of Policy A4.
However, it is not identified as a specific infrastructure requirement in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
Noted.

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 9
Comment Ref(s)
DS/1469 (Natural
England)
DS/1317 (RSPB),
DS/654 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

DS/1318 (RSPB)

General
DS/663 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/1319 (RSPB)

General
DA/765 (English
Heritage)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Figure 19should identify the NIA.

Figure 19 has been amended to show the NIA.

Figure 19 could also show;
• RSPB's Humberhead Levels Futurescapes Area
• Biodiversity Priority Areas
• Green Infrastructure Corridors.

The amount of detail on the plan has to be limited to ensure that it remains
clear to read. Biodiversity Priority Areas are also shown on Figure 12, and
Green Infrastructure Corridors are also shown on Figure 13.

Paragraph 10.74 should recognise that the proposed watercourse and
pumping improvement at Gilberdyke requires a HRA, as this could
affect the deliverability of housing allocations this must be assessed
as part of the Core Strategy HRA.
Text on land to west of Capitol Park is welcomed, but feel the
potential of this site should have greater recognition. It should be
identified in the Strategy Document, Allocations Document and
Policies Map as a reserve site should demand arise. This would
accord with NPPF re. flexibility
Welcome the reference to nature tourism. Text could also reference
the Nature Tourism in Eastern Yorkshire report
Support references to biodiveristy. Text should also highlight the
contribution of restored mineral sites to biodiversity e.g. the creation
of wetland habitats at North Cave, and we also welcome reference to
RSPB Humberhead Levels Futurescape project
Paragraph 10.88 - note that there is no reference to supporting
opportunities to enhancement and better management of the Lower
Derwent Valley (and consider the inclusion of this wording in the
Vale of York sub area policy is inappropriate).
Paragraph 10.90 provides a good overview of the key assets in the
sub area.

Housing allocations for Gilberdyke are no longer promoted through the Local Plan
due to the current evidence regarding the level of flood risk in the village.
Policy EC1 sets out a criteria based approach which will be used when considering
proposals outside of allocated sites. This ensures that the Strategy is flexible to
respond to the needs of the market.. The Delivery and Monitoring chapter also
outlines how the plan will be monitored and reviewed if necessary.
Support noted and welcomed. The supporting text has been amended to reflect this
comment.
Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to refer to particular natural
assets in this sub area to respond to this comment. The North Cave Wetlands are
located within the Beverley and Central sub area, and a reference to them has been
added to the supporting text of Policy A1.
Comments noted.
Support noted and welcomed.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: A5
Total number of responses logged against policy: 7
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General

Queries where more detail can be found on ERYC plans to improve
safety for cyclists, where can Hornsea people get the same quality of
respite care as was previously provided by the War Memorial
Cottage Hospital, where the new housing will be located, what type
of development will happen on the employment allocation and who
benefits from any uplift in land cost as a result of the Local Plan.

Officer Response
A full response to each of these questions has been sent by email. The Local Plan,
Local Transport Land and Older People's Housing Strategy provide the answers to
this query.

Part A - Housing

General

Strongly support distribution of growth to Hornsea commensurate
with its scale, role and character.

Support noted and welcomed.

Welcome the recognition in B8 and 10.98 to the Terminals Complex.

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part C1

Support noted and welcomed.

Support C1, but it should also reference need to maximise the
potential for nature tourism - there are a number of assets in the area
including Spurn Point and Welwick Saltmarsh.
Specific support for part C2

Parts B1, B3 and B4 of Policy A5 look to support tourism. The term tourism is used
to ensure the policy is concise and inclusive of all forms of tourism, but the supporting
text has been amended to reflect this comment and reference these assets.
Support noted and welcomed.

Welcome reference to the coastal defences that protect the terminals.
The defences are subject to a time limited planning permission stating that the permission shall expire on 31 Jan 2020 or on
cessation of the use of the terminals whichever is earlier. The
terminals will continue to be of national importance beyond 2020,
and the SMP's policy for this area is to 'hold the line' as long as there

Comments noted. Policy ENV6 encourages sustainable coastal management linked to
the Shoreline Management Plan and so the detailed policy proposed is not necessary.
However, the supporting text has been amended to reflect this comment.

Part B - Economy

General
Part C - Environment
DS/1322 (RSPB)
DS/737 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/770 (English
Heritage)

General

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

is a need for the terminals;
To support any renewal of the planning permission for the defences
C3 should be amended to state: “Facilitate the relocation of existing
development threatened by coastal erosion between Skirlington and Kinsea,
maintain coastal defences at Hornsea, Withernsea, Mapleton, and Dimlington
and the Easington Gas Terminals Complex in accordance with the
Shoreline Management Plan , and allow appropriate temporary
developments to take place in the Coastal Change Management Area
where they would contribute to the local economy. Given the continuing

and long-term importance of the Easington Gas Terminals
Complex to national gas supplies, the local planning authority
will allow developments associated with the operation of the
Terminals that are connected with their contribution to the
security of national gas supplies, subject to other relevant
policies contained within the Local Plan, and seek the renewal
of the planning permission for the existing coastal defences
protecting the Terminals, which expires in January 2020, at the
appropriate time. ”
Part D - Community and Infrastructure
DS/447 (Highways
Agency)

Specific support for parts Di and ii

Support noted and welcomed.

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 4
Comment Ref(s)
DS/1315 (RSPB),
DS/660 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/769 (English

Summary of comments
Figure 20 could also show;
• RSPB's Humberhead Levels Futurescapes Area
• Biodiversity Priority Areas
• Green Infrastructure Corridors.

Paragraph 10.104 is too generic. Amend to state "...including the heavy

Officer Response
The amount of detail on the plan has to be limited to ensure that it remains
clear to read. Biodiversity Priority Areas are also shown on Figure 12, and
Green Infrastructure Corridors are also shown on Figure 13.
Comment noted. The supporting text has been amended to reflect this comment.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Heritage)

gun battery at Sunk Island. Sunk Island is the result of gradual land
reclamation since the late 17th century. It is one of the largest Conservation
Areas in England".
Paragraph 10.109 - accept the point about quality public realm and
built environment. ERYC could support this, and regeneration, by
helping to develop the iconic Meridian Centre as a community centre
but requests for assistance are falling on deaf ears.

General

Officer Response

Comments noted. The Local Plan provides a framework to support regeneration, but
is not able to directly control Council funding decisionsl.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: A6
Total number of responses logged against policy: 19
Comment Ref(s)
General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

General support for the policy.

Support noted and welcomed.

General

Consider more development should be directed to Stamford Bridge.

These comments on housing distribution have been considered through Policy S5.

General

Part A could be strengthened by giving further specific reference and
support to housing growth and Market Weighton as a focus for
growth in the sub area.

The supporting text makes it clear that the majority of development in the sub area
will be focussed in Market Weighton and Pocklington.

Specific support for part B2

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part C1

Support noted and welcomed.

Support C1, but would like to also see the potential for nature
tourism included - there are a number of assets in the area including
Allerthorpe Common and Wheldrake Ings.
Support C2, however given the significant of the archaeology in this
area suggest following is added "...western escarpment, other important
landscape areas, and its extensive prehistoric ritual landscapes"

Part B4 of Policy A6 specifically supports tourism. The term tourism is used to ensure
the policy is concise and inclusive of all forms of tourism, but the supporting text has
been amended to reflect this comment and reference these assets.
Comments noted. The policy has been amended to reflect this comment.

Specific support for part C3

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part C4

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part C6

Support noted and welcomed.

Specific support for part C7

Support noted and welcomed.

Part A - Housing

Part B - Economy

General
Part C - Environment
DS/1323 (RSPB)
DS/736 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)
DS/772 (English
Heritage)
DS/773 (English
Heritage)
DS/774 (English
Heritage)
DS/774 (English
Heritage)
DS/774 (English

Comment Ref(s)
Heritage), DS/635
(Canal and Rivers
Trust), General

General

DS/777 (English
Heritage)
DS/103 (National
Farmers Union)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

C7 - the Pocklington Canal is not the only canal/waterway in the
East Riding to which this approach is relevant i.e. River Hull,
Beverley Beck (policy A1), Gypsey Race (policy A2), Driffield
Navigation (policy A3), River Aire, River Ouse, Aire and Calder
Navigation and Dutch River (policy A5), River Derwent,
Pocklington Canal, River Foulness and Market Weighton Canal
(policy A6) - they should be treated consistently.
Suggest an overriding policy stating "Manage improvements to waterways
within the sub area where it would create economic, environmental and
recreational opportunities, and does not adversely affect conservations initiatives or
the quality of the environment"

Comments noted. The relevant sub area policies have been amended to reflect these
comments.

Specific support for part C8

Support noted and welcomed.

Want clarification that C2 and C4 will be taken in the context of the
NPPF/not put undue economic pressure on a project. Would
welcome guidance this aim will be taken into consideration and
within what context.

Comments noted. Policy S1 states that a positive approach will be taken to
development proposals which reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. The importance of agriculture to the economy is recognised and this will
be an important consideration when planning decisions are determined, to ensure an
appropriate balance is struck between achieve the different objectives of the plan.

Part D - Community and Infrastructure
DS/448 (Highways
Agency)

Specific support for part D1

Support noted and welcomed.

Total number of comments logged against supporting text: 7
Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

General

Figure 21 - they key includes the River Derwent Corridor and Lower
Derwent Valley, but the Pocklington Canal and Pocklington Beck is
also part of the Lower Derwent Valley and should also be identified

Officer Response
Comments noted. Figure 21 has been amended to reflect these comments.

Comment Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

on the figure. In addition, the Natura 2000 site is a collection of the
LDV SPA SAC and Ramsar, and the area identified as the Lower
Derwent Valley needs to incorporate all the areas identified as
Natura 2000.
DS/660 (Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

General

DS/771 (English
Heritage)

General

Figure 21 could also show;
• Biodiversity Priority Areas
• Green Infrastructure Corridors.

Paragraph 10.123 - delete line stating "opportunities for enhancement and
better management will be supported" as this is not quite apt within the
paragraph/ for the quality and identity of the area or with regard to
the habitats regulations. Management is complicated, and there
doesn't need to be an overall supporting strategy within this text.
Opportunities for enhancement and better management would be
more appropriate to be covered in ENV4. Supportive of the
preparation of a Lower Derwent Valley Plan.
10.127 is too generic. Amend line 1 to read "This area has a rich legacy
of historic assets. Of particular note is the seventeenth century Estate of
Londesborough Park, and the Registered Battlefield...etc"
A reference to the sentiments of para. 5.45 (regarding the Beverley
to York rail line) or a new paragraph is needed otherwise focus is
purely road based which may be inappropriate if the corridor is
required to accommodate more development in the longer term and
no alternatives to road have been blocked.

The amount of detail on the plan has to be limited to ensure that it remains
clear to read. Biodiversity Priority Areas are also shown on Figure 12, and
Green Infrastructure Corridors are also shown on Figure 13.

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

Comments noted. The supporting text has been amended to reflect this comments.

Comments noted. The re-opening of this line would be supported through Policy S8.

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Policy: Delivery Monitoring and Reviewing
Total number of responses logged against policy: 35
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

Infrastructure Delivery Plan
DS/1 (NHS
East Riding of
Yorkshire)

From the perspective of health there is no simple formula that can be
used to determine service planning at the micro level; each development
therefore has to be assessed individually to establish whether existing
services are sufficient or need to be modified to cope with the expected
changes. For this reason maintaining communications is essential and I
am sure both the Commissioning Board and CCG would welcome the
opportunity to main dialogue in this respect.

DS/74 (Action
Access A1079)

The group came to the conclusion that the improvements outlined in the
Infrastructure Study will be inadequate to cope with the increase of
traffic on the road during the lifetime of the Local Plan.
Can we clarify how CIL funding will be used for small scale flood
mitigation schemes.

DS/104
(National
Farmers
Union)
DS/105
(National
Farmers
Union)

National Farmers Union: is required. This would appear to be contrary to
the regions rural strategy. Can clarification be given.

General

Wanted to register my objection to the responses regarding the capacity
of local schools. I am a Governor of both Kirkella St Andrews (Primary
school in the catchment area) and Wolfreton (secondary school in the

It is very difficult to assess the need for health services at the strategic level when
we cannot tell what the exact composition of the communities moving into
planned new development will be. The broad assumptions agreed with the PCT
based on provision per expected population level were the best we could get in
order to demonstrate a general need for further provision of health services to
meet the demands of future development. The Council will maintain good
communications with the Clinical Commissioning Groups Operating in the area as
well as the NHS Commissioning Board.
Maintain improvements to A1079 set out within the IDP which are supported by
robust evidence within the junction studies.
CIL funds can be spend on flood mitigation schemes where a gap in funding exists
and the schemes help to facilitate new development. Clarity on what
infrastructure is to be funded via the charge (if introduced) will be set out in a
Preliminary Draft CIL Charging Schedule and supporting evidence.
We can all agree about the potential benefits of better quality and speed of
broadband access across the East Riding in terms of helping to stimulate economic
growth in the area. However the current coverage of broadband is highly unlikely
to inhibit the amount of development being proposed as part of the draft Local
Plan, especially given that the vast majority of development is being proposed in
the larger settlements where broadband coverage is better.
An infrastructure study informing the IDP sets out how we have assessed the
capacity of primary and secondary schools to meet the need for additional pupil
places generated by new development. Given that we do not know the exact

Comment
Ref(s)

General

DS/449
(Highways
Agency)

General

(DS/778)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

catchment area) and can speak from a position of authority that these
schools DO NOT have capacity to deal with the potential influx of children
onto the new estates. Capacity of these schools should be reassessed.

composition of residents (no of pupils) moving into new development until they
have happened we have had to use informed assumptions about these by using a
pupil services study findings which looked at the typical no of pupils generated.
Using these assumptions to project pupil capacity at these schools to 2029 showed
there to be surplus places even after new development had taken place. One
reason why Wolfreton school may seem under pressure at the moment is the fact
it currently accommodates a significant number of Hull resident pupils which it is
not obliged to accommodate under the school admissions system. These Hull
pupils were excluded from our calculations as there is not obligation to
accommodate them.
The Council has conducted an infrastructure study to look at the capacity of
schools to accommodate new development. Assessment showed that Wilberfoss
Primary was projected to have surplus places available even after new Local Plan
Developments had taken place.

Education
There is no mention of any proposal to expand capacity at Wilberfoss
Primary School over the Plan period, when proposals are made to
increase housing development in the village by 80 dwellings.
Transportation
No mention is made of dealing with the overcrowding on the A1079
(apart from a few specific pinch-points, none of which impact on
Wilberfoss).
The concern for the Agency is that at this stage the full impacts of the
strategy's development proposals is not yet known and therefore neither
are the requirements of supporting transport infrastructure and the
scope of improvements and measures to mitigate potential detrimental
impacts. Again, there is the need for a cumulative impact assessment of
the strategy's development proposals to be undertaken to ensure that
appropriate improvement measures can be determined and to ensure
that such measures are viable and deliverable.
We are concerned at the lack of Green Infrastructure projects included
within this table. The use of multifunctional green spaces to deliver more
than one objective could also help to reduce the overall costs of the
infrastructure requirements. We would be happy to provide examples of
possible green infrastructure projects within the East Riding.
Several Policies in the Plan propose improvements to the public realm.

The northern junction of Main Street with the A1079 at Wilberfoss was assessed
to see whether capacity improvements were needed to accommodate new
development. Even with trips from the new Local Plan development factored in,
the junction was still projected to be operating well within its capacity.
The Council is committed to working with the Agency to carry out an assessment
of the impact of Local Plan development on the Strategic Highway Network. The
Council will seek to deliver any necessary improvements and identify these
through the infrastructure delivery plan.

The infrastructure Delivery Plan identified infrastructure that is needed to
facilitate development. There is no evidence to suggested that a lack of green
infrastructure within the East Riding is going to inhibit the amount of Local Plan
development being planned for.
A reference to public realm improvements necessary to deliver the Bridlington

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

English
Heritage

The need for such investment should be identified within this Table.

General

The water/sewage system is under pressure at present, as evidenced by
the frequent sewage smells in Beverley and the Grovehill Rd area and
Yorkshire Water’s refusal to give straight answers about current and
future capacity. A new electrical substation would be a minimum
requirement (ER Infrastructure plan 2011) at a very considerable cost.
The towns Internet capacity is limited by the absence of alternate
providers and slow development of the existing network. The plans
include the extension of a single, existing primary school in the south, but
I have been unable to find any reasonable discussion of secondary
educational needs when both the High School and Grammar School are
at full capacity.

DS/902
(Swanland
Parish
Council)

Community Infrastructure. There is an urgent need to provide further
capacity at both Primary and secondary school levels. The primary school
takes pupils from a wide catchment outside the village. New housing
stock should help redress the balance over time. The Surface Water
drainage and sewage capacities are inadequate in parts of Swanland.

Officer Response
Town Centre Area Action Plan has been included within the table. Other policies
within the Local Plan are less specific about what improvements are needed and
therefore do not require specific references within this table.
It is recognised that to accommodate future growth for Beverley: an upgrade is
needed to the waste water treatment works to be funded through Yorkshire
Water's investment plan, primary sub-station capacity needed may now be
provided via asset renewal by Northern Powergrid although investment in the
nearest Bulk Supply Sub-station will be needed- electricity distribution
infrastructure is paid for via private connection agreements with developers who
pay for necessary upgrades to accommodate their development, internet is
available to new developments in the town at at least 2mb/sec speeds which does
not provide an impediment to future growth, the infrastructure study recognises
that Beverley High/Grammar schools do not have sufficient capacity to
accommodate pupils within their existing catchment as Local Plan housing
development to the south of Beverley is realised. Solutions to the issue could
involve expanding the schools, making more efficient use of existing buildings,
or/and changes to school catchment areas in order to better balance the
projected surplus of pupil places at Beverley Longcroft with Beverley High and
Grammar. Yorkshire Water has commented on whether the sewer network
requires an upgrade for each individual site over 50 dwelling capacity.
The Council recognises the need for additional pupil capacity at South Hunsley
School and Swanland Primary. Although the capacity issue at the primary is
relatively minor and in affect may balance out through entrants being refocused
on Swanland resident pupils and less those residing outside of the village. Capacity
improvements would be provided by way of extending the schools or making
more efficient use of the existing buildings. The Council is to consider funding this
through developer contributions where direct Government funding to these
academies is insufficient. New development should limit surface water run-off to
greenfield rates or provide for a 30% decrease in run off on brownfield sites in line
with Local Plan policy. New development should therefore not exacerbate existing
surface water flooding issues. The Council is also working with Yorkshire Water,
the Environment Agency, and its own engineers to ensure that new development
itself will not be subject to unacceptable surface water flood risks.

Comment
Ref(s)
General

Summary of comments

Officer Response

It seems to me that the officers within the Council responsible for the
Local Plan and draft allocations are running considerably ahead of other
departments. Whilst the Local Plan department intends to transform
Pocklington, the response from other Council departments is only
appropriate for a tactical development of perhaps 5% more houses. This
seems the only explanation for the highly-detailed draft allocations that
are presented for the town by the Local Plan team, and the stark contrast
with the vague and / or un-costed inputs from other departments.

The fact that the Local Plan provides for development to 2029 and infrastructure
service providers provide for a much shorter timeframe is not unusual to the East
Riding. Nevertheless, the Council has sought to consult widely with infrastructure
providers to gather as much information as possible and pinpoint any
showstoppers.

Although the 2013 infrastructure study and its appendices are useful,
they primarily cover the region as a whole, and there is insufficient detail
about local infrastructure capacity in Pocklington.
For example, Appendix B suggests traffic flows at The Balk junction with
the A1079 could be 80% higher by 2028. This implies traffic volumes in
the town could be almost double current levels, yet there is no discussion
of how extra road capacity will be provided in the town, or what it will
cost. Appendix B also notes that the A1079 is operating above its design
capacity, and one does not need to be a transport expert to realise that
some of the roads and junctions in the town centre are also already
exceeding their capacity.

Similarly there is some mention of school and energy and sewerage
capacity specific to Pocklington, but insufficient detail and no
commitment to ensure this capacity comes on stream. If one examines
earlier rounds of development in Pocklington there is considerable
evidence that the previous policy of building houses and then hoping the
infrastructure will follow has come un-stuck in several key areas. I do not
think the Council, local landowners, and house-builders should be
allowed to profit from development at the expense of the local
community, as appears to have happened in the past.

The layout and % of different turning movements at a junction are also key
determinants of junction capacity alongside the actual volume of flows. Its
therefore not accurate to say that if flows are a certain percentage greater than
existing into the future then this would create a problem. The A1079 in the vicinity
of Pocklington has recently been improved by way of a roundabout at Hodsow
Lane, although the Balk junction is projected to experience a minor capacity issue
to 2028, many trips to/from this junction also have the option of using the new
roundabout, therefore the extent of the projected capacity issue here does not
justify the amount of money needed to implement an improvement.
Although the Infrastructure Study assesses infrastructure capacity for the whole of
the East Riding, where there are deficits to specific areas these are mentioned.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

I therefore think the Council needs to create a local capacity plan for
Pocklington (and perhaps other settlements) showing in more detail what
the impact of development will be and how infrastructure will be
expanded to cope. This will take time and resources to pull together, but
I think the extraordinary scale of the development the Council is
proposing makes it essential. It needs to cover everything from
allotments to roads to schools to doctors and dentists. It is not really
possible to comment on the draft allocations until this is available, and in
the absence of a capacity plan the only possible conclusion is that the
Council's draft allocations are simply too big for the town to
accommodate.
General

I have found there is insufficient detail on how the Council intends to pay
for the infrastructure needed to supports its house-building programme.
The proposed investment in the A1079 appears to be an order of
magnitude too low. Appendix B of the 2013 infrastructure study goes into
excellent detail, but essentially commits the Council to an investment of
just over £2.5m in our area, and no evidence is provided that even this
funding has been secured. To put that in perspective, this is a similar
amount to what the Council is spending on improvements to Beverley
Market. Appendix B indicates traffic volumes will increase by more than a
third, and that suggests an investment in the region of £20m - £30m is
needed for the A1079.
The Council's approach appears to be hope (no other word is possible)
that developers and other partners will provide enough funding through
the CIL to pay for it all. It also appears that no work has been done on the
implications for the Council or for the local community if infrastructure
investments are not affordable.
In short the credibility of the draft allocations is undermined by the lack

With regards to sewage treatment capacity needed, this would be payed for by
customers via Yorkshire Water's investment plan. Yorkshire Water are aware of
the development being planned for although it is impossible for them to state how
much investment is needed and precisely when it would be needed at this stage.
The electricity distribution infrastructure required will be funded via private
connection agreements with developers but again because the available capacity
and the electrical demands (renewal of assets with greater capacity, and changes
to the energy demands from new development) are dynamic over time, it is not
possible to predict exactly what infrastructure would be required, its cost, and
timescales for delivery, however the Council does have a reasonable idea of this.
Although there is projected to be a deficit in pupil places at the Woldgate
Secondary School to 2029, this deficit is minor compared to the total capacity of
the school. Should this deficit materialise as development progresses then it may
be possible to make more efficient use of existing building to provide additional
capacity needed.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

of evidence of affordability. It would be irresponsible to move forward
with the draft allocations until the necessary financial plan has been
prepared, and I am surprised the Council has come this far with its draft
allocations for Pocklington without knowing if it can afford the proposals.

General

The documentation does not explain how the project is being managed
within the Council, and crucially there seems to be no statement of
accountability.
There is no doubt that the Council has put a lot of effort into the draft
allocations, and the quality of some of the material is very good. However
it still has serious work to do to demonstrate that its proposals to
increase the size of the town by a third are achievable.
The Council now needs to identify the current infrastructure capacity of
the town and evaluate any shortfalls that will need to be addressed to
allow the draft allocations to go ahead. It then needs to demonstrate
how it will finance this infrastructure. It also needs to provide evidence of
robust locally accountable project management arrangements to ensure
its partners (house-builders,water, electricity, environmental services
etc.) are able to deliver on time.
I would appreciate a response to these concerns in due course, as these
appear to be serious failings that need attention before the draft
allocations can be approved for Pocklington. I suspect they will also be
similar issues for other communities in the East Riding. Unfortunately,
until these points are addressed, the Local Plan (at least for Pocklington)
appears to be aspirational rather than evidence-based.

It may be possible to create a local capacity plan for the town in detail, but as you
suggest it would take a considerable amount of time and resources to produce.
The likelihood is that once produced it would also become rapidly out of date as
infrastructure capacity is dynamic over time. Therefore instead the Council
proposes to review both the Local Plan and its infrastructure assessment should
evidence come to light demonstrating that the situation has changed significantly
threatening the deliverability of the plan.
The Council has investigated the costs of infrastructure required, and whilst it is
never possible to precisely estimate costs so far into the future (2029), the
infrastructure required is covered by existing funding streams (eg Yorkshire Water
investment, developer contributions etc). As stated previously infrastructure
capacity is dynamic over time and it may be that certain costs do not materialise
(such as required investment at Woldgate College) in line with the worst case
scenario set out within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

With regards to project management of infrastructure provision. The Forward
Planning works with infrastructure providers within the Council as well as external
providers on an ongoing basis. This joint working continues as planning
applications are assessed and statutory undertakers consulted. The draft Local
Plan has policies requiring that development is adequately serviced with
infrastructure and facilities. If development does not comply with this, it is likely to
be refused permission. Likewise, as stated above, should circumstances change as

Comment
Ref(s)

DS/1021
(Wilberfoss
Parish
Council)

Summary of comments

It is a matter for concern that the 2013 up-date to the Infrastructure
Study states:
“that for both 2012 base year and 2029 Base + Development traffic;
Junction 1 A1079/Main Street/Back O’Newton, Wilberfoss, Staggered
Priority Junction. No mitigation is considered necessary to improve
capacity at the junction. Road safety improvements could be investigated
if considered appropriate.”
This can be viewed as a rather anomalous outcome given the fact that on
P90 of the updated Infrastructure Study the following statement is made:
“All single carriageway sections of the A1079 (125% to 131% stress)”
It is important to emphasise that the stretch of road between the East
and West junctions of the village is straight and very fast with additional
hazards posed by traffic entering and leaving QF tractors, David Smith’s
Garden Centre, YWA WWTW, not to mention the new traffic which will
be trying to get on to the A1079 should development proceed at Wil5.
Wilberfoss Primary School is over-subscribed. Any development must
include sensible investment in the school and other village facilities,
additionally an increase in the number of houses in Wilberfoss will result
in an increase in the number of children in the village. There are currently
limited facilities for teenagers in Wilberfoss.
It is noted that the updated Infrastructure Study Table 9 indicates that
there will be a surplus of places in the Primary School by the end of the
settlement plan period. Given that it is likely that development will not
take place in an orderly 3-4 dwellings per year manner, it is important

Officer Response
development progresses meaning that the necessary infrastructure cannot be put
into place to facilitate the plan's development then this would trigger a review of
the plan.
The congestion reference flow calculation for the A1079 was only intended to be
an approximation of potential capacity of the road into the future. The Council
then carried out the junction studies to investigate the key junctions where
capacity is likely to be limited and the detailed assessment at Wilberfoss showed
an improvement was not required in capacity terms.
The capacity of the primary school to accommodate the pupils from Local Plan
development has been assessed and this showed there was capacity at the school
to accommodate the additional pupils projected.
Surface water run off from new development should be limited to existing or
lower rates in line with Strategy Document Policy so should not impact on existing
surface water issues in the village.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

that the plan factors in realistic measures for developments where larger
numbers of dwellings might come on stream at any one time, which
would push school numbers into deficit.

General

DS/1392
(Environment
Agency)

DS/1536

Flooding is a serious problem in Wilberfoss and there needs to be a major
improvement to the existing sewage and drainage system before the
development of any new dwellings in the village. Existing properties
suffer from the backing up of sewage caused by the fact that the
pumping station on Storking Lane is affected by both foul and surface
water drainage. Storking Lane is impassable causing property owners in
several streets to be cut off. Wilberfoss Primary School has also been
affected by the flooding of Storking Lane.
We are unclear as to why the column headed ‘contingencies’ has been
added to Table 12 that states for various pieces of infrastructure that the
Council will explore using CIL contributions. Surely, the sources of funding
are already in place, otherwise the infrastructure noted at Table 12
cannot be achieved.
The table should be amended to flag the relevance of various funding
streams which may assist with meeting the considerable challenge of
providing flood defence infrastructure. The Enterprise Zone
Infrastructure Fund and the Regional Growth Fund may provide a source
of funding to unlock growth. DEFRA's accelerated growth schemes may
also be relevant in some circumstances. It should also be noted that
these funding streams, as well as S106/CIL are highly unlikely to provide
all the funding needed to deliver all the flood defences needed in the
East Riding. Funding gaps will almost certainly exist for which additional
funding will need to be identified. In order to demonstrate that the
Strategy Document is ‘deliverable’, further evidence will need to be
assembled by the Council.

Yorkshire Water responded provided their estimation of the

Contingencies are required to demonstrate that the plan is flexible and achievable.

The Council is committed to working with the Environment Agency to identify all
relevant funding streams to pay for flood defence infrastructure.

Yorkshire Water's capacity assessment of the waste water treatment works has

Comment
Ref(s)
(Yorkshire
Water)

DS/1535
(National
Grid)

Summary of comments
capacity of relevant waste water treatment works to
accommodate proposed growth. The reference to limited or no
WWTW capacity means prior to the implementation of AMP6 in
2015 which has provision for investment to improve WWTW
capacity, where needed. The known numbers are fed into the
PR14 submission for AMP6 when it is hoped that capacity issues
are dealt with if we are successful with bids for funding. You'll
notice that the number of works with limited or no capacity has
reduced over the last year which is a result of continued
investment or changing circumstances, whether maintenance or
biological etc.
Outlined the infrastructure they're responsible for so that this can
be taken account of in the plan-making process.

General

Does not consider that Walkington School can accommodate the
number of new homes proposed for the village.

DS/1260,
DS1259,
DS/1244
(Beverley
Town
Council)

Members asked whether services such as hospitals, A&E, doctors
and dentists had been considered, as increased housing would put
pressure on existing services. ERYC said they had consulted with
the PCT, as it was then, and are looking at the holistic picture. The
community care hospital is considering opening their minor
injuries unit as a 24/7 operation. Members suggested that the
road should be widened at Norwood and Swinemoor Road, to
facilitate the possible increased traffic flow to the hospital.
Members suggested that with the traffic flow through Flemingate,
ERYC may wish to consider returning Champney Road to a twoway road, to enable access to more of the shops etc. It was
reported that the town's transport planners are not in favour of
this as it is not suitable for two-way traffic anymore. It was asked

Officer Response
been factored into a revision of this table.

Comment noted.

The capacity of the Primary School has been assessed thorough the
Infrastructure Study and has the spare capacity to accommodate the
expected number of pupils from new development in the village.
The need for additional health facilities has been considered in liaison with
the NHS and additional GP and Dentist capacity will be needed into the
future.
An improvement to both Swinemoor and Grovehill roundabouts are being
constructed now, which will improve access to the hospital from the rest
of the town.
The road network within the town centre will be re-considered once the
Southern Relief Road is opened. The relief road will have an impact on
traffic volumes running through the town.

Comment
Ref(s)

General and
DS/468
(Welton
Parish
Council)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

how the Town Council could combat the transport planners, as
traffic will just end up going round in circles. ERYC reported that
they would try to find out the reasoning behind the decision.
Support the development of supporting infrastructure.

Comment noted.

Delivery and Monitoring
DS/526
(North East
Lincolnshire
Council)

General

General

General

General: The Draft Strategy Document contains very little information
about how it, and the policies contained within it, will be implemented.
This part of the Strategy Document needs to be strengthened to provide
confidence that the policies and targets can realistically be implemented.
The framework for monitoring the effects of the policies in the Local Plan
needs developing further. In the absence of a baseline situation,
indicators which include targets to ‘Increase’; ‘Decrease’ or ‘Maintain’ are
not considered helpful.
General: The Vision and Objectives of the Local Plan cannot be achieved
without the private investment of the development industry. The viability
of sites should be continually assessed, where sites are found to be
unviable, a review into the planning requirements for these sites should
be undertaken. The authority should consider relaxing or removing
planning requirements where they are hindering the viability of
development.

General: We support the Annual Monitoring Report being the
mechanism for monitoring the effects of policies in the East Riding Local
Plan. Where new and updated evidence suggests a change in policy, we
would expect a review of the housing chapter of the Local Plan.
Opposition to a suggested ‘Managed Release’ mechanism being
introduced, through the Annual Monitoring Report process, if housing

Comments noted. Specific indicators and targets have been added, however it is
not realistic or possible to give specific targets for all indicators. For example it
would be pointless to have a specific target for the number of farm
diversifications. In these cases the council will endeavour to monitor the indicator.
The baseline situation will be provided in the Annual Monitoring reports in order
to determine whether polices are helping to increase/decrease/maintain against
targets.
Comments noted. The infrastructure delivery plan and the Affordable Housing
Viability Assessment will be continually assessed for viability in the Annual
Monitoring Report. The Housing Implementation Strategy also deals with the
viability of the Local Plan by highlighting (for each housing objective) potential
scenarios with delivering this objective and set out the means by which the
Council aims to counter any underperformance such as through policy change.
The council is also committed to reviewing the plan, to take into account changes
in national policy, and changes in the evidence base, the review will also include
an assessment of the viability of polices in the plan.
Support welcomed. The authority is committed to monitoring the plan through
the AMR and reviewing the plan where necessary.

The Council needs to ensure development is delivered parallel to infrastructure
provision, the managed release mechanism is a way the Council can ensure house

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
provision was 20% higher than that planned for. This is contrary to the
NPPF, which plans for sustained growth.

General

It is important that the viability of the plan and its policies are kept under
review continuingly through the lifetime of the Strategy Document.

General

An extra column should be added to the monitoring table which
specifically lists what evidence will be relied on to ensure that each
indicator is met.
Indicator 3: We note that the indicator related to the supply of ready to
develop housing sites, states the following target:
“5.25 year supply per settlement in the spatial strategy (equivalent to 5%
over a 5-year supply level)”.
We object to the above and request that the target is amended to read
as follows:
“To maintain at least a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites with an
additional buffer of 5% or 20% if there has been a persistent under
delivery of housing in the district.”
First, there needs to be a separation between the 5 years supply and the
additional buffer of 5% as required by the Framework. This will allow a
20% buffer to be considered in place of the 5% should the Council endure
a persistent under delivery of housing.
The housing land supply needs to be considered as a whole across the
district in accordance with national planning policy guidance and should
not be applied on a per settlement basis.
Indicators 38-53: The proposed indicators and targets for Policies ENV1,

General

General

DS/1324

Officer Response
building does not outstrip the capacity of infrastructure. In addition to this, the
duty to co operate between The East Riding of Yorkshire Council and Hull seeks to
ensure that an over delivery of housing in the Hull housing market area does not
threaten the City of Hulls regeneration.
Comments noted. The infrastructure delivery plan and the Affordable Housing
Viability Assessment will be continually assessed for viability in the Annual
Monitoring Report. The Housing Implementation Strategy also deals with the
viability of the Local Plan by highlighting (for each housing objective) potential
scenarios with delivering this objective and set out the means by which the
Council aims to counter any underperformance such as through policy change.
The council is also committed to reviewing the plan, to take into account changes
in national policy, and changes in the evidence base, the review will also include
an assessment of the viability of polices in the plan.
Adding an extra column would make the tables too complicated and cluttered, the
evidence used to assess the policy performance against indicators will be shown in
the Annual Monitoring Reports.
The target for the supply of ready to develop housing sites now includes a 20%
buffer, which equates to 6 years of supply. This is due to the authority having a
sustained period of underperformance against its housing target, as per paragraph
47 of the NPPF.
The supply buffer will be reviewed through the Annual Monitoring Reports and if
the authority consistently exceeds the target set in indicator 1 (Net additional
homes provided) the buffer will be reduced to 5% or 5.25 years.

The housing supply will be considered as a whole across the authority. However it
is also important to consider the local dimension in order to better understand
and manage the housing supply.
Indicator 43 added regarding national and international sites.

Comment
Ref(s)
(RSPB)

DS/333

(Nadine
Senior,ERYC)

DS/779

(English
Heritage)
DS/735

(Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust)

DS/1393

(Environment
Agency)

DS/335

(Nadine
Senior, ERYC)
DS/1394

(Environment
Agency)

Summary of comments
ENV2, ENV4 and ENV5 only address local sites and ERYBAP habitats and
species. There are no indicators or targets linked to international or
national nature conservation sites, ecological networks or priority
habitats. This should include ambitious but measurable indicators and
targets.
Indicators 39-42: EC2 & EC3: There may be some overlap in the monitoring
of these two indicators and possibly some double counting could occur
between them. A farm diversification scheme might also be a tourism
development. Can it be included twice or who would decide under which
indicator it should fit?
We support the proposed indicators for monitoring the effects of the
plan upon the historic environment
Indicators 41-43: We are concerned that the current indicators and targets

Officer Response

Many types of development will be included in multiple indicators.

Support welcomed

Indicator 43 added regarding national and international sites.

for policies ENV4 only relate to local sites and priority habitats and
species. We would like to see further indicators and targets for
internationally and nationally designated sites, habitat networks and
delivering a net gain in biodiversity in line with the NPPF.
Indicator 44: Policy ENV5 is a proactive policy, aiming to increase GI
provision through the plan. However, the indicator looks solely at GI loss,
which doesn’t accurately reflect the success of the policy it is designed to
monitor. The indicators and targets for ENV5 should focus on delivering
improvements for green infrastructure rather than maintaining the
current status. The indicator should be changed from “area of green
infrastructure lost through new development” to “net area of new or
enhanced green infrastructure created through development”.
Delete the indicator which relate to obtaining Green Flag status.

Indicator deleted

Local context indicator : Table 14 – Environment Indicator, page 237: In

Local context indicator changed accordingly.

the “Local Context Indicators: Environment” section of the table, it
appears to reference out-of-date water quality standards (“Proportion of
watercourses classified as...”). This section should be revised to consider

Indicator changed accordingly

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
waterbodies achieving Good Ecological Status or Good Ecological
Potential (as per the WFD classification).

Officer Response

Draft Local Plan - Consultation Comments
Appendix A: Saved Policies to be replaced
Total number of responses logged against this section: 0

Appendix B: List of Villages
Total number of responses logged against this section: 4
Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments
Carnaby village is not included yet it complies with two of the criteria
set out in the document:
•
•

General

more than 35 properties;
two large public house/restaurant/hotels, "Ferns Farm
Hotel" and "Manor Court Hotel". On the basis as detailed
above Carnaby should most certainly have been listed within
Appendix B.

Development limits:
• Paragraph 2.6.4 ought to be considered as a significant factor,
in as much as extending the development limit down to the
natural boundary of the now closed railway crossing should
be regarded as 'rounding off' the built form.
• Another consideration is the close proximity of Carnaby
Industrial Estate, additional housing at the end of Moor Lane
would increase the possibility for people with employment on
the industrial estate to live locally and reduce on their
travelling costs. There is a pedestrian access at the end of
Moor Lane through to Bridlington Bay Road, this puts

Officer Response
Noted. Carnaby’s status as a Village was consulted on though the Proposed
Major Changes and has been subsequently identified as a Village through the
Proposed Submission Strategy Document.
Proposed development limits for Carnaby were also set out in the Proposed
Major Changes document for comment.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

housing towards the end of Moor Lane within walking
distance of the industrial estate.
We object to the omission of Ganstead from the list of villages on the
basis of its size and relationship with the Hull urban area. The village
contains 56 dwellings and services such as a golf course/ restaurant
and post box as well as frequent public transport services. The
settlement has previously had a development limits boundary within
the Holderness Local Plan and there is no evidence to suggest it
should not continue to do so. Particularly as we note some very small
settlements where there are no facilities are included within Appendix
B. The Council needs to be consistent in its approach to settlements
across the Borough.
Ganstead would be a suitable location for an allocation and a site has
been identified east of the A165 [plan enclosed]
General

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

large enough to provide additional housing as well as amenity
facilities to help the settlement consolidate itself as a village.
3ha in size and is located in flood zone 1.
The site is currently used for agricultural purposes
logical extension to the settlement.
adjacent to residential development and bordered to the
south, east and west by existing highways.
not a typical countryside site but one which does not
encroach into the countryside by virtue of the permanent
boundaries to the site.
close proximity of a number of residential properties.
These properties require support in respect of their access to
necessary day to day amenities.

The development will ultimately result in the creation of a sustainable
living and working, community and assist in the growth of other

Noted. The golf course club house is not a publicly accessible facility
(members only). Ganstead is not considered to meet the criteria established to
be identified as a Village within the Plan. A consistent approach has been used.

Comment
Ref(s)

Summary of comments

Officer Response

villages through expenditure in local shops and filling vacancies in
local schools – in accordance with paragraph 55 of the NPPF
Site would take the pressure off the need to identify sites in larger
settlements whilst ensuring the provision of future housing and
employment sites is not compromised.
Bempton
Parish
Council
DS/1558

The councillors understand that the open countryside has the strictest
building criteria and that there is limited scope for development.
Following your talk on the NPPF, we feel that the public had their
opportunity to ask questions and we have since received the
explanation of how the definition "affordable housing" is interpreted
within Bempton/Buckton, to which we are satisfied.

Noted.

