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Examination of the Bridlington Town Centre Area Action Plan 
Exploratory Meeting:  
East Riding Council’s Responses to the Inspector’s Matters 
16 June 2011 

 

Introduction 

It is important to recognise that the Bridlington Town Centre AAP is a plan specifically for 
regenerating the town centre. The plan follows a series of options for correcting decades of 
market failure and restructuring the town centre to put in place the conditions that will allow 
the market to respond to its particular opportunities.  

The persistence of these market failures explains why, even in the boom years, no 
significant private sector investment of any kind has taken place; if the market were capable 
of taking up the town centre’s opportunities, it would have done so in this period. The only 
way these market failures will be corrected is through the intervention of the public sector. 
The Council’s commitment to making these interventions is the lynchpin of the AAP’s 
deliverability. It also provides the very specific context in which the examination should taken 
place. 

The drivers of demand for new development in the town centre are already in place. It is only 
the long-entrenched market failures that stand in the way.  

▪ The town is a popular place to live and the population is growing. 
▪ The catchment’s expenditure on retail goods and leisure services is rising, the town 

centre’s share of this spending is low, and the scope for clawback is substantial. 
▪ The town’s appeal as a place to live, its locally high levels of self-employment and 

rapidly advancing communications technologies provide a solid basis for developing the 
town centre’s small business base. 

▪ The higher spending, non-seasonal, sectors of the national tourism market are growing, 
as is region’s share of these markets; the Spa is able to function as a magnet, and the 
local hotel market is still under-exploited. 

▪ There is unmet demand for sailing berths on Yorkshire’s east coast, the town is well-
located to capture this demand, and it has the assets, in the town centre, to do so.  

The AAP is a plan for resolving Bridlington’s particular problems and unlocking its specific 
opportunities. It provides the platform for the Council to intervene to restructure the town, 
creating the sites and infrastructure that are essential if Bridlington is to prosper.    

Issue 1: Is the AAP effective with regard to the deliverability of the Marina? 

1.1       In the absence of a Core Strategy, what is the strategic policy basis for the 
Marina proposal? 

1.1.1    The regional spatial strategy – The Yorkshire & Humber Plan, Regional Spatial 
Strategy to 2026, published  May 2008 – provides the strategic policy basis for 
promoting the Marina:   

 
▪ YH5.A designates Bridlington a Principal Town and states that Principal Towns 

should be the main local focus for housing, employment, leisure, education, 
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health and cultural activities and facilities; YH5.B states that, as accessible and 
vibrant places to live work and invest, they should be enhanced and that plans, 
strategies, investment decisions and programmes should, amongst other things, 
provide  the main focus for employment in rural areas (YH5.B.3), enhance the 
vitality  and viability of town centres (YH5.B.4) and achieve high standards of 
design that protects and enhances local settings, character, distinctiveness and 
heritage (YH5.B.5). YH5.C.1 states that Principal Towns should provide 
employment and services for local and surrounding populations; and YH5.C.4 
states that they should have the capacity to accommodate development (in 
accordance with YH7) without harm to the town’s character and environment, 
facilities. 

 
▪ YH7.1 states that local planning authorities should, having determined the 

distribution of development between towns and cities, give first priority to the re-
use of previously developed land and buildings and the more effective use of 
existing developed areas within the relevant city or town in line with, for a 
Principal Town, YH5.  

 
▪ C1 – the Coast sub area policy – directs that plans, strategies, investment 

decisions and programmes should: 
 

o C1A.2: develop the Principal Town role of Bridlington;  
o C1B.1: diversify the economic base by opening up employment opportunities, 

with tourism, sport and recreation and other employment generating 
development, providing major new infrastructure at Scarborough and 
Bridlington;  

o C1B.3: respond to Bridlington’s peripherality by developing tourism, local 
services and businesses which utilise, but do not compromise, 
environmental, landscape and heritage assets;   

o C1.C: protect the historic seaside character and upgrade their town centres 
and the seaside setting; 

o C1.E:  focus development on Bridlington that is in line with its role as Principal 
Town and to assist regeneration; and  

o C1.F.1: improve the public realm and quality of the built environment of 
coastal resorts and their natural environment as the basis for economic 
diversification and regeneration.  

 
▪ E3 – land and premises for economic development – states that: plans, 

strategies, investment decisions and programmes should make use of 
appropriately located previously developed land in sustainable locations to meet 
the needs of a modern economy; and should take account of the need for 
additional floorspace for office, retail and leisure uses to enable job growth and 
the considerable scope for focusing this development on city and town centres 
(E3.A.1), and the need for land and  extended premises to support the 
development, amongst other uses, of leisure and tourism as key employment 
generators and the contribution of mixed use to employment supply (E3.A.3). 
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▪ E4 – priority sectors and clusters – states that plans, strategies, investment 

decisions and programmes should support key sectors, and includes tourism 
amongst these. 
 

▪ E6 – sustainable tourism – states that local authorities (amongst others) should 
promote, support and encourage tourism by adopting an overall approach which, 
amongst other things, uses indigenous resources and existing tourism 
infrastructure (E6A.1), promotes responsible investment in the quality of tourism 
and related services in order to provide a high quality experience throughout the 
year for all segments of the market (E6A.2), and conserves and enhances the 
built and natural environment, particularly internationally and nationally important 
biodiversity sites and high quality historic environment (E6A.6). EA6B states that 
plans, strategies, investment decisions and programmes should promote tourism 
in the priority areas, which include: 

 
o coastal resorts (E6B.1) to help economic diversification while consolidating 

and upgrading tourism facilities in ways which promote higher value activity, 
reduce seasonality and support urban regeneration; and 

o cities and towns (E6B.4) to realise the potential of the heritage, leisure and 
cultural assets, amongst other things promoting local distinctiveness. 

 
1.1.2    RSS provides the strategic policy basis for the Marina by: designating Bridlington a 

Principal Town and identifying its role as a coastal resort; placing a priority upon 
coastal resorts for regeneration and economic diversification; stating that the 
development of Bridlington’s tourism industry will play an important role in achieving 
this as will the regeneration of the town centre; providing for plans, strategies, 
investment decisions and programmes to use the town’s existing resources and 
assets to attract higher value activity, reduce seasonality and realise the potential of 
distinctive local heritage and leisure assets. The Council counts the Harbour amongst 
these, and the Marina as the means of realising its considerable potential for 
achieving the objectives for Principal Towns and coastal resorts set by RSS.  

 
1.1.3    The AAP’s proposals for the Marina therefore comply with, and deliver, the purposes 

of the strategic policy framework that is set by RSS for Bridlington’s development and 
regeneration.   

 
1.1.4    Further strategic policy support for the Marina is provided by saved policies of the 

Joint Structure Plan and Local Plan:  
 

▪ Kingston upon Hull and East Riding Joint Structure Plan, adopted 2005:1 
 
o The vision for the JSP area includes the revitalisation of the coastal areas (pg 

37); the objectives for a stronger economy include making the most of the 

                                                            
1The policy indicated is saved by the Secretary of State’s direction, 21 May 2008. 
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areas ‘economic assets’ in a sustainable way (pg 84); and the aims for a 
‘sense of place’ include the creation of distinctive, attractive and vibrant 
places in which to live, work and spend leisure time (pg 119). 
 

o Para 7.40 (in the context of the JSP’s tourism policies) notes that tourism can 
be of value in supporting services and facilities that are of benefit to local 
people.  

 
o Saved policy T4 promotes the protection and improvement of the JSP area’s 

network of waterways and ports, and encourages the increased use of this 
network for, amongst other things, tourism. Map 8.3, accompanying T4, 
locates Bridlington Harbour. 

  
o Paragraph 8.19 acknowledges that marina and berthing facilities serve as 

‘important leisure, recreation and tourism resources’ and states that, 
‘Proposals are being progressed to develop a marina at Bridlington in a 
retained water area to act as a catalyst to the resort’s regeneration.’ 

          
▪ East Yorkshire Borough Wide Local Plan, adopted 1997:2  

 
o The objectives for tourism (pg 72) include encouraging tourism where it will 

benefit local residents and visitors alike, broadening the range of tourism 
facilities, and maximising the value of tourism to the economy by broadening 
the tourism season. 
 

o The objectives for recreation (pg 87) include encouraging the availability of 
a wide range of recreational opportunities for residents and visitors.  

o Saved policy Brid15 states that tourism development along the defined 
seafront will be permitted subject to compatibility with the surrounding area. 
 

o Brid16 states that development will not be permitted if it limits the Harbour’s 
efficient operation or its potential for reasonable expansion, and unless 
development is directly related to the leisure and commercial activities of the 
Harbour itself. 

 
1.2       Is the Marina consistent with the AAP Vision?  
 
1.2.1   Yes, the Marina is wholly consistent with, and is a key means of achieving, the AAP 

Vision. 
 
1.2.2   The Publication AAP articulates the vision for Bridlington at para 2.5, making clear 

that the Marina is an intrinsic part of it. The aim is to restore a balance between 
tourism and local people that has been lost – not to disregard the significance of 

                                                            
2 Saved policies by direction of the Secretary of State, 17 September 2007 
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tourism and its growth potential (in different, higher spending, less seasonal 
markets).  

 
1.2.3    Para 2.6, third bullet, explains that the need is to balance an overly seasonal tourism 

economy with meeting the year round needs of Bridlington’s residents and 
businesses, while also accepting that the seaside is one of the town’s defining 
assets.  

 
1.2.4    Para 2.7 explains that the regeneration strategy is the means of achieving this vision. 

The Marina is one of the package of changes proposed by the AAP to put in place 
the conditions needed for the town centre’s economic transformation, both for its 
catchment and to attract a higher spending, more year round visitor market.  

 
1.2.5    The Marina is a means of taking advantage of both the evidenced demand for 

additional sailing berths on the east coast and the evidenced scope to protect, 
develop and enhance the town’s distinctive natural and heritage assets to transform 
its performance for its local, catchment and visitor markets. The Vision is of a town 
that better meets local needs while also performing competitively as a visitor 
destination.      

 
1.3      Are all stakeholders and landowners committed to the Marina? 
 
1.3.1    Not all stakeholders are committed. The Bridlington Harbour Commissioners – the 

only other landowner in the project apart from the Council – object to the AAP’s 
proposals. The Council, however, has been working with the Commissioners from the 
outset of the AAP’s preparation on the understanding that the Commissioners are 
committed to the Marina. The Council has also committed, again from the outset, to 
take, and finance, whatever measures are necessary to ensure the Harbour 
operations are not harmed, the Trust Port duties can be satisfied and the 
Commissioners are made no worse off financially. The Council and the 
Commissioners have jointly commissioned, overseen and accepted the technical 
studies that have demonstrated its feasibility and established what is the agreed 
footprint and capacity of the Marina. These are the same parameters that are 
provided for in the Publication AAP. 

 

1.3.2    The vast majority of stakeholders in Bridlington, defined as the town’s communities 
and businesses, are fully committed to the Marina. This is clear in the documentation 
– the Statement of Consultation (CD19), the Statement of Representations (CD20) 
and the Reports of Consultation on each stage of the AAP’s representation (CD8, 11 
and 13):  

▪ The Report of Consultation on the first Preferred Options Draft AAP (CD11) 
records 16 comments specifically on the Marina proposal; of these, 14 are in 
support and two are against.  
 



6 
 

▪ The Report of Consultation on the second Preferred Options Draft (CD08) 
records 17 representations that either wholly support the AAP’s proposals or 
explicitly support the Marina and a further 28 that make other comments but 
state no objection to the Marina. Only three representors (of the 55 who made 
comments) object to the Marina.  The Royal Yorkshire Yacht Club (a critical 
stakeholder for the Marina) not only supports the Marina, but objects to a within-
Harbour only approach to creating it (CD08, pg 69). 

 
▪ Of those who make representations on the soundness of the Publication AAP, 13 

support the whole of the plan or explicitly the principle of the Marina proposal, 
and 24 make no explicit comment on the acceptability Marina. Just four find 
against the principle of the Marina.  

 
1.3.4   The Town Council, although it finds the AAP unsound on a number of other points, 

supports the Marina and regeneration of the Harbour. The Town Charter (LD09), one 
of the principal impetuses to the AAP, includes a marina in its proposals and was 
signed by the large majority of the town’s stakeholders including the Town Council.   

 
1.4      How will the Marina be funded in the absence of Yorkshire Forward and under 

current economic circumstances? 
 
1.4.1    Like all large projects of its type, the Marina will be financed through a cocktail of 

sources, with the main costs borne by the Council. The Council has never relied on 
funding from Yorkshire Forward to deliver the Marina, but instead worked in 
partnership with Yorkshire Forward when that body had the resources needed to 
contribute to the AAP’s major projects. The Marina is wholly in line with the Regional 
Economic Strategy, which provided the basis for the RDA’s involvement. The 
dissolution of the RDA does not diminish the Council’s commitment to funding the 
Marina or its ability to do so.  

 
1.4.2   The funding mix for the Marina will be:  
 

▪ Council reserves, long ring-fenced for the regeneration of the town centre and 
the development of a marina, to which the Council contributes £1.5m a year (and 
intend to continue to contribute until the funding needs of the Marina and 
Burlington Parade are met). At the end of the 2009-10 financial year, the cash 
value of this fund stood at £15.5m (excluding the further value of the capital that 
the Council has tied up in the land and property assets it owns and has acquired 
to enable the delivery of the AAP’s major projects). The current cash value of the 
fund is about £12.5m because of further acquisitions (tied to the assets acquired 
to enable the projects’ delivery) but these themselves are capital assets which 
can be used to realise value in due course;  
 

▪ disposals of the development opportunities for residential and commercial uses 
that are associated with the Marina as set out in the Publication AAP; and 
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▪ other prospective sources which include the following: 
o ERDF, if the timetable can be met (contracts in place by the end of 2013); 
o Big Lottery; 
o business rates retention in some form, as proposed by the government in the 

Localism Bill; and 
o a share of the New Homes Bonus. 

1.4.3    If necessary, the Council will forward-fund any gap between the Marina costs and the 
funds in place at the point of construction, and recoup contributions to its costs once 
the Marina has been developed and is generating land values and revenues. The 
Council will also explore, as it prepares the Marina proposals for development, the 
scope for securing joint venture partners, and will in any case procure development 
partners for the non-operational development on the reclaimed land. The Council is a 
financially prudent, solvent and well-governed authority, and has a long and 
successful track record in raising funds from external sources. The Council does not 
doubt that it can fund the Marina, and the political support is in place to ensure this 
(as it long has been; LD14, the Cabinet report and minute of 21.10.11 sets this out).  

1.4.4    The Marina is a major infrastructure project that will take some years to develop; it 
will not therefore be funded under current market circumstances (near the bottom of 
the economic cycle). The Cabinet’s commitment to plugging the funding gap is based 
on conservative assumptions that have already factored in the current circumstances 
of the market.   

1.5      Who are the delivery partners, are they all signed up and how will the Marina be 
implemented?  

1.5.1    The Council’s principal proposed delivery partner for the Marina is the Bridlington 
Harbour Commissioners. The Council is working with the Commissioners in good 
faith in the expectation that they will, in partnership with the Council, deliver the 
Marina. The Council will, in due course, procure one or more development partners 
for the non-operational residential and commercial uses; and may seek a joint 
venture partner for wider involvement.  

1.5.2    The Council would, if necessary, consider the use of compulsory powers as a last 
resort and is confident that it could support the necessary public interest case to 
secure the confirmation of these orders. The Council would only use these powers as 
a last resort and would strongly prefer to work with the Commissioners to reach 
agreement. In any event, the Council is confident that the Commissioners 
themselves, the Harbour and its users, as well as the wider business and residential 
communities to which the Commissioners are also responsible, would benefit 
accordingly.  

1.5.3    The Council is therefore committed to working with the Commissioners and has 
invested heavily in time and professional fees in doing so from the outset of the work 
on the AAP – some six years now. The Commissioners have agreed the Marina 
layout that the AAP promotes, and the outcome of the studies to date that informed 
the scale and layout of the Marina (listed in the Publication AAP at paragraph 3.38). 
The Statement of Consultation (CD21) records their involvement. Appended to this 
Response are: 
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▪ a short record of the milestones reached jointly with the Commissioners; 
▪ a copy of their full representation on the Second Preferred Options AAP that 

states at para 2.21 that a ‘within Harbour’ marina (illustrated at Appendix 1 to 
their representation) has a number of advantages, including adequate space 
(2.21(iii)) for the ‘top side’ development and 250 berths (para 2.21(ii)); and 

▪ copies of the most recent correspondence between the Council (9 May 2011) 
and the Commissioners (3 June 2011).  

1.5.4    The Council and the Commissioners have now jointly commissioned a ‘business 
study’ that is underway. The purpose of that study is to advise on the operation of the 
Marina, including the financial aspects of the business plan to ensure that it will be 
designed to operate viably.  

1.5.5   The Publication AAP explains the approach to implementing the Marina at paras 
5.87-5.88. There are no changes to this.  

1.6       If compulsory purchase is necessary, how will this be financed and 
implemented?  

1.6.1    The Council does not anticipate requiring CPO powers for the Marina, although will 
use its powers under S226(1)(a) of the Planning Act for Burlington Parade if 
necessary  to secure clean title to development land. The government has revised 
the CPO provisions with the objective of encouraging local authorities to be more 
proactive in delivering, amongst other improvements in wellbeing, regeneration and 
environmental improvements that are needed but would not be achievable otherwise 
(Circular 06/04, Memorandum para 1 “an important tool for local authorities ... they 
can contribute towards effective and efficient urban and rural regeneration” and 
Appendix A, para 10).   

1.6.2   The Council has in place the resources that are necessary to implement a CPO, as 
noted above at para 1.4.2. 

1.7      When is a detailed Habitat assessment to be carried out? Could its results have 
significant implications for the viability of the Marina? 

1.7.1   There are two phases of appropriate assessments required under the 2010 
Regulations. One for the AAP itself (see reg. 102 and Chapter 8 of the 2010 Regs) 
and an AA when permission is applied for to carry out the project itself. The 
appropriate assessment work has already been done for the AAP and it finds no 
adverse effect on the integrity of the European sites. Natural England is content with 
the Council’s approach and overall welcomes the AAP (CD20.2, RO36). The AA for 
the AAP will in due course inform the AA which will be required for the specific 
scheme when application is made for permission. 

1.7.2    Enough is known about the design and operation of the Marina to be able to 
conclude from the screening exercise under the 2010 Regulations and the coverage 
of the appropriate assessment for the AAP that harm to the protected Bempton Cliffs 
and Flamborough Head can be avoided.  

1.7.3   There is enough information now to conclude that the measures required to avoid 
harm to the integrity of the protected interest features – through the construction and 
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dredging methodologies, the disposals licensing process and through the way in 
which the Marina is operated – are very unlikely to have any consequences for the 
Marina’s viability.  

1.7.4   The Council’s responses to the representations on the Publication AAP by Natural 
England explain (Statement of Representations, CD20.2, RO36) and the RSPB 
(CD20.2, RO38). Natural England have suggested minor changes to the AAP of a 
drafting nature and the inclusion of the SPA and SAC boundaries on the Proposals 
Map. The Council proposes to make these changes (CD18.2, Nos 45-47). 

Issue 2: Is the AAP effective with regard to the deliverability of Burlington 
Parade?  

2.1       Is there sufficient up-to-date evidence to support this proposal? Why is it 
necessary to extend the town centre to such a degree? 

 
            The sufficiency of the up-to-date evidence for the extent of the proposal:  

2.1.1    There is a substantial evidence base for Burlington Parade; it is up-to-date and listed 
in full in the Publication AAP at Appendix 1, para 2. The evidence includes the 
analyses of the causes of the town centre’s underperformance and the market 
failures to be tackled; these were set out first in the 2004 Regeneration Strategy, and 
remain accurate and pressing. The quantitative data (economic performance 
measures, retail / leisure capacity, housing market and needs) have been kept up to 
date, and there are no changes that require modification of the AAP’s strategy. The 
basic story remains the same: the town is in pressing need of regeneration; the 
means of achieving this are, on the evidence, the same as they were in 2004-7; and 
the justification for the mix and scale of development proposed has also not changed 
materially. The Publication AAP summarises the causes of underperformance at 
paras 1.13-1.17, 2.37 and 4.70-4.71; and sets out the up-to-date quantitative 
evidence and the sources for it are summarised at paras 1.22-1.32, 4.73 and 
Appendix 1, paras 3-95. 

2.1.2   The recession and slow return to growth have not significantly diminished the retail 
capacity estimates, as evidenced by the 2010 updates carried out by Roger Tym & 
Partners (for Bridlington) and by England & Lyle (for the whole of East Riding).  

2.1.3   The Council asked the Inspector who provided the front-loading visit (to assist the 
preparation of the Publication AAP) about the need to update the evidence base, 
including on the town’s retail capacity (CD09). The Inspector advised that it would be, 
in his view, wrong to base predictions on what could well be the bottom of the market, 
and suggested a brief updating paper. The Council commissioned this work for the 
retail and leisure sectors, both from Roger Tym & Partners and England & Lyle; both 
practices are recognised leaders in the field of retail planning.  

2.1.4   The Council takes the same view of the robustness and currency of the market 
evidence for the other main land uses that will deliver the Burlington Parade scheme. 
Although the demand for flats in Bridlington has diminished – as it has everywhere 
nationally – it remains a viable market. It would be inappropriate to base future 
prospects on circumstances at the bottom of the current economic cycle. The 
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purpose of the AAP is to lay the ground for the changes required to reverse the 
town’s decline so that the market will be able to respond as the economy recovers.  

            The evidence for the tactics for delivering the proposal:  

2.1.5    Burlington Parade contains substantial areas of under-used, part-derelict or 
ineffectively used land, and the Gypsey Race – a much under-used asset – runs 
through it from north to south. This land impacts adversely on the performance of the 
town centre, and has for very many years; it denies the established core of the town 
centre the use of proximate land that is needed for its expansion - the key to its 
improving its competitiveness; and it prevents the significant value of the Gypsey 
Race from being realised.  

2.1.6   The Local Plan – adopted in 1997 and prepared over many years prior to this – notes 
at para 14.58 in the context of the land adjoining the Harbour that, ‘Adjoining the 
[Gypsey Race] within the town centre [are] large areas of land  [that] are underused 
or unsightly and could benefit from development.’  For some 20 years at least (and 
probably many more), this land has failed - for reasons tackled by the AAP’s 
proposals for Burlington Parade - to attract the investment needed to bring it into 
beneficial use, or in any other way either to remove its adverse effects on the town 
centre or to take advantage of the  Gypsey Race.  

2.1.7    The AAP proposes a comprehensive approach to Burlington Parade as the only 
plausible means of removing the market failures and other obstacles to beneficial 
investment that explain the condition of this land – despite its advantages (adjacent 
to the shopping core and the Gypsey Race) and the town’s substantial capacity for 
additional retail and leisure floorspace.  The consequences for the town centre’s 
performance of the lack of developable, attractive, well-located and suitably 
configured expansion land are starkly evidenced by the town centre’s 27% share of 
the catchment’s expenditure on comparison goods.  

2.1.8    Overcoming the market failures and other deterrents to the development of the 
Burlington Parade land requires, amongst other things, the assembly of development 
sites that are of the size, configuration and quality of setting that developers will 
respond to, and that are ‘de-risked’ to the degree needed to bring development costs 
and returns into line with the risks in Bridlington’s markets.   

2.1.9    The Publication AAP explains at para 3.5 the reasoning and justification for the 
comprehensive approach and the extent of the area for which this is needed. Paras 
3.6-3.8 explain why it is essential that the Council take a pro-active approach; and 
paras 4.74-4.78 explain why the site is the best alternative for meeting the AAP’s 
objectives. The land adjoins the shopping area and primary retail frontage designated 
by the Local Plan; it contains the Gypsey Race; and now benefits from the 
designation of the Bridlington Quay conservation area. Much of the site was already 
owned by the Council, and the Council has acquired considerably more of the site by 
agreement to enable Burlington Parade’s delivery.  

            The evidence for the extent of the development:  

2.1.10 The scale of the proposed extension of the Primary Shopping Area (the Local Plan’s 
Defined Shopping Area) is driven by two key considerations: the size and 
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configuration of site that is needed in order to accommodate the type, scale and 
quality of unit shop development the market will deliver, and attract the type and 
quality of retailers needed, to bring retention levels into line with what should be the 
case for a town of Bridlington’s size and relative isolation; and the up-to-date 
evidence on Bridlington’s capacity for, and pressing need of, additional high quality 
retail investment. The AAP also promotes a mix of uses on the designated unit shops 
site, and the site needs to be large enough to permit this, ensuring that it becomes a 
genuine ‘piece of town centre’. And the site needs to connect with the established 
primary retail frontage.  

2.1.11  The unit shops site within Burlington Parade adjoins the top of the Local Plan-
designated Defined Shopping Area (DSA) ; and is just 310 metres from Chapel Street 
(at the heart of established shopping core) along Quay Road/Prospect Street/Manor 
Street – an established shopping street that is wholly within the Local Plan’s DSA. 
The Publication AAP-defined Primary Retail Circuit, at the point it enters the unit 
shops site, extends the Local Plan-designated Primary Retail Frontage by 190 
metres.  The extension continues the long-established DSA – with no gaps between 
it and the AAP’s designated unit shops site.    

2.1.12  Bridlington needs to attract in the order of half of the catchment’s expenditure on 
comparison goods if it is to be capable of prospering sufficiently to fulfil its Principal 
Town role, meet the needs of the catchment and deliver the AAP’s Vision.  The 
reasons for the town centre’s very substantial underpeformance against this 
benchmark are complex, but include the very small unit sizes, the impact on the town 
centre of seasonal activities, the quality of the shopping environment, and the 
substantial challenges entailed in creating suitable sites for new development. If there 
were an alternative to recovering the retail competitiveness of the town centre – for 
example, via incremental, modest, improvements that would, cumulatively, deliver the 
timely transformation required – it is difficult to believe that the market would not 
made at least a very substantial start during the ten or so years up to 2007. This 
period saw, throughout the country and in many second and third tier centres like 
Bridlington, a period of unprecedented boom of retail-led town centre development.  
No significant improvements in the retail performance of the town centre took place in 
Bridlington over this period for the very reasons that the Burlington Parade scheme 
addresses.     

2.1.13  The Council therefore concluded that the extent of Burlington Parade is justified by 
the evidence. The scale and nature of the change proposed are fundamental both to 
the deliverability commercially of Burlington Parade and to realising the AAP’s vision 
for Bridlington. The expansion of the primary shopping area in the way proposed is a 
key, unsubstitutable plank, of the changes needed to enable the town centre to 
become competitive in its year round role - both for its catchment and to support a 
more diverse, higher spend, less seasonal visitor market.   

2.2       Are all stakeholders and landowners committed to the proposal? 

2.2.1    The vast majority of stakeholders and landowners are committed to Burlington 
Parade: 
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▪ The Report of Consultation on the first Preferred Options Draft (CD11) shows 
that: 
o in response to Q2.2 on the definition of the new Primary Shopping Area (to 

include the site of the unit shop scheme promoted by BridTC3 if Tesco 
relocate), 21 made comments. Of these, 19 supported the new PSA and two 
were against it;  

o in response to Q3.1 on support or otherwise for the regeneration priorities 
(which included Burlington Parade), 21 made comments. Of these, 16 
supported the priorities and five were against;  

o in response to Q3.2 on support or otherwise for the ‘area of search’ for 
Burlington Parade, 17 made comments. Of theses, 14 supported the area of 
search, and three did not;  

o in response to Q3.3 on the proposed development mix for Burlington Parade, 
17 made comments. Of these, 14 supported the development mix and three 
did not. 
 

▪ The Report of Consultation on the Second Preferred Options Draft (CD08) 
shows that of the 51 who commented, 16 supported the AAP and / or Burlington 
Parade explicitly, a further 25 made no comment on Burlington Parade (amongst 
the things they had to say), and ten objected to some aspect of Burlington 
Parade.     
 

▪ Of those making a representation on the Publication AAP’s soundness, 12 
supported the AAP and/or specifically commented on and supported Burlington 
Parade, a further  21 did not mention Burlington Parade in their representation 
and ten objected to some aspect of Burlington Parade. 

 2.2.2   The Council is confident that agreement with Tesco will be achieved. Heads of 
Terms are advanced, and there are no matters that either party considers 
insuperable. The details of the negotiations are, of course, commercially privileged. 

2.2.3    Network Rail and the train operating companies have raised no objection to the 
release of the railway land, and the technical work to support the network and station 
changes that are required is underway.  

2.2.4 The Lords Feoffees lodged a planning application for a multi-storey car park in 
January 2010; the application was due to be considered at committee in December 
2010 with an officer’s report that recommended refusal on a range of grounds; but 
the committee deferred the decision pending further work with officers to come up 
with a more acceptable proposal that would also contribute to the AAP’s objectives 
for Burlington Parade. That work is ongoing. The Council is confident a satisfactory 
resolution can be achieved – meeting the Lords Feoffees objectives in a way that 
does not compromise the achievement of the aims for the comprehensive 
development of Burlington Parade or adversely affect the character of the 
conservation area.  
 

2.2.5 The position with the Harbour Commissioners is set out in response to Issue 3.  
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2.2.6 The Council, in part through pre-existing ownerships and in part through its forward 
acquisition programme, owns some 35 properties (some of which entail more than 
one interest), and has about 48 further interests still to acquire. All but 16 or so of the 
remaining interests have been approached, or have approached the Council. Very 
few have refused to treat with the Council. With the submission of the AAP 
Publication Document, the Council has permitted officers to agree acquisition terms 
that acknowledge disturbance.  
 

2.2.7 The Council is confident that it has a justified case in the public interest for acquiring 
the remainder of land compulsorily should it be necessary as a last resort or prudent 
to secure clean title to the land interests.  
 

2.3 How will it be funded, particularly following the closure of Yorkshire Forward 
and under current market circumstances?  

 
2.3.1    The delivery of Burlington Parade does not depend, nor has it ever depended, on 

Yorkshire Forward’s resources. Nor does the delivery of Burlington Parade depend 
on current market circumstances.  

 
2.3.2    The Council has commissioned and kept up to date detailed work on the technical 

feasibility and commercial deliverability of Burlington Parade. Cost schedules and 
development appraisals were carried out in 2007 and formally updated in 2008, 2009 
and 2011. The viability work is done on the basis of conservative assumptions on 
values, robust estimates of construction and infrastructure costs, is subject to 
sensitivity tests and factors out optimism bias. The outcome of the appraisals 
provides the basis of the Council’s commitment to funding the gap between the 
Council’s costs and the realisable values (para 1.4.2 above). The Council cannot 
publish this commercially sensitive information without prejudice to all of the steps to 
secure Burlington Parade’s delivery (and, indeed, to the delivery of other key 
elements of the AAP), including the remaining property acquisitions, the CPO should 
one be required and ultimately the disposal of the commercial opportunities. 
However, the Council can describe what has been done and its outcome without 
revealing too much which is sensitive information. 

 
2.3.3   The development appraisals for Burlington Parade: 
 

▪ calculate a residual value for each development parcel within Burlington Parade 
on the basis that it is ‘development ready’, assuming a use mix in line with 
anticipated market conditions at disposal and taking into account the developer’s 
costs and a required rate of return of 20% on costs. This residual is the ‘receipt’ 
to the Council for the disposal of each development opportunity, and is ring-
fenced for re-investment in the development.  

▪ separately calculate the costs of site assembly and the delivery of the public 
infrastructure (highways, public realm, Gypsey Race, services etc), and assign 
these costs to the Council; 

▪ appraise the public car parks as revenue-generating assets, with a range of 
options on capital funding (including joint ventures); 
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▪ ‘cash flow’ the Council’s expenditure and receipts over the ten year delivery 
programme, taking into account a range of assumptions on the phasing of the 
infrastructure, the phasing of the release of sites and the quanta of development 
in each land use that the local market is capable of absorbing; and 

▪ drawing on all of this, calculate the likely ‘cumulative’ gap between costs and 
returns to the Council.  
  

2.3.4   The appraisals show a gap between the overall costs of acquiring the land, providing 
the common infrastructure and public realm and the value of the disposal receipts 
after developers’ costs and their likely required rates of returns. As noted in the 
context of the Marina, the Council has considered all of this on a conservative basis 
and agreed to cover this gap; and it has ring-fenced the resources required across 
the development programme to do so (para 1.4.2 above).  All of the development 
appraisal work shows that it is unlikely that the costs to the Council will exceed this 
estimated gap, and may undershoot it.  

 
2.4       Who are the delivery partners and are they all signed up? How will it be 

implemented? 
 

2.4.1    The Council will act as lead developer, and aims to work with Tesco, Lords Feoffees 
and the Harbour Commissioners. The Council is progressing these negotiations and 
expects to be able to conclude them, but has at its disposal CPO and Transport & 
Works Act powers if either or both should be needed.   

 
2.4.2    The Council will forward-fund the site assembly and principal infrastructure, and 

dispose development-ready sites on the open market for planning-compliant bids in 
line with market demand. The Council will phase the delivery of the infrastructure to 
minimise its up-front costs, and will use land receipts to finance subsequent phases 
of infrastructure and site preparation. Development opportunities will be phased to 
deliver the highest value opportunities first (the supermarket, unit shop scheme and 
Harbour Top).   

 
2.4.3 The Council, working with the principal landowners, will prepare a ‘hybrid’ planning 

application for submission on conclusion of the AAP’s examination. The parts of the 
application that will be in full will be the Tesco supermarket redevelopment, Station 
Plaza and the works to the rail parking, access and egress and the works to 
Hilderthorpe Road, Beck Hill and Bridge Street. Reserved matters applications for the 
Gypsey Race park and avenue and ‘Burlington Pavement’ (the widening and 
landscaping of the footway along Quay Road/Prospect Street/Manor Street) will 
follow.  
 

2.4.4 The Council is likely to seek a joint venture development partner for the Harbour Top 
element, and would prefer to work with the Harbour Commissioners to do so. If the 
Council cannot, it will have to consider recourse to compulsory powers. The Council 
has the funding for the development, and it has the powers to ensure it is delivered. 
The Council’s responsibilities are to the wider public interest, notwithstanding its 
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commitment to ensure that the Commissioners’ duties in respect of the Harbour’s 
operation, now and in the future, are in no way prejudiced.  
 

2.4.5 The Council will make any necessary orders for the delivery of Burlington Parade 
once planning consent has been secured and negotiations have been taken as far as 
reasonably practicable (see Circular 06/04 Memorandum paras. 24-25). These are 
likely to include a CPO and Transport & Works Act order, together with stopping up 
and traffic regulation orders.   

 
2.5       What are the circumstances requiring development at the Harbour Top which 

is in a flood zone 3a? What is the evidence that this is the only suitable 
location for the development proposed? 

 

2.5.1    The Council considered a range of strategic options, and these are summarised in 
chapter 8 of the report of the SA/SEA (CD03). The Harbour Top is a critical element 
in the delivery of Bridlington’s regeneration and represented the best option 
assessed. 

2.5.2    The Harbour Top, developed as part of Burlington Parade, is Bridlington’s prime site: 
it regenerates the distinctive Harbour asset, while also allowing the Harbour still to 
operate; it overlooks the sea, taking advantage of Bridlington’s defining asset to 
create added value for the target uses who will gain from views over the sea and the 
interest of the working Harbour; it integrates the Harbour with the town centre core, 
creating spillovers (including footfall) of significant benefit to existing businesses in 
the established core; it helps to integrate the Spa within the town centre core, both 
advantaging the Spa and the town centre core; it is the ‘terminus’ of the Gypsey Race 
that forms the spine of Burlington Parade, producing the opportunity for a distinctive 
and appealing entrance to the Harbour alongside the Race from under Bridge Street; 
and, as part of Burlington Parade, the development of the Harbour Top makes it 
feasible to deliver the much-needed ‘heart’ to the town centre in the form of the new 
Town Square at Bridge Street / Queen Street.  

2.5.3    All of these features make it possible, as a consequence, to achieve the types, 
quality and a scale of development within the Burlington Parade site (where the 
under and ineffectively used and unsightly property is concentrated) that would 
otherwise not be achievable and which is necessary to address the market failure in 
the town. This is because:  

▪ developers will respond positively in delivering a quality of development with a 
waterfront setting they will not otherwise; 

▪ the Harbour Top development delivers much-needed benefits for the established 
shopping core, helping – critically – to offset the inevitable effects of the 
introduction of the new unit shopping scheme (the Harbour Top is one of the 
mechanisms for mitigating this impact and benefiting established businesses); 

▪ the development of the Harbour Top signals – along with the unit shop scheme –  
to prospective investors and occupiers what is possible in Bridlington, making it 
feasible to secure the risk investment required to secure and sustain the 
beneficial development of the much more difficult interior of Burlington Parade; 
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▪ the two anchors, the unit shop scheme at the top of the site and the Harbour Top 
at the bottom development, form the two ends of a ‘dumbbell’ - a proven device 
for generating the footfall needed to create value in the areas between them; 

▪ the Harbour Top makes it feasible to open the Gypsey Race to create a very 
distinctive park and avenue and giving it several key purposes: to drive values 
along its length; to provide much-needed public open space (green 
infrastructure) sheltered from the seafront; and to unify the whole development; 
and 

▪ including the Harbour Top as part of Burlington Parade creates needed certainty 
for investors: that the high quality development proposed for the Harbour Top will 
in fact be delivered; and that a later developer will not capitalise on this prime 
site at the expense of the early pioneers.   
 

2.5.4    Because the need to progress Burlington Parade is pressing, and because the 
delivery timescale for the Marina timescale is by comparison, lengthy, it is essential 
that the Council is able to progress Burlington Parade in advance of the Marina 
(using the Harbour Top to deliver a first phase of the Marina).  The corollaries to 
market certainty that the Harbour Top will be developed are: the reduction in delivery 
risks for the rest of Burlington Parade (the greater chance of attracting high quality 
investment in the interior of the site and the shopping schemes in the north); and the 
delivery of needed spillover benefits for the already underperforming businesses in 
the established shopping core that will be further challenged by the introduction of the 
new retail developments at the top of the Burlington Parade site.  

 
           The Harbour Top is the only suitable site for the development proposed:  
 
2.5.5    The purpose of the AAP is to secure the regeneration of the town centre, using the 

public sector’s powers and resources to create the conditions that will allow the 
market to deliver beneficial development.  The question for the AAP, given its 
regeneration purposes, is not whether there are other sites for the land uses 
proposed for the Harbour Top (see in any event the option appraisal in the SA/SEA), 
but whether the Harbour Top land can be used in beneficial ways that will both 
remove the depressing effect of its present condition and make effective use of this 
otherwise uniquely valuable asset in a conservation area for the town centre’s 
regeneration. At present, the Harbour Top land is problematic: it contains large areas 
of surface parking which is both unsightly and inefficient in the core of the town 
centre; the Harbour Top is poorly integrated with the town centre and it separates the 
town centre core from the Spa; it has no street frontage; it contains buildings that 
detract from the character of the conservation area and the setting of the listed 
buildings; and its use diminishes the otherwise significant appeal of an important 
heritage asset. Thus the principal question is how best to make use of this heavily 
under-exploited but potentially very great asset for the town centre’s regeneration, 
taking into account the risk-based approach required by PPS25.  

 
2.5.6    In terms of PPS25, para 16, the Council concluded that there are no reasonably 

available sites that would be appropriate for the land use proposed. In reaching this 
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view, the Council also took into account the statement by PPS25 (para 7 fourth 
bullet) that flood risk should be considered alongside other spatial planning issues. 
These other issues are, in this case, the regeneration needs of the town centre, the 
under- and ineffective use of a unique land and heritage asset adjacent to the core of 
the town centre and the fact that the Harbour Top is within a conservation area and 
contains contemporary buildings that make no contribution to its character.  The tidal 
flood risk, before taking into account the scope for design to mitigate these risks, is 
very small in the planning balance: there is a 99% chance that there will be no 1 in 
100 year event in any year over the AAP’s plan period; a 99.5% that there will be no 
1 in 200 year event; and a 99.9% chance that there will be no 1000 year event.  

 
2.5.7    The Council, therefore, considers the Sequential Test to be passed. The 

Environment Agency accept this, as their representation on the Publication AAP 
makes clear (CD20.2, RO16). 

 
2.5.8    Because of the physical characteristics of the site (the 5 metre difference between 

the height of South Marine Drive and the hard standing below it), there is the scope 
to design the scheme to make use of this level change to mitigate the risk of flooding 
for the more vulnerable uses. This same scope provides an opportunity very 
substantially to enhance the Harbour’s relationship to the townscape and listed 
buildings, with the further benefit of adding greatly to the character of the 
conservation area.   

 
2.5.9    The Publication AAP (paras 1.43.-1.44) explains that the Council considers it very 

likely, in turn, that Exception Test will be passed. On this basis, the AAP promotes 
the Harbour Top’s development as part of Burlington Parade. The SPD sets out 
design guidance on the development of Harbour Top (CD06, Section 7 and the 
proposed minor changes to the SPD , CD07, nos 54, 62 and 63).   

 
           Flood risk is only one reason for elevating the buildings above the parking deck:  
 
2.5.10  The proposal to use the 5 m change in levels to accommodate the decked parking is 

driven by a number of considerations other than flood risk only. As important are the 
other advantages this approach creates for the development:   

 
▪ the change in levels makes it possible to tuck the decked car parking within the 

change in levels, hiding much of its mass (helping to mitigate its impact on the 
listed structures) while also reducing the footprint of the scale of parking required 
to replace the existing provision and service the new development (making much 
more efficient use of the Harbour Top land);   
 

▪ it uses the prime site for the town centre’s most challenging market – a  hotel – 
which is also well-sited to relate to the Spa; and  

 
▪ the change in levels, by rearranging the access, makes it possible to bring the 

development up to the street edge (South Cliff Drive), creating missing but 
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needed street frontage and beneficial connections with new Town Square, the 
established shopping core and the Spa.  
 

2.5.11  To regenerate the town centre, the challenge is not finding sites for uses, but instead 
finding uses for sites that otherwise drag on the performance of a town centre. Such 
sites – amongst which are the Harbour Top – undermine competitive performance 
and the chances of attracting remediating investment for a range of reasons: 
because they are unsightly, they depress the appeal and therefore the values of 
adjoining land, making development even less likely in already difficult markets; they 
create severance by diminishing footfall across their frontage and in their vicinity; 
they signal underperformance, and therefore both diminish the likelihood of attracting 
needed investment and reduce its value if it is attracted.  

 
2.6 What will be the effect on the setting of listed buildings and the conservation 

area from the types of buildings required to mitigate flood risk? 
 

2.6.1 The buildings are not designed solely to mitigate flood risk. Even were flood risk not 
an issue, the optimal design solution is still to tuck the decked car parking into the 5 
metre change in levels between South Marine Drive and the Harbour’s hard standing. 
Two significant benefits follow from this approach (over and above lifting more 
vulnerable uses above the Harbour): at the upper level, the commercial uses are 
given a street frontage, benefiting these uses while also animating South Marine 
Drive and removing the severance between the town centre core and the Spa that 
the present arrangement causes; and, at the level of the Harbour, the option is 
provided to use the frontage and ground area for development (storage uses pending 
the development of the Marina and, if it proves feasible once the Marina is built, 
active commercial uses overlooking public space along the Harbour frontage).  
 

2.6.2    The buildings will be sited and designed to provide an appropriate setting for the 
listed buildings and to be in keeping with the character of the conservation area. The 
development also provides a chance to remove the Harbour Top buildings that 
detract from or do not positively enhance the character of the conservation area, nor 
enhance the heritage interest and appeal of the Harbour.  English Heritage, in its full 
representation on the AAP’s soundness and commentary on BridTC3 (CD18.2 – 
RO15, page 21), does not object to the proposals for the Harbour Top’s 
development. Indeed, English Heritage is supportive of the AAP and its recognition of 
the value of the town centre’s heritage assets to its regeneration; English Heritage’s 
comments are of a minor, drafting, nature and the Council proposes to make the 
changes EH suggest (CD18.2, nos 38-40, 43, 49, 51 and 54). 

 
2.6.3    The AAP includes a range of provisions aimed at ensuring that heritage assets are 

protected and enhanced, including: 
 

▪ BridTC4.1e sets as a criterion the protection of the Harbour’s listed buildings, 
and a proposed minor change (CD18, No 51) to bring the policy’s wording into 
line with the wording in PPS5;  
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▪ proposed minor changes to the AAP’s text and Marina policy (CD18, Nos 49 and 

54) strengthen the AAP’s provisions in respect of the heritage assets affected by 
the Marina in line with the suggestions of English Heritage; and 
 

▪ BridTC11.7c sets as a criterion the complementarity of development with the 
adjoining and nearby historic character. 
 

2.6.4 The Supplementary Planning Document (CD06) provides design guidance to 
ensure that the buildings enhance the setting of the listed buildings. Although 
English Heritage commented in full on the Second Preferred Options Draft 
(and made no objection as part of these to the principle of the Harbour Top 
development), they made no comment on the SPD’s proposals and it is 
therefore reasonable to assume that English Heritage does not object to 
them. The SPD’s provisions, briefly, are:  

 
▪ paras 2.25-2.26 point out the Harbour’s weak and missing frontages onto South 

Marine Drive and the negative landmark buildings. The Harbour Top 
development presents an opportunity to address both of these problems, 
including removing the adverse effects of these on the setting of the listed 
Harbour buildings;   
 

▪ para 4.30 and illustration sets the heights of the new buildings to 10-16 metres, 
with a maximum of six stories on the Harbour side (para.8.42). The section plans 
(G and H) on pages 115 and 116 illustrate; and 

 
▪ para 8.39 states that the roof line and building heights should be varied to be 

compatible with the established built form, mixed with robust, maritime 
architecture.   

 
2.7       How will the Harbour function if the existing operational land at Harbour Top is 

developed as proposed?  

2.7.1    The Council, some three years ago, made it clear to the Commissioners that there 
would need to be the option of phasing the Marina’s development if the delivery 
timetables for Burlington Parade and the Marina could not be aligned. This is now the 
case: 

▪ economic circumstances mean that it is not currently feasible to attract a single 
developer for Burlington Parade (who would be likely to want to progress the 
Harbour Top and unit shop schemes in parallel) and to progress its development 
alongside the construction of the Marina. Instead, the Council will, as lead 
developer, implement a phase programme of releasing development sites and 
delivering infrastructure and public realm. The Council’s phasing will pursue the 
‘dumbbell’ tactic (siting ‘anchors’ in the north and south of the Burlington Parade 
site and connecting them via Gypsey Race and ‘Burlington Pavement’), both to 
drive values so as to make the interior of Burlington Parade deliverable and to 
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create the needed spillover benefits for the established shopping core from the 
development of the Harbour Top and new Town Square; and 
 

▪ the Marina’s timetable is now significantly out of step with that for Burlington 
Parade – but the need to regenerate the town centre remains pressing. Subject 
to the AAP being found sound, the planning application for Burlington Parade will 
be submitted at the end of 2011, and the orders required to assemble the land 
and clean its title will be made in spring 2012 with the expectation of confirmation 
by the end of 2012 or not long after. 

2.7.2     The Council therefore commissioned the work necessary to show that it is feasible 
both to deliver the Harbour Top development platform and replace the land and 
buildings needed to operate the Harbour without any compromise to its efficiency. 
The Harbour Commissioners contributed to this work, and it is their information which 
has been used to ensure that the replacement facilities will improve on existing 
facilities, and that the arrangement of operational activities will enhance the 
Harbour’s operational efficiency.  The phasing plans for the introduction of the 
Burlington Parade development platform show, step by step, how the Harbour 
facilities will be replaced through a mix of temporary and permanent replacements.  
Although they later retracted it, the AAP’s approach is consistent with the 
Commissioners’ representation on the Second Preferred Options Draft AAP that is 
provided as an appendix to this Response (see above para 1.5.3). 

2.7.3   The AAP also states (and the Council has confirmed in separate meetings and 
correspondence) that fundamental requirements of the Burlington Parade and Marina 
proposals are ensuring that the Harbour is able to operate efficiently (for its existing 
users and to satisfy the duties of the Trust Port) and that the Commissioners are no 
worse off financially as a consequence of the developments (Publication AAP, para 
36, third bullet and paras 3.32, 3.43, 4.87 and 5.11). The AAP’s references to the 
Commissioners’ duties as a Trust Port operator refer to the whole of the Harbour’s 
operation and not solely to maintaining a place of refuge for ships at sea (CD18, Part 
2, Nos 25 and 27).    

 

Issue 3: Do the structure of the AAP and the format of policies result in a 
deliverable strategy? Is it sufficiently flexible? 

3.1      Are the issues clearly identified?  

3.1.1    The issues are clearly identified. The purpose of the AAP is to put in place a strategy 
that the evidence shows will be effective in transforming the economic performance 
of the town centre area and in doing so also to improve social and environmental 
wellbeing. The ‘issues’ are focused and carefully articulated so as to:  

▪ identify, so they can be  tackled, the reasons why the town centre 
underperforms; 

▪ identify, so they can be built upon, the area’s under-exploited and distinctive 
assets that the evidence shows could do more for the town centre’s 
performance;  
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▪ identify, so they can be seized, the opportunities available to the town centre 
area for improving its performance; and  

▪ ensure that the scale and mix of development that is planned for is deliverable, 
by establishing, and working within, the capacity of the local economy for growth 
(i.e., how much new development in each land use it would be reasonable to 
plan for).   

3.1.2    The Publication AAP articulates the issues (structured to serve the AAP’s purposes 
as explained above at 3.1.1) as follows:  

▪ in the executive summary, at paras 20-29, where the town’s challenges are 
explained;  

▪ at para 1.8, in the explanation of the purposes, and the focuses it dictates, of the 
AAP’s evidence base;  

▪ at paras 1.10-1.12, in setting out the lessons from research and best practice 
that are drawn on by the AAP’s strategy;  

▪ at paras 1.13-1.17, in explaining the reasons why Bridlington underperforms its 
potential and is need of intervention to make regeneration possible; 

▪ at paras 1.18-1.21, in articulating the area’s assets and opportunities.  
 

3.1.3   All of these issues, in one way or another, pointed to a wish by Bridlington’s 
communities, as well as a need on economic and environmental grounds, to 
rebalance the focus of regeneration efforts in favour of the role of the town centre for 
its residents, businesses and catchment as well as improving its appeal as a visitor 
destination for a more diverse market over more the year.  Heretofore, the ‘answer’ to 
Bridlington’s ‘problems’ had always focused almost wholly on its seaside visitor 
economy.  The Vision expresses this rebalancing as ‘Bridlington: a great place to live 
by the seaside. Visitors welcome!’ 

 
3.1.4 While there is flexibility built into the policies (see Section 3.6) since the AAP is 

specifically targetted at regeneration following a lengthy period of market failure, it is 
important that flexibility should be approach in that specific context. There have been 
assessed to be some specific requirements in order to achieve the necessary 
impetus to reverse the town’s decline and a general set of flexible policies, which 
would allow a broad market approach, would simply not be sufficient. The failure of 
the market to come forward and address the town’s decline is the strongest evidence 
of the need for targeted intervention. 

 
3.2       Are the objectives clear and do they address all elements of the Vision? Are 

they consistent with the Vision?   
 
3.2.1    The objectives are very clear; they address all elements of the Vision and, critically, 

they also reflect the evidence that charts the route to achieving the Vision.. The 
strategic objectives (as opposed to the enabling objectives) are the broad statements 
of what the AAP’s proposals must achieve if the AAP area is to regenerate (i.e., the 
directions the AAP has to take in order to improve performance and deliver the 
vision). The six strategic objectives are comprehensive of the evidenced means of 
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realising the vision: they acknowledge and tackle the causes of underperformance; 
build on assets; realise opportunities; and accommodate the mix and scale of uses 
(development) that is required, and within the capacity of the local economy to 
deliver, to meet local needs as well as to diversify the local economy and develop a 
much-less seasonal, higher spending, visitor market.  

 
3.2.2    The role of each objective in delivering the Vision – ‘Bridlington: a great place to live: 

visitors welcome’ – is, briefly, as follows (the Publication AAP, at paras 2.11-2.26, 
explains in full):  

 
▪ Objective 1 focuses on the regeneration of the town centre in all its roles for the 

benefit of the catchment population and businesses, recognising both that its 
underperformance relates in large part from its limited competitiveness within its 
catchment, and that a more competitive town centre within Bridlington’s 
catchment will also produce returns in its ability to attract a higher spending, less 
seasonal, visitor market.  
  

▪ Objective 2 focuses on the regeneration and development of the Harbour, as a 
means of enhancing the heritage value of the asset, creating benefits for the 
year round business of the town centre, attracting the investment needed for the 
town’s regeneration, integrating the Spa and as the basis for creating a Marina 
that, with the Harbour, will capture unmet demand for sailing berths on the east 
coast.   

 
▪ Objective 3 builds on the opportunity presented by the popularity of Bridlington 

as a place to live and the need to provide a wide range of housing options in the 
town; responds to the challenges of retaining and attracting younger people and 
a better skilled workforce; and takes advantage of the value of further housing to 
animate the AAP area year round and provide a ‘captive’ spending market for 
town centre businesses. All of these improve the AAP area for its residents and 
existing businesses, while helping to create the conditions for further growth and 
economic diversity.  

 
▪ Objective 4 acknowledges, on the one hand, that the competitiveness of the 

town centre and the year round appeal of the AAP area is compromised by the 
‘seasonal surge’, the impact of traffic movement and parking on the 
environmental appeal of the town centre and shortcomings in the sufficiency, 
quality and convenience of car parking; and, on the other, that easy access by a 
choice of means of transport is essential to the town’s competitiveness and 
environmental quality. 

 
▪ Objective  5 recognises that shortcomings in the quality and sufficiency of public 

space in the town centre militate against the town centre’s competitiveness, both 
during and outside the summer season; and that more and better public spaces, 
green infrastructure and ‘people streets’ are needed to create the conditions that 
will enable existing businesses to trade more profitably (attract more business 
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from the catchment) and attract much-needed new and renewal investment in 
the built fabric of the town.   

 
▪ Objective 6 recognises that shortcomings in design quality has had a significant 

impact on the town centre’s competitiveness – and that significant improvements 
are needed to enable the town centre to be much more competitive within its 
catchment and to care-take its distinctive built character  and heritage.  
 

3.2.3    The role the objectives in delivering each part of how the residents of Bridlington 
might articulate what they mean by the Vision (Publication AAP, para 2.5) is as 
follows: 

By 2021, Bridlington Town Centre will  be the undisputed jewel of Yorkshire’s East 
Coast  - the vibrant heart of a growing community (Objectives 1-6) that cherishes its 
special character and the care that is taken to preserve and enhance it (Objective 6), 
that is loyal to the town’s growing base of dynamic local businesses (Objectives 1 
and 4), and who are happy to welcome others to enjoy their Town Centre and all it 
has to offer (Objectives 1, 2, 5 and 6): its own distinctive and rich historic character 
(Objectives 2, 5 and 6); the rejuvenated Seafront with its year round vitality 
(Objectives 1 and 5), the lively and attractive shopping core with its successful mix 
of prosperous independent shops and thriving national multiples (Objective 1); its 
much-loved Spa (Objective 2); its rejuvenated Town Centre Seafront and its year 
round usability and appeal (Objectives 1 and 4); the celebrated Gypsey Race Park 
(Objective 5); and the beautiful new marina and regenerated Harbour (Objectives 2, 
4, 5 and 6).  

Many more people in all stages of life will have moved into the Town Centre to take 
advantage of the much greater choice of lifestyles (Objective 3). They will be walking 
to work, to the shops and to their evening entertainment (Objective 4). The Town 
Centre’s streets will be active and safe in the evening and weekends as well as 
during the day, with all ages of residents taking part in the life of the Town Centre 
(Objective 4). Families will have re-colonised the neighbourhoods on the flanks of 
the commercial core (Objective 3), breathing new, year round life into the town’s 
impressive stock of Victorian and Edwardian villas (Objectives 3 and 6) and co-
existing happily with attractive B&Bs, guest houses and boutique hotels (Objective 
4).  

There will be a new and growing community of competitive small businesses, serving 
local needs and exporting their goods and services to other parts of the UK and 
abroad (Objective 1). Local businesses will be able to move into the new offices, 
workspaces and shop units, operate efficiently and grow, creating more wealth and 
jobs for Bridlington’s communities (Objectives 1 and 4). 

Residents and businesses in Bridlington’s wider catchment will be able to get into the 
Town Centre easily and comfortably, by a choice of means of transport (Objective 
4). Those who choose to drive will be able to park in larger, better located, car parks. 
Traffic will intrude less in the shopping streets, making them more attractive to use 
and traders more prosperous as a result (Objective 4). Those who use the trains and 
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buses will have new facilities, convenient to the shops and jobs, that will make public 
transport an attractive alternative (Objective 4). 

Tourists will choose to visit Bridlington in every season, and with more to do and see, 
will stay longer and spend more (Objectives 1, 2 and 4-6). They will be charmed by 
the history and interest of the historic Harbour and put visiting it and the new Marina 
near the top of their list (Objectives 2, 5 and 6). Like the residents who welcome 
them, visitors will take in performances at the Spa, congregate in the Winter Garden, 
take a picnic in the Gypsey Race Park and bracing walks along the Seafront 
(Objectives 4 and 5).  

            The Marina has become the East Coast’s sailing destination of choice – well-known 
for the quality of its facilities and the interest of its shell-fishing activities (Objective 2 
and 5) -  but also for the sympathetic restoration and appeal of the historic Harbour 
and the physical integration of both into the fabric of the Town Centre (Objectives 2, 
5 and 6). 

 
3.3       What is the purpose of the 14 Enabling Objectives? Is it intended that all 

should be achieved through the implementation of the AAP?  
 
3.3.1    The purpose of the enabling objectives is to provide the more specific detail required 

if the strategy is to be effective in marshalling and targeting the resources needed 
both to deliver the strategic objectives (Enabling Objectives i-ix) and optimise the 
capture of the benefits for local people and businesses (Enabling Objectives x-xiv). 
The enabling objectives draw on the evidence base to be specific as to: 

 
▪ the interventions required to remove the market failures and other obstacles that, 

unless tackled, will continue to stand in the way of achieving the strategic 
objectives; 
 

▪ the assets and opportunities that will deliver the greatest returns in achieving the 
strategic objectives; and 

 
▪ the measures, alongside the physical changes, that will be needed to ensure the 

whole economy prospers in response.  
 
3.3.2    A key role of the enabling objectives is to guide the AAP’s use of resources and 

interventions so that they are as efficient as well as effective. Efficiencies are 
greatest where a single intervention and a single resource manage to remove a 
market failure, take advantage of an under-utilised asset(s), seize one or more 
opportunities while also capturing evidenced demand for new development.  

 
3.3.3    For example, the assembly of the Burlington Parade site (Enabling Objective i) 

overcomes a range of market failures (i.e., obstacles to the market’s ability to 
respond to demand for new development) – including the absence of sites to 
accommodate otherwise frustrated demand / capacity for additional retail 
development and the adverse externalities caused by  the long under-used and 
unsightly land. Assembling the land at Burlington Parade makes it possible to take 
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advantage of the under-utilised Gypsey Race (Enabling Objective iv) to meet needs 
for open space (the insufficiency of which is another obstacle to investment) and  
create more attractive settings for development (tackling another cause of 
underperformance) and unify the Harbour with the station area.   

 
3.3.4    It is intended that all of the Enabling Objectives are achieved through the 

implementation of the AAP – either directly in respect of the development of land, 
infrastructure and public realm, or indirectly in the platform it provides for directing the 
activities of the Council and its partners (BridTC19.2). Policies BridTC1 through 
BridTC20 are comprehensive of the enabling objectives. The AAP is a spatial plan, 
meaning that it uses the development of land to improve economic, social and 
environmental wellbeing.   

 
3.3.5    The AAP, however, is different to a Core Strategy-type plan that sets the broad 

principles to guide change and sustainably accommodate anticipated needs for new 
development. Where ‘demand’ is not an issue, the principal purpose is to direct 
development where it can be most sustainably accommodated, giving the market 
broad options for responding and capturing the demand. 

 
3.3.6    Areas that need regeneration – like the AAP area – do so because there is 

insufficient demand to occupy land that is not contributing positively to performance. 
The chances of bringing this land into beneficial use are very limited because the 
lack of demand creates insufficient pressure to drive values up to the levels that 
make it feasible for the market to tackle this land (inevitably encumbered by a range 
of obstacles that deter development).  

 
3.3.7    In contrast to a Core Strategy-type plan, the AAP has the tasks both of 

understanding how much demand might actually exist (were it not frustrated), and of 
identifying what stands in the way of the market’s ability to respond to this demand 
and deliver the development that will capture it. The AAP’s strategic objectives set 
the broad direction of the changes needed to realise the Vision that was put forward 
by Bridlington’s communities; the enabling objectives target the resources and 
interventions to remove the obstacles to investment and create the conditions 
needed to attract it – working with the grain of the market to use this limited ‘demand’ 
to greatest effect in doing so.   

 
3.4       Are all of the objectives achievable through the policies?  
 

           3.4.1    All of the objectives are achievable through the policies: 
 

▪ Strategic Objective 1 is delivered through the overarching strategy (BridTC1), the 
clear statement of the strategy’s priorities (BridTC2) and the AAP’s major 
projects (BridTC3-BridTC8), supported by the development management policies 
(BridTC9-BridTC18) and delivery policies (BridTC19, BridTC20).  
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▪ Strategic Objective 2 is delivered by BridTC4 together with the Harbour Top 
element of BridTC3 and the relevant parts (new Town Square) of the Strategic 
Public Realm (BridTC5), supported by the development management and 
delivery policies. 

 
▪ Strategic Objective 3 is delivered by BridTC3 and BridTC15, supported by the 

development management and delivery policies.  
 
▪ Strategic Objective 4 is delivered by BridTC7 and BridTC8, supported by the 

development management and delivery policies.  
 
▪ Strategic Objective 5 is delivered by BridTC5, supported by the development 

management and delivery policies, and in particular BridTC20. 
 
▪ Strategic Objective 6 is delivered by the overarching strategy (BridTC1), the 

policies for the major projects (BridTC3-BridTC8) and the development 
management policies, particularly BridTC11, and by the delivery policies.  

 
▪ Enabling Objectives i, ii, iv, v, vii and viii are delivered by BridTC3 and BridTC5, 

with contributions from BridTC4 and BridTC11. 
 
▪ Enabling Objectives iii, vi, vii, viii and xii are delivered by BridTC4. 
 
▪ BridTC3 and BridTC4, supported by BridTC19 and the overarching strategy 

(BridTC1), are the principal means of delivering Enabling Objectives x, xi, xii and 
xiv. 
 

3.4.2    The Publication AAP explains at paras 2.29-2.33 the relationship of the strategic 
objectives to the AAP’s regeneration strategy.  

 
3.5       Are all of the policies necessary and clearly worded? 
 
3.5.1     The Council considers all of the policies to be necessary and clearly worded, subject 

to the minor proposed post-publication changes to improve clarity, accuracy and 
bring policies up to date (CD18, Part 2, proposes minor changes to: BridTC3 – 
Burlington Parade – change nos 38-40; BridTC4 – change nos 50-54; BridTC9 –  
change no 59; and BridTC11 – change nos 63-64).  

 
3.5.2    The Council made efforts to remove the policies that were not strictly necessary to 

the AAP’s objectives, reword the policies to make them clearer in response to the 
Inspector’s front-loading visit (CD09) and take on board the views of the Council’s 
development management team.  Further minor post-publication changes are also 
proposed to improve clarity and accuracy (CD18.2, nos 50-54, 59 and 63-64). 

 
3.6       Is the AAP flexible enough to respond to variations to the proposals or other 

changes in circumstances?  
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 3.6.1   The AAP is sufficiently flexible, taking into account its very specific purposes; it is a 
plan for correcting long-standing market failures and restructuring the town centre to 
put in place the conditions required if it is to prosper. Thus the AAP is as flexible as it 
can be.  

 
3.6.2.   As the Inspector stated in the note of his front-loading visit (CD09), the AAP area is 

very small, the proposals are very detailed and, in the Council’s view, represent the 
best alternatives all matters considered. In the Inspector’s view – with which the 
Council clearly concurs – it would be very difficult, where proposals are necessarily 
so detailed, to make the DPD so flexible as to allow for a different distribution of 
uses. To do so would, in effect, produce two plans. The Inspector advised that 
sufficient flexibility could be built in through: 

 
▪ the provision of ‘triggers’, such that if the ‘best alternative’ distribution could not 

be achieved, there would be an ‘early review’ of the plan to seek a more 
deliverable alternative; and 
 

▪ the provision in the implementation strategy of clear targets and trajectories for 
development, including a monitoring regime with key triggers and dates against 
which progress can be assessed and contingencies brought into play.  
 

3.6.3    The Council has followed the advice given. The AAP stops short of setting out what 
the fall-back contingencies are if the ‘best alternative’ should prove undeliverable. To 
set these out would, of course, compromise the negotiations that are underway and 
therefore make it far less likely that the best alternatives would be delivered in 
preference to those that are less optimal. The Council nonetheless has a view of 
exactly what these less optimal contingencies are.  

 
3.6.4    The AAP builds also builds in the flexibility needed to respond to variations in 

proposals or changes in circumstances in other ways:  
 

▪ There is flexibility and scope for variation in Burlington Parade, save for the siting 
of the key infrastructure and anchor uses which are critical to the effectiveness of 
the scheme in achieving the objectives set for it. BridTC3 provides simply for a 
mix of uses within large parts of the Burlington Parade site, and provides no 
floorspace quanta within the policy for leisure or housing uses. The policies 
specify the ‘about’ quanta for the unit shop scheme, and the ‘not more than’ 
quanta for the redeveloped supermarket; and the ‘up to’ 700 spaces for the 
supermarket car park, not less than 350 spaces for the unit shop scheme, ‘at 
least’ 150 spaces for the Harbour Top, ‘about’ 260 spaces for Palace Car Park 
and ‘at least’ 80 spaces for the Beck Hill car park. The written justification 
provides the ‘up to’ numbers for the quanta of housing units and leisure 
floorspace. The Council, as lead developer, is in a position to manage the 
disposal of development opportunities in line with the market.   
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▪ BridTC3’s inclusion of the Harbour Top as part of Burlington Parade ensures that 
Burlington Parade can proceed and the Harbour will be regenerated should, for 
reasons that cannot be foreseen, the Marina is not able to proceed.  

 
▪ BridTC4 provides for the maximum footprint of the Marina, and places no 

constraint on a smaller footprint with a lesser impact. BridTC4 requires only that 
development satisfies the criteria for flood risk, environmental and heritage 
impacts. 

 
▪ BridTC5 specifies, defines the purposes of and sites the principal components of 

the public realm works, sets criteria for their development, and provides for 
contributions to the costs (subject to the provisions of BridTC20). Everything else 
is flexible, including the design and phasing outwith Burlington Parade and the 
new Town Square.  

 
▪ BridTC6 defines the new, year round, role of the Seafront and sets the criteria to 

guide development along it. It provides a flexible framework for advancing its 
development, including the re-development or re-use of Leisure World and the 
relocation away from the Seafront of the Fun Fair and the development of a 
Winter Garden should these become feasible.  

 
▪ BridTC9 puts in place a sequential approach that is required of developers 

proposing major development for the uses that go to the heart of the strategies 
for Burlington Parade and the Marina consider these sites first, and then 
preferred alternatives, building in substantial flexibility. 

 
▪ BridTC10 builds in flexibility by putting into place a mechanism for permitting 

development that compromises the delivery of the AAP’s major projects subject 
to demonstrating that the benefits of the development outweigh the risks to the 
major projects (and making clear what these benefits would be).  

 
▪ BridTC11 provides for development statements for major developments, 

providing a mechanism for testing the acceptability of departures from the AAP’s 
proposals.  

 
3.6.5    The Publication AAP’s implementation strategy sets out for Burlington Parade (para 

6.17) and the Marina (para 6.18) the triggers and timetable for the key delivery 
milestones.  

 
3.7      What remedial actions will be taken if either of the main development projects 

does not go ahead?  
 
3.7.1   The Council purposely does not set out either what sequence of missed milestones 

would trigger a wholesale review of the plan, or what the contingencies are should 
key elements of the ‘best alternatives’ prove undeliverable. To do so would have the 
effect of proposing, within the plan, less optimal alternatives than those which are in 
the process of being negotiated. Including these alternatives – contingencies – would 
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have two very undesirable consequences for the deliverability of the ‘best 
alternatives’: it would make it far less likely that the Council will be able successfully 
conclude negotiations with the principal landowning partners given that, in every 
case, the evidence shows that the major proposals will create very substantial, and 
otherwise unachievable, benefits for each of these interests and will do so in line with 
their expressed objectives.     

 
3.7.2   The Council, therefore, has no reason to doubt the deliverability of the ‘best 

alternatives’, nor to believe that plausible variations to the ‘best alternatives’ could not 
be accommodated by the Publication AAP as drafted (with the CD20 edits to clarify 
and correct minor errors).  

 
3.8       Are the policies all capable of being monitored?  
 
3.8.1    The monitoring approach focuses on the delivery of the physical developments 

proposed by BridTC3-BridTC8 because these are the means of achieving the AAP’s 
objectives.  The monitoring framework sets out in detail the delivery milestones, the 
principal progress triggers, the output targets and the timetable for achieving them, 
together with outcomes sought (connecting ‘cause’ with the ‘effect’ sought) and the 
measures that will establish whether the outcomes have been achieved.  

3.9       Does the monitoring framework relate to the delivery of the policies? Are all of 
the policies covered by it? Why will the sustainability indicators be monitored 
separately?  

 
3.9.1   The monitoring framework aims to monitor the AAP’s purposes, taking on board the 

guidance in PPS12, the Inspectorate’s ‘lessons’ (September 2009) and the LDF 
Monitoring Best Practice 2005 guidance (withdrawn by ministerial statement from 30 
March 2011). The Council’s thinking is as follows:  

 
i. The monitoring strategy is focused closely on the principal purposes of the AAP: 

the delivery of the major projects that the evidence shows are the best alternatives 
for achieving the regeneration outcomes sought and achieving the sustainability 
objectives set by the SA. The monitoring framework has two parts for doing this: 
the monitoring of the delivery of the major projects (BridTC3-8) that relate very 
closely to the strategic objectives and enabling objectives i-ix, and the S106 
pooled tariff for the strategic public realm (BridTC20); and the monitoring of the 
objectives set by the Sustainability Appraisal (‘effects’).   
 

ii. There is considerable variation between the monitoring strategies in already 
adopted AAPs. Some use the AAP’s objectives without any reference to the 
policies designed to achieve them (and provide no targets other than the dates for 
delivery); others use the AAP’s objectives and simply list the often several policies 
that are intended to deliver the objective, but do not set any timetabled milestones 
to measure progress towards targets (e.g., levels of housing to be delivered 
annually) and omit any reference to the outcomes that necessitated the 
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preparation of the AAP in the first place. The monitoring strategy for the AAP aims 
to overcome these shortcomings.  
 

iii. There are no specific ‘rules’ governing the approach to monitoring LDFs. The 
monitoring strategy therefore is aimed at focusing on the particular purposes of 
the AAP – but taking into account the following:  

 
o The need for SMART objectives, targets and indicators, which the AAP’s 

monitoring strategy uses, but with a focus on the major projects as the means 
of delivering the strategy’s objectives (‘SMART’ is general good practice but is 
also noted by para 4.8 of LDF Monitoring Best Practice 2005).   

o PPS12, which stresses at para 4.1(4) the importance of clear arrangements 
for managing and monitoring the delivery of the strategy. The Council’s focus 
is on exactly this for the AAP. 

o PPS12’s section on Monitoring (para 4.47), that refers only to the importance 
of ensuring that monitoring and reporting arrangements provide the means of 
alerting the authority and public if a strategy is starting to fail (or policies are 
having unintended consequences) and therefore of providing a basis for 
putting in place contingency arrangements if they are needed. The AAP’s 
monitoring strategy provides for both – the means of establishing whether 
contingency arrangements are needed and for establishing whether the 
strategy is having unintended consequences.  

o PINS’ Examining Development Plan Documents: Learning from Experience 
(September 2009), which stresses the role of monitoring in planning for 
uncertainty, which reflects the emphases of PPS12 in respect of monitoring.  

 
3.9.2    While the Council considers the AAP’s monitoring approach to achieve the purposes 

required of it, the Council accepts that there are other ways it might be done. For 
example, the policies that are not presently referenced by the monitoring strategy 
could be added – so that the monitoring of BridTC3 and BridTC4, for example, could 
each also refer to the DM policies which are most closely related to these (BridTC9, 
BridTC11). And new monitoring lines could be added for the rest of the DM policies. 
The Council is very willing to propose amendments if the Inspector considers it 
essential or advisable that all of the policies are monitored.  

 
3.9.3    The Sustainability Appraisal has a separate, but complementary, monitoring 

framework that focuses on the sustainability ‘effects’ – that is, the outcomes – that 
the AAP’s delivery is to lead to.  Again, this focus is wholly consistent with the AAP’s 
concern to connect ‘cause’ (the interventions that constitute the major projects) to 
‘effect’ (the outcomes in enhanced economic, social and environmental wellbeing 
that AAP is conceived  to deliver).  

 
3.10     Is the Proposals Map sufficiently clear?   
 

The Proposals Map contains a great deal of information, and the Council accepts that 
it is difficult to follow in its present form. The AAP itself contains illustrative material 
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that provides further information, as does the SPD.  The Proposals Map, assuming 
the AAP is adopted, will be set up in interactive form on the Council’s website, 
ensuring that each element of information it provides can be called up and clearly 
seen. 
 

3.11    How will the Proposals Map relate to the existing Proposals Map?  
 
3.11.1  The Proposals Map replaces, for the AAP area only, the whole of the Bridlington 

insert to the East Yorkshire Borough Wide Local Plan.   
 

3.11.2  Part A  of Appendix 4 of the Publication AAP lists the saved policies that will be 
replaced by the AAP for the AAP area only.  An addendum to Minor Post-publication 
Changes, CD20, Part 2, change no 79, clarifies this.   

 
3.11.3  There are five further saved policies in the Local Plan which will be replaced, for the 

AAP area only, by the AAP and its Proposals Map. These have been omitted in error 
from Part A of Appendix 4: 

 
▪  EN7 – Urban Open Space, which states that development will not be permitted 

on land identified on the [Local Plan] Proposals Map or on other designated open 
areas to be provided through [then] existing planning permissions unless they 
would safeguard the essentially open character of the surrounding area. 
 

▪ R4 – Loss of Recreational Open Space, which states that proposals affecting 
these designations will only be permitted if they satisfy the other relevant policies 
of the plan, recreation use has been abandoned and development is appropriate 
and replacement provision is made that is capable of serving the same locality or 
user group.  

 
▪ Brid11 – Conversions of Multiply Occupied Property where planning permission 

is required, which refers to an area around the town centre designated by the 
Local Plan Proposals Map. The Policy says that conversions will only be allowed 
where they would not harm the character of the area, where adequate provisions 
are made for parking and refuse, internal arrangements and outside amenity 
space and the property is not suitable for family occupation.  

 
▪ Brid 20 - Protection of Holiday Accommodation, which refers to an area around 

the town centre designated by the Local Plan Proposals Map. The policy states 
that proposals will not be permitted that result in the loss of holiday 
accommodation, unless the proposals would not harm the function of the street 
frontage as an area for holiday accommodation and they would be compatible for 
the character of the area.  

 
▪ Brid25 – Hot Food Shops, which prevents their development in the designated 

area of the town centre.   
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3.11.4  There is a further error in Appendix 4. Saved policy S6 should be listed in Part A, and 
not Part B of the Appendix as it is replaced by BridTC13 and the Proposals Map.     

 
3.11.5  The Council has submitted a further addendum to CD18.2 (Addendum 2) and 

appends a copy to this Response.  
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No. 

Policy / 
Paragraph 
/ Page 
Reference 

The 
accuracy 
/ clarity / 
up to 
date 
issue 

Proposed Edit 
(strike through for deletions, underline for additions) 

Justification for the Proposed 
Edit 

 
80 

 
Appendix 
4, Part A  

 
Accuracy 

    
Saved 
Policy 

 Proposed 
Replacement 
Policy 

 
Reasoning for Replacement  

 
EN7 

 
Urban Open 
Space 

 
none 

 
The policy is no longer necessary. 

There are other provisions, in national and 
regional policy, as well as the emerging 
Core Strategy, for protecting existing 
urban open space from inappropriate 
development. The AAP’s focus is on 
shortcomings in existing public realm and 
meeting very specific needs for additional 
public realm and open spaces.    

 
The replacement of EN7 by the 
AAP’s strategy was omitted 
from the Appendix in error.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
81 

 
Appendix 
4, Part A 

 
Accuracy 

 
Saved 
Policy 

 Proposed 
Replacement 
Policy 

 
Reasoning for Replacement  

 
R4 

 
Loss of 
Recreational 
Open Space 

 
none 

 
The policy is no longer necessary. 

There are other provisions, in national and 
regional policy, as well as the emerging 
Core Strategy, for protecting existing 
recreational open space from 
inappropriate development. The AAP’s 
focus is on shortcomings in existing public 
realm and meeting very specific needs for 
additional public realm and open spaces.    

 
The replacement of R4 by the 
AAP’s strategy was omitted 
from the Appendix in error. 
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Appendix 
4, Part A  

 
 
Accuracy 

 
Saved 
Policy 

 Proposed 
Replacement 
Policy 

 
Reasoning for Replacement  

 
Brid11 

 
Conversions 
of Multiply 
Occupied 
Property 

 
none 

 
There is no longer a need for this policy, 

in the context of the changes in legislation 
and the Use Classes Order. BridTC20 
makes the needed provisions for 
protecting the area, as explained in the 
written justification at paras 5.63.ii.  

 
 
The replacement of Brid11 by 
the AAP’s strategy was omitted 
from the Appendix in error. 
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Appendix 
4, Part A  

 
Accuracy 

 
Saved 
Policy 

 Proposed 
Replacement 
Policy 

 
Reasoning for Replacement  

 
Brid20 

 
Protection of 
Holiday 
Accommoda-
tion 

 
BridTC15 

 
The policy created a market distortion 

which the evidence shows has had the 
unintended effect of preventing market 
forces from regenerating the increasingly 
down at heel areas around the town 
centre, and ‘protecting’ an oversupply of 
cheap accommodation which militates 
against the town’s ability to attract much 
needed hotel investment. The AAP 
encourages conversions and 
redevelopment for housing as an 
alternative to the oversupplied and 
underperforming B&B and guest house 
markets.   

 
The replacement of Brid20 by 
the AAP’s strategy was omitted 
from the Appendix in error. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
84 

 
Appendix 
4, Part A  

 
Accuracy 

 
Saved 
Policy 

 Proposed 
Replacement 
Policy 

 
Reasoning for Replacement  

 
Brid25 

 
Hot Food 
Shops 

 
BridTC5, 
BridTC6, 

 
There is no longer a need for this policy, 

The AAP takes a positive approach to the 

 
The replacement of Brid25 by 
the AAP’s strategy was omitted 
from the Appendix in error. 
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BridTC13 purposes of the Primary Retail Circuit, 
Seafront and Primary Shopping Area, and 
provides for managing otherwise 
inappropriate development or refusing it.  

 
 
 
 
 

85  Appendix 
4, Part A 

Accuracy  Saved 
Policy 

 Proposed 
Replacement 
Policy 

 
Reasoning for Replacement  

 
S6 

 
Non Retail 
Uses 

 
BridTC9,  
BridTC13 

 
The Town Centre AAP redefines, in the 

Town Centre AAP Proposals Map, the 
boundaries both of the Town Centre and 
within it the Primary Shopping Area to 
take into account the changes since the 
East Yorkshire Borough Wide Local Plan 
was prepared and adopted; to provide a 
sound basis for the proposed Burlington 
Parade (BridTC3) development; and to 
create a more compact shopping area and 
enhance the competitiveness of the town 
centre.     

 
  

 
The replacement of S6 by the 
AAP’s strategy was omitted 
from Part A in error. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

86  Appendix 
4, Part B 

Accuracy   
S6  Non Retail 

Uses 
Prevents non‐retail uses where the uses 
would harm the primarily retail 
function of the defined shopping area 

 
 

 
Policy S6 was placed in Appendix 
4, Part B in error.  It should have 
been identified in Part A (see 
minor change number 85). 
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Bridlington Harbour/Marina Scheme – Key Milestones 
 
East Riding of Yorkshire Council (ERYC) has been working in partnership with the 
Bridlington Harbour Commissioners (BHC) and Yorkshire Forward (YF) since 
December 2005 to develop and advance the proposed Harbour/Marina Scheme. 
 
To ensure that the proposed Harbour/Marina development project at Bridlington met  
objectives and partner’s requirements, a structured approach was adopted and a 
series of Studies commissioned to inform the AAP proposals and the current  Layout.  
 
All the Studies were jointly commissioned and agreed by the ‘partners’. The Studies 
and all the developmental work on the proposals to date has been managed through 
regular and documented Steering Group & Technical meetings, corrrespondence and 
design workshops. It has been a comprehensive and collaborative process to ensure 
soundly based and deliverable proposals.  
 
In summary, the Studies and key developmental Milestones include: 
 
 

• December 2005 – First YF/BHC/ERYC meeting. 
 
• December 2006 -  Conceptual Masterplan Agreed. 

 
• August/September 2007 – Supply & Demand Study Brief agreed & 

issued followed by Tender Appraisal & the Selection & Appointment of 
Consultants (PLB Consulting Ltd). 

 
• June 2008 – PLB Study completed & signed off by partners resulting in 

an agreed target number of berths (320) for the proposed Marina 
together with an initial indicative layout. 

 
• May/December 2009 – commissioning through to completion & 

agreement of Final Hydraulic Model Study by H R Wallingfords to assess 
and advise upon the optimum configuration of the new piers,  walls, 
harbour entrance and the like. 

 
• October 2009 - Design Philosphy - Planning & Design 

References/Standards for the Harbour/Marina agreed. 
. 
• February 2010 – Preferred Outline Layout (Ip1509/401 Rev-) and also 

the Marina Berth Disposition Study (2nd draft) dated February 2010 
agreed by all parties. 

 
• January 2011 – Commercial Operations Requirement Study Draft Final 

Report No.Ip1509/YF2 dated Janauary 20011 agreed. (this sets out 
BHC’s assessment of the berthing & facilitities required for the fishing & 
commercial operations – as reflected & met in the AAP proposals but not 
in the alternative “Within-Harbour” Marina Scheme(s)). 

 
• February 2011 – a Consultancy Brief to provide Business Planning and 

techncial advice as part of the developmental process for the scheme 
was finally agreed by the partners( study now commissioned). 
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• May 2011- by letter dated the 9th May, ERYC  reiterated & clarified key 
commitments on the scheme and also how the proposals in respect of 
the Harbour Top land, works and phasing could be undertaken without 
adverse impact on Harbour operations.  

 
 
Whilst BHC support the development of  a Marina and have been working in 
partnership as outlined above, they have nonetheless submitted representations to 
the AAP proposals and also tabled alternative “within-harbour” schemes. Equally, it 
has not proved possible to date to conclude a Memorandum of Understanding (or 
Collaborative Agreement) setting out key principles and commitments or to persuade 
the Commissioners how the Harbour operations can be maintained (or even 
improved) by release of the Harbour Top land for the Burlington Parade scheme. 
 
 In this context, the Council’s letter of 9th May 2011 sought to clarify and reassure the 
Commissioners in terms of commitment and undertakings and also to demonstrate 
the phasing of the replacement operational land & facilities and the development of 
the Harbour Top land.  
 
The above summarises what has been a long and at times difficult process. Whilst 
differences remain, progress and milestones have been achieved; they form a robust 
basis for  further detailed technicial & developmental work.  
 
For the Council’s part, the rationale for the Harbour/Marina proposals and 
regeneration of the Harbour Top is clearly set out in the AAP. Importantly, the 
proposals are consistent with the technical studies and collaborative developmental 
work which in turn has led to an agreed Outline Layout and phasing proposals which 
ensure continued, effective and sustainable harbour operations – in short, they are 
soundly based and deliverable.  
 
    ---------------------------- 
 
 
15th June 2011  
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  Introduction 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This Report has been prepared on behalf of the Bridlington Harbour Commissioners 

(‘the Commissioners’) to amplify their representations to the Second Preferred Options 

Draft Bridlington Town Centre Area Action Plan (AAP) and the draft Bridlington 

Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).  The Report sets out in detail the 

Commissioners concerns about the proposals for a new Marina contained within the 

Plan. 

 

1.2 The Commissioners were established over 300 years ago by Act of Parliament and their 

present powers are derived from the Bridlington Harbour Act 1837, the Bridlington 

Harbour Confirmation Act 1928 and the Bridlington Harbour Revision (Constitution) 

Order 2004.  The Commissioners consist of 11 Members, whose number includes the 

Chief Executive and Harbour Master.  The Members are appointed on the basis of their 

specialist knowledge, experience or skills pursuant to the management of the Harbour 

including the management of the fishing industry, water related leisure activities, 

shipping and transport, safety or personnel management, commercial marketing and 

I.T., environmental matters and community interest.  The Commissioners also have 

responsibility for financial management, the laws relating to England and any other 

skills or attributes considered to be relevant to the efficient and economic discharge of 

their function.  The Commissioners are responsible for ensuring the effective and 

efficient operation of the Harbour. 

 

1.3 The Commissioners are funded at no cost to the public purse being financed from 

Harbour dues and rental income from businesses and car parking using the 

Commissioners Shoreside Estate.  The proposals set out in the AAP and SPD will have 

an adverse impact on the Commissioners ability to fulfil their duties and to be self 

funded.  

 

1.4 The Commissioners are actively involved in the planning process having previously 

submitted representations to the first ‘Preferred Options Area Action Plan’ and engaged 

in consultation with the East Riding of Yorkshire Council concerning the future of the 

harbour and the development of the Marina. This Report provides a context to the 

Commissioners representations as well as providing detailed comments on the various 

policies and proposals contained within the Second Preferred Option Draft AAP and the 

Bridlington SPD. 
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1.5 The Commissioners have a number of concerns regarding the content of the AAP and 

SPD as follows:- 

 

1. The plans do not reflect the discussions that have been held with the 

Commissioners. 

 

2. The plans will adversely affect the Commissioners ability to operate a Trust Port. 

 

3. The plans are not costed and do not provide any flexibility or a ‘fall back’ 

position if funds are not available for implementation. 

 

1.6 Although the Commissioners support the provision of a Marina at Bridlington, and have 

been working with the East Riding of Yorkshire Council and their partners to progress 

an acceptable scheme, the contents of the AAP and SPD do not reflect the content of 

these discussions.  The Commissioners consider that the new Marina should meet the 

following requirements :- 

 

• First, it overcomes the reasons for the rejection of the previous scheme by the 

Secretary of State; 

 

• Second, it does not prejudice the ability of the Commissioners to carry out their 

statutory duties; 

 

• Third, it can be funded and there is certainty that once development 

commences, the Marina will be completed. 

 

1.7 This Report is divided into the following:- 

 

Section 2 Context to the Representations 

 

Section 3 Conclusion 

 

 



   Context to the Representations 

2.0 CONTEXT TO THE REPRESENTATIONS 

 

2.1 As set out in Section 1, the Commissioners do not object to the principle of a Marina at 

Bridlington provided it does not have an adverse impact on the Commissioners ability to 

fulfil their statutory and other duties.  The Commissioners have been discussing the 

proposals for the Marina with the East Riding of Yorkshire Council but are disappointed 

that contents of the AAP and SPD do not have regard to the Commissioners concerns.  

We set out in detail these concerns below.  

 

2.2 More generally, however, the Commissioners are also concerned that the Plans are not 

consistent and are contradictory in places.  For example, the AAP states that 

operational land will be provided for both the Harbour and the Marina but that these 

uses will compete with housing development (200 units), hotel, retail development, 

leisure facilities and multi-storey car park.  It is clearly important that the Plans are 

internally consistent and that the defined land uses can be satisfactorily accommodated 

without detriment to the operation of the Harbour and, in time, the Marina.    

 

2.3 The AAP also continues to state that the existing Harbour is poorly integrated into the 

town. As previously set out by the Commissioners in their representations to the first 

‘Preferred Options’ AAP, the opposite is, in fact, the case as there are three roadways 

and eight pedestrian routes to the Harbour from the adjoining areas. 

 

 Previous Marina Scheme 

 

2.4 It is obviously important that the Marina development overcomes the reasons for refusal 

set out by the Secretary of State following the public inquiry in 2003.  The Council will 

be aware that in 2003, a 500 berth Marina for Bridlington at the Harbour was rejected 

by the Secretary of State on the basis that:- 

 

• the proposal is contrary to the relevant planning guidelines; 

 

• it is excessive in scale; 

 

• it is in an inappropriate location; 

 

• it is defective in design; 

 

• it would not deliver the benefits claimed; 
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• it would cause environmental damage; 

 

• it would adversely affect listed structures; and 

 

• there is real doubt whether the development will be achieved, even if 

authorised. 

 

2.5 Although the extent and number of berths proposed in the new Marina has been 

reduced to 320, the design of the Marina development as shown on the Proposals Map 

is similar to that which was rejected by the Secretary of State in 2003.  The concerns 

about the delivery of the scheme, the benefits and the impact on the listed structures 

also remain.  It is, however, for the Council rather than the Commissioners to deal with 

these matters in any planning application. 

 

2.6 The Commissioners note that the AAP and the SPD are being progressed in advance of 

the Core Strategy DPD for the East Riding. For this reason, the plans rely on the saved 

policies of the Joint Structure Plan for Hull and the East Riding (2005) and the Regional 

Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber (2008) for its strategic policy context. 

Both the saved policies of the Joint Structure Plan and the RSS designate Bridlington as 

a ‘Principal Town’ where economic and housing development should be focussed.  The 

Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS), however, states that the coastal towns in the Eastern 

Sub Area, including Bridlington, ‘should be the focus for smaller scale economic and 

housing developments’ (para 4.72). The Marina proposals, particularly when considered 

with the other proposals for the town centre included within the AAP, do not represent 

small scale economic and housing development.  Conversely the proposals are large 

scale as they include most notably:- 

 

• the development of the new Marina including new harbour buildings, operational 

land associated infrastructure with an extension to the listed North Pier, a new 

South Pier, a new non tidal locked basin, a new tidal basin and new half tidal 

basin and new areas of land reclaimed from the sea; 

 

• the Bridlington Parade Comprehensive Redevelopment Area including the 

realignment of the Gypsy Race, the delivery of new access routes, the delivery 

of the new car parking, the delivery of strategic areas of public recreation 

(Station Plaza, Gypsy Race Park, Burlington Pavement, Gypsy Courts, Town 

Square, Harbour Entrance and Harbour Plaza); and 
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• the relocation of the Primary Retail Area away from the Town Centre Seafront to 

a new shopping area. 

 

2.7 The AAP acknowledges that it is difficult to overstate the scale of the work entailed to 

create the Marina. In terms of the other issues raised by the Secretary of State, the 

proposed Marina is in the same location as that considered to be unacceptable; its 

design would adversely affect the listed structures and their curtilage; its construction 

over a long period would cause environmental damage and there remains doubt 

whether the development will be achieved, even if authorised.  The Commissioners take 

the view, therefore, that the reasons that led to the rejection of the 2003 scheme have 

not been overcome in the new proposals and, therefore, there must be some doubt as 

to whether planning permission can be obtained.  

 

2.8 Notwithstanding these facts, the Commissioners confirm their support for the provision 

of a Marina at Bridlington but recognise that it is vital that the details of the scheme 

meet the criticism levelled by the Secretary of State.  The Commissioners also need to 

be assured that the Marina proposals do not undermine their ability to carry out their 

statutory and other duties or to raise finance.  To this end, the Commissioners have 

been working with the East Riding of Yorkshire Council and the partners to progress an 

acceptable scheme but remain concerned about the content of the AAP and SPD. 

 

2.9 The AAP and, in particular, the SPD provide the opportunity for the Council to provide 

details of the proposals for the Harbour and the Marina. These details have not been 

forthcoming to the extent that the Commissioners are unsure about the Council’s 

proposals. As the AAP makes clear, the Harbour is one of Bridlington’s ‘special assets’ 

and it is, therefore, vital that its role and function is retained. The Commissioners need 

to be assured that the proposals for the Marina are capable of implementation without 

adversely affecting the operation of the Harbour and this can only be achieved through 

the provision of further details.  The requirement of the Commissioners for all of the 

land within the harbour Estate in order to maintain the operation of the existing harbour 

was a crucial point made by the Commissioners in their representations submitted to 

the Council in December 2007. 

  

 Statutory Duties  

 

2.10 The Commissioners need to ensure that the Marina does not have an adverse impact on 

the operation of the Harbour nor the Commissioners ability to fulfil their statutory 
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duties.  The AAP states that the Council and Yorkshire Forward are fully committed to 

ensuring that the Commissioners are able to fulfil their obligations as operators of the 

Trust Port and their duties to the Harbour’s users (para 5.59). The Plan also states that 

the Marina will ‘leave the Harbour Commissioners no worse off financially’ (para 5.59).  

Whilst the Commissioners appreciate these supportive comments, the policies and 

proposals set out in the Plans do not reflect their concerns with regard to the enlarged 

Harbour and Marina facilities.  In particular, the Council has not provided the necessary 

comfort that the Marina and Burlington Parade developments will not have an adverse 

impact on operational land within the Harbour.  The Council and the Commissioners 

have not been able to agree a Memorandum of Understanding, let alone some form of 

legal agreement.  

 

2.11 It is difficult to reconcile the Council’s support for the duties and financial guarantee’s 

of the Commissioners with the contents of the Plan. In particular, the Commissioners 

consider that the land take associated with the construction of the Marina and its 

phasing will prevent their ability to operate as a Trust Port. 

 

2.12 The development of the Marina will take place at the existing Harbour. It is proposed to 

retain land within the existing Harbour (western end) and to provide new Harbour 

Offices and Marina based operations along with boat repair, storage and associated 

facilities.  The Burlington Parade scheme also includes part of the existing harbour and 

contains proposals for hotel, retail, leisure and housing uses.  Within the area proposed 

for the new Harbour to the south of South Pier, the Council propose to reclaim land to 

provide further operational and development land to provide about 200 residential units, 

retail and leisure facilities, hotel, public spaces and car parking – no details have been 

agreed with the Commissioners regarding these uses and, in particular, there has been 

no mention of the construction of 200 residential units. 

 

2.13 The Commissioners consider that the area reserved for the ‘top side’ development is 

inadequate to meet the operational requirements of both the Harbour and Marina as 

well as the development of a hotel, houses, retail and leisure facilities and car parking.  

The land available within the existing harbour is managed by the Commissioners for its 

operational requirements.  There is no spare or vacant land within the existing harbour 

available for new or extensions to meet any new operational requirements.  It will, 

therefore, be necessary to ensure that the reclaimed land is sufficient to meet the 

needs of the operational requirements of the Marina as well as the significant amount of 

non-operational development that is being proposed. 
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2.14 Furthermore, the Commissioners require additional land in advance of any development 

proposals progressed by the Council. The Harbour will not be able to operate to its 

present standard if land is lost to development. Prior to the commencement of any 

development, the Commissioners will require substitute land adequate for their activities 

and this land would need to be transferred to the Commissioners well in advance of the 

commencement of the development works to allow the Commissioners time to relocate 

their activities. The transferred land would also need to abut the Harbour/Marina to 

allow for its operational requirements. 

 

2.15 As the Commissioners require all of the land within the Harbour Estate to maintain the 

operation of the existing Harbour, and no alternative land provision is made, the 

Commissioners consider that the Marina and Bridlington Parade schemes cannot be 

implemented as shown on the Proposals Map. 

 

2.16 Subject to the agreement of the Commissioners, any reclaimed land within the 

Marina/Harbour development will need to accommodate:- 

 

• Additional operational land for the harbour users that is not being met at the 

current time; 

 

• Operational land associated with the new Marina facility; 

 

• A hotel (maximum height of 7 stories); 

 

• 200 dwellings; 

 

• Retail and Leisure Uses; 

 

• Car parking -  The AAP identifies 159 public car parking spaces is a decked 

structure at the harbour (para 5.37 and Policy Brid TC17). On the basis of a 

requirement of 0.75 car parking spaces per berth, a 320 berth proposal will 

require an additional 172 spaces, requiring a total of 331 spaces to be provided. 

 

2.17 Other than generalised block drawings and sections, no details are provided within the 

AAP or the SPD showing how the above development can be located on the existing and 

reclaimed land.  The Commissioners strongly object to using the Harbour land for non 

Harbour/Marina uses as proposed in the Burlington Parade scheme until the provision, 

phasing and funding of the operational land is agreed.  
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 Funding 

 

2.18 The proposals set out in the AAP are ambitious, comprehensive and represent a 

significant financial cost in their implementation.  The AAP acknowledges that the costs 

of implementing the AAP will be substantial and that ‘it is difficult to overstate the 

scale, complexity and demands on all parties of the work entailed to create the Marina’.  

The scale of development is such that it would need to be implemented over a period of 

years.  The Council state that, with support from Yorkshire Forward, it proposes to 

assemble the whole of the Burlington Parade comprehensive redevelopment site and 

‘invest up front’ in the infrastructure, parking and public realm’. Notwithstanding the 

goodwill shown by the Commissioners, the Council also makes clear that it will use its 

powers and exercise its rights including compulsory purchase, to ensure that the 

Burlington Parade and Marina are delivered in the plan period. 

 

2.19 Neither the AAP nor the SPD set out how the proposals will be funded.  There is no 

Business Plan nor is there any guarantee that funding will be available over the plan 

period to implement the various schemes that comprise the AAP.  Due to the recession, 

the Council has already extended the timetable for the delivery of the AAP from 2016 to 

2021. Given the substantial investment required and the current constraints on public 

finance, there can be no certainty that the proposals for the Marina nor the Burlington 

Parade will be delivered.  The Commissioners are concerned that unless funding can be 

guaranteed at the outset, the development proposals may commence only to be delayed 

or abandoned due to lack of funding.  A partially implemented development, particularly 

in respect of the works to create the Marina, would be a ‘worst case’ scenario adding to 

the decline of the town rather than enhancing its prospects.  In order to avoid this 

outcome, the Commissioners consider that no development should take place in respect 

of the development of the Marina until the finance is in place for its completion.   

 

2.20 In addition, the AAP and the SPD should provide for a ‘fall back’ proposal should 

funding not be available and the full extent of the Marina as proposed cannot be 

provided.  The Commissioners have produced a number of alternative smaller and 

cheaper Marina proposals which make use of the existing Harbour infrastructure and do 

not require a new pier (other than the extension to the North Pier to reduce surge), 

reclaimed land or other infrastructure. By way of an example, an illustrative scheme is 

attached Appendix 1 which shows:- 

 

• the Marina within the confines of the existing Harbour; 
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• an area of operational land (but not the whole requirement) for the associated 

Marina and Harbour facilities; 

 

• capacity for approximately 250 berths; 

 

• an impounded water area for the Marina; 

 

• a tidal Harbour for the fishing boats; 

 

• an enlarged fish quay; 

 

• a new pier and lock; 

 

• landing area for pleasure boats; 

 

• an extension to the North Pier; 

 

• removal of the Chicken Run Jetty; 

 

2.21 A Marina provided within the Harbour has a number of advantages:- 

 

(i) it protects the Listed Piers and their setting. As set out in the AAP, the ‘Harbour 

is the Town Centre’s single greatest asset’ and a Marina within the existing 

Harbour would ensure the protection of its setting; 

 

(ii) it could provide 250 berths, making best use of the existing Harbour 

infrastructure,  

 

(iii) it provides adequate space for the ‘top side’ development; 

 

(iv) it provides impounded water adjacent to the Town Centre; 

 

(v) it could prevent the tidal flooding of the Harbour Road and adjacent shops; 

 

(vi) it is more cost effective than the 320 berth Marina proposed by the AAP as it 

doe not required the creation of a new pier, breakwaters and associated 

infrastructure; 
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(vii) it can be delivered through a Harbour Revision Order and avoids the need for a 

Transport and Works Order and widespread Compulsory Purchase of land. The 

cost savings actioned through the provision of a Marina as part of the Harbour 

would allow additional investment in the Burlington Parade proposals which 

should be carried out separately to any development at the Harbour; and 

 

(viii) with good management, the creation of the Marina could be achieved without 

adversely affecting the existing operation of the Harbour. 

 

2.22 The Commissioners are also concerned that the financial viability of the Town Centre 

and Marina proposals is undermined by the need to provide:- 

 

• 40% affordable housing as part of any major housing development; 

 

• the 10% requirement for energy supply from on-site low carbon renewable 

technology for housing schemes of 5 dwellings or more and for other 

developments with a floorspace in excess of 250 sq metres; 

 

• achieve ‘silver’ on the Building for Life standard for any housing development in 

excess of 14 units; 

 

• a minimum of BREEAM ‘very good’ and/or Code for Sustainable Homes ‘Level 4’ 

for all major developments; 

 

• financial contribution to the provision of public realm; 

 

• contributions towards sustainability in respect of design, layout, building form, 

use of sustainable building materials, water capture and recycling, recovering 

and recycling waste, and contributions towards biodiversity and geological 

conservation; and 

 

• preparation of Development Statements for all major development within the 

designated Town Centre. 

 

2.23 Whilst the Council are keen to encourage inward investment the above requirements 

increase the costs of development and, therefore, its provision.  In the Regeneration 

Areas of the Burlington Parade and the Marina, the Commissioners consider that the 
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above requirements should be relaxed so as to maximise the attractiveness for private 

sector investment in the town. 

 

2.24 These requirements also undermine the financial viability of investment in the harbour 

in the short term, as these provisions would need to be met as part of any development 

proposal that the Commissioners may wish to bring forward to improve the Harbour.  In 

advance of the completion of the Marina, new proposals by the Commissioners to 

improve the harbour may prove to be uneconomic by the need to meet these 

requirements. 

 

2.25 Finally, the Commissioners duties and responsibilities are also adversely affected by the 

Council’s policy not to allow any development at the Harbour unless it conforms to the 

provisions of the AAP.  Again, the development of short term improvements to the 

harbour may be constrained by the implementation of this policy.  The Commissioners 

need to be able to implement improvements to the Harbour as part of there statutory 

duties irrespective of whether or not the Marina and Burlington Parade schemes are 

coming forward. 

 

 



   Conclusions 

3.0 CONCLUSIONS  

 

3.1 Having regard to the above, the Commissioners OBJECT to the Second Preferred Draft 

Bridlington Town Centre Area Action Plan and Bridlington Supplementary Planning 

Document on the basis that the Marina proposals, in terms of their phased 

implementation and lack of detail, will have an adverse impact on the operation of the 

Harbour contrary to the discussions held with the East Riding of Yorkshire Council, 

Yorkshire Forward and other parties.  The Commissioners consider that the plans would 

prejudice their ability to carry out their statutory duties. 

 

3.2 In summary, for the reasons set out in Section 2 of this Report, the Commissioners 

object to the following policies and their supporting text:- 

 

• BridTC1 and BridTC2 in that it places a moratorium on any development proposal 

that does not meet the objectives of the Town Centre AAP and the SPD; 

 

• BridTC2 in that it incorporates part of the Burlington Parade scheme into the 

harbour reducing the land available for operational purposes; 

 

• BridTC2, BridTC3, BridTC16 and BridTC19 in that it requires a contribution to 

public realm; 

 

• BridTC3 in that it requires high levels of sustainability for all major developments 

to the potential detriment of encouraging inward investment; 

 

• BridTC5 requiring Development Statements in that the requirements are 

duplicated in Design and Access Statements; 

 

• BridTC8, BridTC10, BridTC12 and BridTC13 concerning the extent/uses of the 

Burlington Parade and the apparent conflict with the operational requirements of 

the harbour; 

 

• BridTC15 and the need to provide car parking to meet the operational needs of 

both the harbour and the Marina; 

 

• BridTC17 and BridTC18 for the reasons set out above and in Section 2 of this 

Report. 
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3.3 The Commissioners also wish to see a monitoring and delivery programme to ensure 

that, prior to development commencing, the funding is available for the completion of 

the Marina development.  The Commissioners are concerned that the development 

proposals are ambitious and may not be achievable.  Indeed, development of the Marina 

may commence and not be completed to the detriment of the operations of the Harbour 

and the town as a whole. 
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Our Ref:  
Enquiries to: John Lister 
E-Mail:  john.lister@eastriding.gov.uk 
Telephone: 01482 395040 
Date:  9 May 2011 

 
 
Subject to Contract 
 
Dear George, 
 
Bridlington AAP and the Harbour 
 
Following recent correspondence1 and the meeting with the Commissioners on the 4th March 2011, it 
may be helpful to reiterate and clarify a number of points for the avoidance of any misunderstanding. 
 
The AAP 
 
The Harbour Commissioners submitted representations to the proposed AAP (Second Preferred 
Options Draft & Publication Document). The Council remains firmly of the opinion that the 
published AAP, combined with the progress on the Marina scheme made jointly in partnership with 
the Commissioners, addresses previous concerns and is soundly based and deliverable. 
 
The AAP sets the planning framework for all further development and regeneration in the Town 
Centre including the Harbour and Marina. The AAP does not, however, empower the Council to 
‘take’ any Harbour land or to carry out any works at the Harbour; that can only be done by 
agreement with the Commissioners and/or with the benefit of statutory powers which have to be 
separately applied for and approved by the Secretary of State. 
 
The Harbour/Marina Scheme 
 
The regeneration of the Harbour and the development of a Marina are fundamental elements of the 
regeneration strategy for Bridlington that is set out in the AAP. The Council remains committed to 
both and their implementation within the plan period. There is no basis for thinking that the Marina 
has been postponed and will not start until post-2021. 
 
The alternative and more modest Marina Scheme tabled by the Commissioners in their 
Representations to the AAP is noted. However, the Council remain committed to pursuing the more 
ambitious proposals for the Marina jointly agreed with the Commissioners (Preferred Outline Layout 
Drawing No. Ip/1509/401 Rev). The complexities of the scheme and the prevailing economic 
circumstances are acknowledged, but these are outweighed by the strong rationale for the Marina and 

                                                 
1  BHC letter of 25th February 2011; ERYC letter of 17th March 2011 

 
                                                     Nigel Pearson   Solicitor   Chief Executive 



 
the transformational benefits previously outlined. The benefits include what is in effect a new 
Harbour as well as a Marina and all associated facilities that are to be developed. 
 
 
The Council is committed to agreeing proposals that will be financially sustainable; maintain delivery 
of the Trust Port’s obligations and also facilitate improved operational activity and growth. The 
Council sincerely hopes that the Commissioners share the aspirations and will continue to work in 
partnership to achieve this scheme. 
 
Burlington Parade (the Town Centre Scheme) 
 
For the reasons set out in the AAP, the Council is equally committed to pursuing the comprehensive 
development of Burlington Parade (the Town Centre redevelopment scheme). That scheme includes 
part of the Harbour – what the AAP refers to as the Harbour Top. Burlington Parade, planned and 
developed in the ways explained by the delivery chapter of the AAP, is deliverable commercially. The 
Council already has in place the investment needed to finance land assembly and provide the 
principal infrastructure to service the site, and will recover the major share of this funding in the 
disposal of market-ready development opportunities. 
 
Whilst the Burlington Parade and Marina projects had been running in parallel, this ‘parallel’ 
timetable is no longer feasible. The progress on the Marina has been slow, and is lagging the delivery 
work on Burlington Parade. There is also further developmental work still to be undertaken for the 
Marina (including, studies, agreements, statutory approvals, grants, etc); and there is still a very 
considerable volume of work to be done before the orders for the delivery of the Marina (and the 
works to the Harbour entailed) can be made and defended. 
 
Meanwhile, the need to regenerate the town centre area remains a pressing need. It cannot wait for 
the Marina.  The deliverability of Burlington Parade, therefore, is now very likely to commence 
before, but as an integrated part of, the Harbour/Marina scheme and it is necessary to plan 
accordingly. 
 
The Council are fully aware that the Commissioners are reluctant to release the Harbour Top land in 
advance of the Marina scheme or a commitment to implement it. Briefly, the response to that 
‘reluctance’ is that: 
 

• The Council is committed to implementing the Marina, and intends to make good progress, 
in collaboration with the Commissioners, to deliver on this commitment.   [Confirmation of 
that commitment and whatever undertakings or reassurances that can reasonably and legally 
be given at this time can be provided]. 

 
• The AAP states unconditionally that: the Council will not ‘take’ existing operational land and  

facilities at the Harbour Top until alternative land and facilities are in place; and that , any 
income from existing lettings on the Harbour Top will be compensated and/or replaced to 
ensure that the overall Harbour income is not diminished. The Council has repeated these 
undertakings in its meetings with the Commissioners. 

 
• The alternative land and facilities can be provided in ways consistent with the Preferred 

Outline Layout agreed with BHCs and importantly in ways that are capable of ‘morphing’ 
into the wider Harbour/Marina scheme when it is developed. In short, the approach should 
be regarded as an interim solution or stepping stone to the final Marina scheme. 

 
• Acknowledging the longer lead-in time for the Marina, coupled with need to progress the 

regeneration of town centre through the Burlington Parade scheme, advance release of the 



 
Harbour Top and provision of alternative land and facilities will bring some immediate 
benefits to the Harbour and its users, as well as substantial benefits for the regeneration of  

 
 
 

the adjoining town centre and the wider  local community. Essential facilities necessary to 
enable the BHC to operate the harbour and discharge their functions can be maintained. 
Additionally, there is an improvement in terms of a more cohesive operational harbour area 
combined with new buildings and facilities that are designed and fit for purpose. (see details 
and phasing outlined below and in the Annex). 

 
• Thus, satisfactory alternative land and facilities can be provided in advance (and without 

detriment) to the delivery of the Marina and operational requirements can be safeguarded. 
The Council therefore cannot understand why the Commissioners would want to frustrate or 
delay release of the Harbour Top - whether by objection to the AAP (which provides the 
sole basis for the Marina and in turn provides the Council’s undertakings in respect of the 
proposed investment in the Harbour) or by placing obstacles in the way of the delivery of the 
town centre’s regeneration and the benefits it will bring for local communities and 
Bridlington’s economic prosperity. 

 
Harbour Top Land, Works & Phasing 
 
An illustrative plan showing existing and proposed land arrangements at the Harbour Top has 
previously been tabled and discussed informally. A further copy is attached. 
 
The resulting operational harbour area (proposed) is of a comparable area and is much more 
cohesive which should greatly assist quayside activities and movements. Operational car parking can 
also be incorporated in the commercial harbour top development. 
 
The thinking is that initially one vehicle access/egress point only using the existing route adjacent to 
No’s 11/13 South Cliff Road is acceptable for the harbour top development and existing harbour 
(subject to minor widening or junction improvement). An additional access route would be 
introduced off Bridge Street at a later date – probably when the main Marina scheme is implemented. 
 
The scheme would involve some dock infill consistent with the Preferred Outline Layout (and the 
Commissioners alternative marina scheme) and will impact slightly on the water area and existing 
berth layout. That said, there appears to be the scope and flexibility to rearrange berthing within the 
existing harbour (as is implicit from the Commissioners alternative scheme) and to provide further 
pontoon moorings. 
 
The illustrative plan shows the resulting commercial development plot that can be marketed and 
redeveloped for the development quanta and mix set out in the proposed AAP (fishermans units at 
lower quayside level; parking on two levels; retail at street level with residential above and also a 
hotel). 
 
There is some flexibility about how the land arrangements are achieved but there is merit in keeping 
it simple with all the operation land & facilities finishing up in the   ownership and control of BHC 
and similarly the development plot finishing up with ERYC. The development plot would be 
competitively marketed for a development compliant with the AAP. Sale proceeds would be used to 
offset the cost of providing the alternative operational facilities, etc with any surplus ring-fenced to 
the regeneration pot (which includes the Marina scheme). In terms of securing development interest 
and investment, developers will ultimately want a clean title, outline planning consent and, most 
importantly, certainty about availability and timing. 
 



 
The provision of satisfactory alternative operational buildings and facilities in advance of release of 
the harbour top land is fully understood and acknowledged. Details need to be agreed but the 
concept of new replacement building at Clough Hole set into the grass bank is agreed. 
 
 
These would be provided and funded by ERYC and made available to BHC. Equally, the phasing 
needs to be both detailed and agreed. Again there has been some informal discussion about how the 
works and phasing can be implemented. Further discussion is required but it may be helpful to set 
out the current thinking – this is attached as a separate annex. 
 
It is hoped that the above covers the main points and is helpful; it would be remiss not to clearly set 
out where we are and what’s on the table. The intent is simply to reinforce the Council commitments 
and the sincere wish to achieve a scheme by agreement which in turn benefits of the Harbour, its 
users and the local community. 
 
The recently commissioned Business Study is an important stepping stone in developing a viable and 
deliverable Marina scheme and as agreed a joint inception meeting will be arranged shortly. The 
study will inform but not directly address the issue of advance release of the Harbour Top land for 
the town centre scheme; that decision rests initially with the Commissioners. As said at the meeting 
on the 4th March and covered in the letter of 17th March, the Council hope that the Commissioners 
will take the opportunity to progress that dialogue and structure some detailed arrangements & terms 
for the Harbour Top now rather than delay and wait for the outcome of the AAP Inquiry. 
 
I will be in touch shortly about the inception meeting with the Business Study consultants and will be 
pleased to clarify or progress any issues arising from the above when they have left the meeting. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
John Lister 
Head of Bridlington Renaissance 
 
 
 
Attachments 
Illustrative Plan for Harbour Top (Existing/Proposed) 
Annex of Harbour Top Works and Phasing 
 



BRIDLINGTON HARBOUR
EXISTING LAND OWNERSHIPS*

Crown copyright 2010. All rights reserved. East Riding of Yorkshire Council 100023383.

BRIDLINGTON HARBOUR & MARINA
PROPOSED LAND OWNERSHIPS

AND DEVELOPMENTS

  BHC Ownership Existing Dryside (1.810Ha)*

  ERYC Ownership Existing (0.768Ha)*

  BHC Ownership Proposed Dryside (1.955Ha)

  ERYC Ownership Proposed (1.034Ha)

  Proposed Harbour Infill (0.307Ha)

  New Harbour Buildings

* Existing land ownership boundaries to be confirmed

Indicative Plan For Discussion

Repair Shed / Offices / Storage / Etc

  Commercial Building (0.515Ha)
INDICATIVE FOOTPRINT
with Harbour Parking and Fishermans Units
in lower deck

  Vehicular Access (joint)



Annex to letter dated 12 April 2011 
 
Bridlington Harbour Top - Minimum Works & Provisional Outline Phasing 
 
This involves the demolition and replacement of all the buildings on the harbour top 
land  and also some infilling of part of the existing harbour in  a phased operation, 
specifically the works include: 
 
Phase One: 
 

1. Infill Works  
(a) sheet piling at western end of existing harbour per the Preferred Outline 

Layout and new Slipway. 
(b) infill + compaction to provide a development platform 
(c) provision of quayside road/accessway to provide operational access, etc 

as required to South Pier. 
 
Phase Two: 
 

2. Boat Repair Facilities, Harbour offices, etc 
 

(a) provision of replacement boat repair shed & associated operational 
facilities (including marina offices) set into embankment at Clough Hole 
(r/o Queen Street). 

(b) Demolition of existing boat repair shed as & when required.  
(c) Relocation of Fishermans Units to  alternative/temporary 

accommodation at Clough Hole (e.g. boat shed, portakabins). 
(d) Relocation of marina offices. 

 
Phase Three: 
 

3. Harbour Top land 
 

(a) Demolition & clearance of harbour top land including marina offices, 
fishermans units, Rags, etc, to provide development platform. 

(b) Construction of  harbour top commercial development which will include 
fishermans units + car parking. (Advance provision of  a “development 
platform” incorporating the lower two decks has not been ruled out). 

(c) Relocation of fisherman to new units. 
(d) New vehicular & pedestrian access points, surfacing works, etc to 

finalise and complete the revised operational land and facilities. 
 
Associated works & implications (phasing to match above) include:  
 

4. ERYC car park – this would need to be closed and the section outwith the 
designated harbour top made available to BHC for operational/quayside use. 

  
5. Rags Building – a commercial letting (not harbour related) generating important 

revenue for BHC. To be demolished and not replaced but an alternative 
revenue stream and/or compensation will be provided to BHC (and lessess if 
applicable).   

 
6. Vehicular Access Points – to be agreed. (The access roads and some quayside 

areas will will be subject to joint user rights between the Harbour/Marina and 

 



the town centre development on the Harbour Top – rights & ownership to be 
agreed) 

 
7. Pedestrian Access – details to be agreed but the existing pedestrian rights of 

way (definitive & permissive) will need to be reorganised into designated 
pedestrian access routes around harbour and to Town Centre.  

 
8. Operational Parking – within the resulting quayside land and allocated spaces 

in the new harbour top development.   
 

9. Services – service diversion works associated with the above. 
 

10. Quayside Areas –surfacing works, etc  
 
 
Key points to reinforce are: 
 

• All these ‘minimum works’ are consistent with the Preferred Outline Layout 
agreed with BHC and can be regarded as an interim solution or stepping stone. 

 
• The alternative buildings and facilities will be as agreed with BHC but will  

provide comparable and/or improved provision. 
 

• Whilst some disruption is inevitable during construction and detailed phasing 
needs to be agreed, the end result is firstly that the essential  facilities 
necessary to enable the BHC to operate the harbour and discharge their 
functions are maintained, and,  secondly, there is an improvement in terms of a 
more cohesive operational harbour area combined with new buildings and 
facilities that are designed and fit for purpose. 

 
• Any income from existing lettings on the Harbour Top can be compensated 

and/or replaced to ensure that the overall harbour income and a sustainable 
harbour operation is not adversely affected. 

 
• The phasing is indicative; details need to be discussed and agreed consistent 

with operational needs and a detailed phasing programme 
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