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Statement by Barry Guildford (R19) 
Following the East Riding of Yorkshire Council’s Additional Submissions 
To the Bridlington Town Centre Area Action Plan Inquiry 
 
I put forward the following statements to challenge the East Riding of Yorkshire Council’s (ERYC) proposals for the 
development of the Harbour Top and the adjacent reclaimed land of the New Tidal Basin as set out in their Additional 
Submissions to the  Bridlington Town Centre Area Action Plan (AAP) Public Inquiry. 

The New documentation presented by ERYC. 

ERYC have put before the inquiry over 300 new pages in an attempt to convince the inspector that their Harbour Top and 
New Tidal Basin developments are justified and in the public interest.  There has been no public consultation on this 
additional material and very few people are to be given the opportunity to put any contrary view before the inspector. 

I find it puzzling that the first of these documents, the overview, seems to say nothing that isn’t repeated elsewhere.  .  It 
repeats assertions made in the other documents without the authority of any expertise, the author being anonymous.  It 
should be rejected. 

Two of the documents, The Heritage Impact Assessment and the Bridlington Quay Conservation Area Character 
Assessment, are presented here for the first time, in Draft form.  Both of these essential documents should have been 
completed and made available to all interested parties at the public consultation stage, not cobbled together after the 
Council’s judgment has been questioned at the Public Inquiry Hearings. 

ERYC have been working on their AAP proposals since the collapse of the previous Marina Inquiry, some 8 or 9 years.  The 
fact that they have only now seen fit to prepare these document is clear evidence that the protection of Bridlington Quay 
heritage was of little or no concern to the ERYC during the years spent developing the AAP proposals now under 
consideration. 

ERYC make numerous references to the National Planning Policy Framework suggesting that they are compliant with its 
requirements.  Paragraphs 128 & 129 make clear reference to the need for appropriate or necessary expertise.  I have seen 
nothing in their submissions to suggest that they have engaged the services of anyone with any specific expertise in listed 
structures and their conservation.   Time and time again throughout their documents the Council state that their proposals 
will have ‘Less than significant effect’ on the listed piers and that their planned building around the harbour and the new tidal 
basin will ‘protect, preserve and enhance the heritage assets’.  Without the benefit of any suitable expert advise the ERYC 
are not competent to make this judgment. 
This clear disregard for the conservation of the listed harbour piers and the importance of the unique setting in which they 
exist, was one of the major reasons why their earlier marina plans were soundly rejected by the previous Marina Inquiry.  
They clearly haven’t changed their attitude toward the conservation of what many people view as the jewel in the crown of 
Bridlington.   

ERYC have consulted with English Heritage.  However, it was made clear at the earlier Marina Inquiry that the relationship 
between English Heritage and ERYC was too cosy.  The independent Listed Buildings Assessor was severely critical of this 
very point.  Judging by the wording of English Heritage’s latest submission, that cosy relationship persists. 

As the Inquiry Inspector has also refused to appoint an independent assessor to assist her in arriving at a reasoned, 
balanced judgment, it has been left to concerned amateurs to stand up for the preservation of Bridlington Quay Conservation 
Area’s unique heritage.  This would appear to skew this inquiry heavily in favour of the opinions put forward by ERYC. 
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Is the Harbour Top development and that proposed on the adjacent reclaimed land ‘justified’ 
 
ERYC propose is that this development is to contain a mix of car parking, residential properties, small retail outlets, leisure 
facilities and a national branded hotel.  Is there any measurable demand for these? 

There is no shortage of suitable land in and around Bridlington which could be adapted for housing development and there 
are numerous new dwellings proposed elsewhere in the AAP area.  Locating new housing here, about half of which will 
require expensive new land reclamation, cannot be justified.  Many of the larger houses and hotels in Bridlington have been 
and are still being converted into flats.  There is no shortage of accommodation in Bridlington, either in rental properties or in 
affordable housing.  House prices in Bridlington are in decline.  Zoopla.com put the average property price in Bridlington at 
£127,955 which is a fall of £5829 over the last year when a total of 405 properties changed hands.  This at a time when, 
nationally, house prices have shown a small rise.  Has ERYC clearly demonstrated that the Harbour Top is the best possible 
location for new housing in Bridlington and what alternative locations were considered in arriving at this decision. 

There is no possible justification for developing new small retail outlets when there are so many empty properties within the 
existing town centre, only a few steps away. 

ERYC give no indication of what sort of leisure facilities that they have in mind for these buildings.  There are numerous, 
some would say too many, leisure facilities already within the town centre and within the area referred to as the Town Centre 
Sea Front.  Bridlington does not need any more. 

The branded hotel in the centre of these buildings is noted as being 5+ storeys high.  What height limit is ERYC going to 
apply to this building?  Bearing in mind the relatively small footprint and the fact that the floors up to South Cliff Road level 
will be in the flood zone, can ERYC confirm that this building will not compete with the hated Ebor flats for the title of tallest 
eyesore in Bridlington? 

To assess the justification of the harbour top development, the blight it imposes on the existing shopping centre and adjacent 
accommodation businesses must be taken into consideration along with the loss of employment opportunities that would 
result from these business closures. 

The line of proposed new buildings across the existing harbour top and the land to be reclaimed to the south, will rise up to 
five stories above the level of South Cliff Road, completely obliterating the vistas of the harbour and bay from South Cliff 
Road and from the numerous accommodation businesses that currently rely heavily on their sea view to attract customers.  
From the seaward side they will be up to seven stories high as the lower level car parks are visible on their eastern elevation.  
Their combined overall length will be approximately 230 metres.  This development dwarfs anything currently in existence in 
Bridlington, even the hated Ebor flats which the Council developed some years ago.  To suggest that such enormous 
modern buildings will ‘protect, preserve and enhance’ the heritage assets of the area onto which it is to be inflicted is beyond 
comprehension. 

ERYC state that the existing Lawrence Complex building has an adverse impact on the Harbour’s heritage character.  What 
justification can they find in proposing to replace it with a building over three times higher and about four times longer.  It was 
radical new thinking of this sort that gave us Ebor flats and the new Pembroke Gardens eyesore.  Neither of these projects 
display any sympathy with their surroundings and both were planned and constructed by the Council. 

ERYC have had years to prepare some simple diagrams that could demonstrate to the public how their proposals will fit into 
the Bridlington Quay Conservation Area.  They have presented numerous fantasy sketches of other parts of Burlington 
Parade but, even given this extra time, they steadfastly refuse to provide any indication of how their Harbour Top proposals 
will sit within the harbour environs. 

There are numerous contradictions within ERYC’s documentation, particularly between their written descriptions and the 
drawings that they provide.  Some of the views given are so abstract that any normal member of the public would be hard 
pressed to understand them.  Even after a long career in civil/structural engineering where I was responsible for preparing 
drawings of this type, I have found deciphering some of their drawings difficult. 

I have prepared some simple diagrams in order to put before the inquiry a clear indication of the size of these buildings and 
their affect on the harbour vistas.  Having retired I no longer have access to the type of computer programs that would allow 
me to put forward accurate perspective views but what I have prepared is as accurate as the information provided by ERYC 
allows.  
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The following two views show the proposed harbour top development superimposed onto photographs.  These crude outline 
diagrams have been prepared to give a visual indication of the overall size of the proposed buildings.  They are not intended 
to be in any way indicative of any architectural form which may be adopted. 

 

 
VIEW LOOKING NORTH FROM THE SOUTH PROMENADE NEAR THE SOUTHERN END OF THE SPA  

 
VIEW FROM THE NORTH PIER  

These rough schematics have been prepared using the information that ERYC have made public, though some assumptions 
had to be made to account for conflicting or inadequate details within the Council’s documentation.  For example the height 
of the hotel complex is given simply as 5+ floors, the height of the two main buildings is shown in the cross sections as four 
floors high while the text and plans says they will be five floors, etc. 

It is clear from these simple diagrams that the scale of this development is spectacularly out of proportion to anything in 
Bridlington and crucially, not in any way sympathetic to the Bridlington Quay Conservation Area or the harbour’s listed piers.  
Any commercial developer will want to maximise his investment and it is therefore unthinkable that they would consider 
constructing buildings smaller than the AAP permits. 

I have not prepared any views looking seaward from South Cliff Road, South Cliff Gardens or Pembroke Gardens.  The 
panoramic views of the harbour and Bridlington Bay from these locations will be lost forever.  I think any rational person can 
visualise what five store buildings look like without the need for a diagram. 
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The importance of the Harbour Top scheme is argued in the Drivers Jonas Deloitte report, (Doc ED 53).  I admire the 
author’s optimism.  While I don’t doubt his credentials, I can’t help feeling that the language used to foretell the future is 
unrealistically confident.  Any clairvoyant using terms of this kind would find themselves the subject of numerous lawsuits.  
Perhaps he would be less assertive in his phrasing if it were in his contact that failure of his predictions to materialise would 
require him to refund his fee. 

I can agree with a number of the statements outlining the shortcomings of the existing shopping area.  The AAP however 
puts forward not a single idea to improve the existing retail property portfolio so as to bring it up to a standard that would 
attract investors and shoppers.  To justify the Harbour Top development it must be shown that other alternatives have been 
investigated and found to be less suitable. 

The ERYC have learnt nothing from the earlier Marina Inquiry where their schemes were shown to be wholly unacceptable.  
In his decision letter regarding the previous marina inquiry the Secretary of State agreed with Dr Moseley (the listed building 
assessor) that “the proposals would destroy the essential nature of the South Pier and would irreparably harm the setting of 
the two listed structures.  Dr Moseley said of the harbour setting, “Most striking of all is the view looking out to sea along the 
seaward length of the South Pier from South Cliff Road”.  

ERYC’s plans being put before this inquiry retain too many of the unacceptable aspects of their earlier proposals. The 
burying of sections of the South Pier and the adjoining Slipway under land fill and the permanent demolition of a section of 
the South Pier to provide access for a select few, will cause irreversible damage to these valuable Listed Structures, for no 
demonstrable public benefit. 

I cannot accept that ERYC have the necessary expertise to make the claim, repeated endlessly throughout their 
documentation, that the effect of their plans will have ‘less than substantial’ affect on the heritage site.  Mr Colin Seymour 
has prepared his final submission which deals at some length with the definitions of ‘Substantial’ and ‘significant’ which 
should be applied in this instance.  I agree with his statements and attach hereto a copy for the information of the Inspector. 

I am astonished by the lack of concern for the listed structures demonstrated by English Heritage.  The independent listed 
buildings assessor engaged for the earlier Marina Inquiry was scathing of both ERYC and English Heritage for their cavalier 
approach to conservation of these structures.  She made it clear that burying a listed building could in no way be considered 
as anything but destructive.  I look forward to hearing English Heritage’s explanation of what has changed since the last 
inquiry.  I would also like to hear how English Heritage can accept the partial demolition of a listed structure for the benefit of 
a select few yachtsmen. 

To put ERYC’s proposal for the south pier into a context I can easily understand, I have compared it to the street I live in.  St 
Hilda Street in Bridlington comprises some forty-two terraced homes along its west side.  ERYC’s plan would be 
approximately equal to burying five of these homes completely under fill material, burying the front elevation of a further five 
homes and demolishing one and a half homes positioned near the middle of the street to provide access through the block 
for a select few people.  Can this in any stretch of the imagination be described as ‘less than substantial’?  Would these 
works permanently alter the character of the street for generations to come? 

To be ‘Justified’ the AAP proposals must strike a balanced judgement between the public benefit that the developments may 
provide against the harm that will be done to Bridlington’s heritage.  The council have engaged a raft of experts in an attempt 
to demonstrate the value of their proposals in terms of the public benefit that they may bring.  However they have doggedly 
refused to present any expert evidence to substantiate their assessment of the permanent damage that they will be inflicted 
on Bridlington’s heritage.  The judgement that they present to this inquiry is therefore unacceptably biased. 

 

 

Barry Guildford 

71 St Hilda Street Bridlington 

YO15 3EE  
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BRIDLINGTON  AREA  ACTION  PLAN 

 

Final Submission by Colin Seymour MA BA(Hons) Cert.Ed. 

9 May 2012 

 

 

Proposals for the Harbour and Marina do not comply with the National  Framework as regards  the terms “sustainable” and 
“substantial”  

 

“At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which 
should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking”  (Para 14) 

 

1   The Bridlington Area Action Plan was formulated long before the National Planning Policy Framework (‘Framework’) was 
published on 22 March 2012. Some of the ‘Planning Policy Statements’ which the Plan originally relied upon, or took note of, 
have been replaced by the Framework (see Annex 3).    

2   The proposals in the AAP for the Harbour Top and the Marina do not meet the policy requirements set out in the 
Framework. Therefore, these proposals must be excluded from the AAP, even if this means that a new Plan must be 
prepared. The Framework states at paragraph 213 “Plans may, therefore, need to be revised to take into account the policies 
in this Framework. This should be progressed as quickly as possible, either through a partial review or by preparing a new 
plan” (my emphasis). 

3   In his “foreword” to the Framework the Minister for Planning, Rt. Hon. Greg Clark M.P. says “The purpose of planning is to 
help achieve sustainable development”. He then defined the word “sustainable” : “Sustainable means ensuring that better 
lives for ourselves don’t mean worse lives for future generations” . . . . . and . . . . . “ Sustainable development  is about 
change for the better, and not only in our built environment”. 

4   He continues and states the importance of both “Our natural environment” and “Our historic environment”. He concludes 
that “sustainable development is about positive growth - making economic, environmental and social progress for this and 
future generations” .  . . and . . . “The planning system is about helping to make this happen” 

5   The key word is therefore the word “sustainable”. The word “sustain” is defined in the ‘Shorter 0xford English Dictionary’ 
as including “To provide for the upkeep of an institution or estate” . . . “To keep in being, to cause to continue in a certain 
state, to preserve the status of”. To these definitions may be added the words of the Minister “sustainable development is 
change for the better, and not only in our built environment”. 

6   These definitions are relevant to the ERYC’s policies for the Harbour Top and Marina. For the Council do not propose to 
sustain the Harbour Top, or the Listed Pier, or the irreplaceable prime beach environment, from negative change. Instead of 
‘keeping and preserving’ the status of what now exists, the Council proposes to wilfully not sustain them. Indeed, it sets out 
to impair and destroy them. It has learned nothing from the rejection of its former plans for a Marina. Thus ERYC fail to meet 
the Framework policies for the natural environment and historic environment. As such the Plan cannot be approved. 

7   Section 12 of the Framework at paras126 to 141 deals with “Conserving and enhancing the historic environment”. Para 
126 requires local planning authorities to “recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them in 
a manner appropriate to their significance”. ERYC have consistently failed to recognise the importance of the Listed Piers 
and their setting within the ancient Harbour of Refuge. Indeed, when I sought their listing in 2000 the Council was the only 
objector and said that they were of no significance whatsoever (see Dr Moseley - Listed Building report 2003 at para 6.21). 
Little had changed over the last decade. Not only do ERYC seek to cut a huge chunk out of the South Pier, famous for its 
spectacle of its “Great Flank Wave” (see Dr Moseley 2003 at para 7.50) but they also seek to destroy the setting of the 
Harbour itself with a very large construction at the west end which would change its character for ever. 

8   The Framework states at para 132 that “When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the 
greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration of destruction of the heritage asset or 
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development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and 
convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building should be exceptional (my emphasis).  

Note  -  as to the word ‘setting’ see Annex 2 : ‘Glossary’ 

9   Any reasonable person would conclude that the proposals for the South Pier and the Harbour Top constitute “substantial 
harm”, both to the structure of the pier and to the complete setting of the harbour. Dr Moseley concluded at para 7.85 that the 
Council’s proposals for the South Pier would “cause significant harm to the special character of this listed building and the 
setting of both listed buildings”. At para 19 of his decision letter 2003 re the Marina the Secretary of State agreed with Dr 
Moseley that “the proposals would destroy the  essential nature of the South Pier and would irreparably harm the 
setting of the two listed structures” 

10  At para 18 the Secretary of State agreed with the Environmental Assessor, Professor Tom Pritchard, that “the loss of a 
very important stretch of beach . . .  . is a major  adverse impact in its own right”. It is this very same “important stretch of 
beach” which the Council once again seek to destroy  completely.  

11  At para 19 the Secretary of State further agreed with Professor Pritchard “that the obliteration of the beach and the near 
shore environment, which is of high ecological and visual quality, would be seriously damaging to the natural heritage of 
Bridlington” (my emphasis). He continued and stated “that the proposed works  would have a range  of serious adverse 
effects on both the natural and man-made environment of Bridlington which together present a powerful case against 
allowing the proposed works”. 

12 At para 20, after considering the “potential benefits”  of the scheme he concluded that when those “speculative” benefits 
were balanced against the “clear” adverse effects “a very compelling case against allowing those proposals” emerged.  

13  The obsession of a succession of local authorities to acquire part of the Harbour Estate is well documented (see para 15 
Secretary of State’s decision letter 2003 re Harbours Act). This ‘desire’ does not amount to the “clear and convincing 
justification” which the Framework requires to create “exceptional” circumstances (see para 132). 

14  The Framework continues at para 133 “Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm or to total loss of 
significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be 
demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm 
or loss” (my emphasis). The key word in this requirement is the word “substantial”.  

15  In the absence of any statutory definition of the word ‘substantial’ it is important to give the word its natural and ordinary 
meaning. This is defined by the Shorter Oxford English Dictionary as “exists as a substance“ or “having a real existence” or 
“not illusory” . . . and also having  . .  . “real importance or value”. 

16  The word ‘substantial’ was considered in Pulsar v Grinling (1948) AC 291. There the court held that its primary meaning 
was “considerable or solid or big”. Thus any “substantial public benefits” must be considerable or big rather than minimal or 
unsubstantial.  

17 The word “substantial” was also considered at length by the Court of Appeal in the matter of The Badger Trust v The 
Welsh Ministers (2010) EWCA Civ. 807. At paras 37-40 the Court considered the various ‘Authorities’, agreed by the parties, 
regarding the meaning of the word. These were said to be Majorstake Ltd v Curtis (2008) 1A C 787 : Palser v Grinling (1948) 
A C 291 : R v Monopolies and Mergers Commission Ex Parte South Yorkshire Transport (1993) 1 WLR 23 : R v Lloyd(1967) 
1 QB 175 . 

18 At para 32 the Court quoted from the judge below who had held that “the word ‘substantial’ has a chameleon character, 
its precise meaning and hue varying according to its context”.  

19  At para 37 the Court cited Baroness Hale in Majorstake  : “‘Substantial’  is a word which has a wide range of meanings. 
Sometimes it can mean ‘not little’. Sometimes it can mean ‘almost complete’, as in a ‘substantial agreement’. Often it means 
’big’ or ’solid’, as in a ’substantial house’. Sometimes it means ‘weighty’ or ’serious’, as in a ’substantial reason’. It will take its 
meaning from its context. But in an expression such as a ’substantial part’ there is clearly an element of comparison with the 
whole : it is something other than a small or insignificant or insubstantial part”. 

20   Para 38 the Court cited Viscount Simon in Palser : “It is plain that the phrase requires a comparison with the whole rent . 
. . . .’Substantial’ in this connexion is not the same as ‘not unsubstantial’ i.e. just enough to avoid the ‘de minimis’ principle. 
One of the primary meanings of the word is equivalent to considerable, solid, or big. It is in this sense that we speak of a 
substantial fortune, a substantial meal, a substantial man, a substantial argument or ground of defence. Applying the word in 



7 
 

this sense, it must be left to the discretion of the judge of fact to decide as best he can according to the circumstances in 
each case, the onus being on the landlord”  

21   Para 39 the Court cited Lord Mustill in South Yorkshire Transport : “It is sufficient  to say that although I do not accept 
that ’substantial’ can never mean ’more than de minimis’ or that in [Palser], Viscout Simon was saying more than that in the 
particular statutory context it did not have this meaning, I am satisfied that in section 64(3) [Fair Trading Act 1973] the word 
does indeed lie further up the spectrum than that”. 

22  Para 40 the Court cited the trial judge in Lloyd : “You are the judges, but your common sense will tell you what it means. 
This far I will go. Substantial does not mean total, that is to say, the mental responsibility need not be totally impaired, so to 
speak, destroyed altogether. At the other end of the scale substantial does not mean trivial or minimal. It is something in 
between and Parliament has left it to you and other juries to say on the evidence, was the mental responsibility impaired, 
and, if so was it substantially impaired ?” 

23   Taking the authority set out by The Badger Case, it is clear that it is for the Inspector to decide whether the public 
benefits, which will arise from the Harbour and Marina proposals, will be “substantial” enough to outweight the “substantial” 
damage which would be caused to the natural and man-made environment. As in Palser where the onus was upon the 
landlord, the burden of proof lies with ERYC to demonstrate that it is more likely than not that “substantial public benefits” will 
be certain to follow the implementation of its proposals. If the Council cannot do this its Plan must not be approved. 

24  These definitions of the word ’substantial’ places the Council in difficulty. It is not sufficient for it to merely demonstrate 
that the public benefits are just ‘expected’  or ‘probable’.  It has to prove, beyond the balance of probability, that the public 
benefits which will arise from its proposals will be certain and considerable. The Council has also to prove that the said 
public benefits are “solid” (i.e. in the context of the AAP “financially sound” and more probable than not likely to reach 
fruition). Thus there has to be certain and demonstrable “substantial public benefits” to outweigh the real and substantial 
threat to the heritage asset. Nothing less will suffice 

25  There is no doubt that a huge hole in the listed pier amounts to “substantial harm” (Dr Moseley used the words 
“significant harm” and the Secretary of State used the words “irreparably harm“).  The proposals for the Harbour Top also 
amount to “substantial harm” to the significance of the setting of the listed structures. Indeed, from the gardens opposite the 
Harbour Top, the proposals amount to the total obliteration of that setting. When considering “The setting of the listed 
buildings” Dr Moseley at para 3.6 said that this was the most striking view of the harbour “Most striking of all is the view 
looking out to sea along the seaward length of the South Pier from South Cliff Road”. Professor Pritchard made the same 
point regarding this view of the setting of the Harbour in his conclusions at para 10.71. 

26  Finally, on the matter of “substantial harm” to the environment. Should the marina proposal be approved there will also 
certainly be real “substantial harm” which will occur from the loss of a “very important stretch of beach”.  The loss of this 
stretch of beach was considered by the Secretary of State in 2003 to be “a major adverse impact in its own right”.  Nothing 
has changed since then. It is the very same section of beach, which is just as full of ’life’ today as it was ten years ago, which 
will be covered in concrete and its important natural habitat destroyed. As the Inspector’s report of 2003 stated at para 11.85 
“the loss of a significant  area of beach was of substantial significance and could not be mitigated” (my emphasis). Here 
the word “substantial” is used in its legal and natural sense. 

27  But what of the public benefits - can they really be said with any certainty to be “substantial“ and thus of “real importance 
or value” ? These benefits, by the very definition of the word, have to be of substance. Thus they must be either already 
coming into existence or very foreseeable in the near future. They cannot be merely illusory (“having the character of an 
illusion” i.e. “deception : delusion : involving a false belief ”).  

28  However, the said “substantial public benefits” which ERYC claim will outweigh the substantial harm to the heritage asset 
are, at this moment in time, purely illusory. They are  hypothetical : they are a fantasy : they are part of a ’wish-list’ of 
‘goodies’ which council officers think may (and I wish to emphasise the word ‘may‘) come about if the AAP is approved. 
These so-called “public benefits” are not yet of substance, they are not certain, and they may never come about. On the 
other hand there is nothing illusory about a listed pier with a great big hole cut into its imposing southern face destroying the 
continuity of the surface swept by the Great Flank Wave. This is a real and foreseeable and certain ‘significant harm” and 
“substantial harm” to the heritage asset. When ‘a certain outcome’ is placed on the scales of probability against a ‘theoretical 
outcome’ the balance falls in favour of the former. 
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29  As a final comment upon the word “substantial”. Whilst the Council may foresee public benefits arising from the purchase 
of the Harbour Top and the creation of a Marina, it cannot guarantee that they will be “substantial” or “considerable, solid or 
big” benefits. Therefore, the Council cannot pass the ‘test’ as set out and required by the Framework. This test is very strictly 
worded. It does not simply require “public benefits” in exchange for causing “substantial harm” to the listed piers and their 
setting. The Framework requires public benefits of a “substantial” nature. Nothing less will suffice in these circumstances. 
There is no evidence that the Council can meet this test. Therefore, the proposals in the Plan for the Harbour Top and for the 
Marina cannot be approved.  

 

Conclusion 

30   As my conclusion I wish to simply rely upon the words of Professor Tom Pritchard, the Environmental Assessor at the 
Marina Inquiry. In his final “Summary of Conclusions” para 10.71(4) he put into one sentence the consequences of the 
ERYC’s applications  :- 

“Beach and seashore amenities of the South Beach would be destroyed or severely altered, including facilities for admiring 
the view of the historic harbour, enjoying the sands, seawater and the wildlife, and digging for bait and fishing from the shore 
and the South Pier” 

31  This statement was true in 2003. It remains true today ten years later. The main footprint of the proposed marina may be 
smaller but the overall effect of the proposals remain the same : “a major adverse level of significance”.  

32  Therefore, it is my respectful opinion that the proposals for the Harbour Top and Marina should not be approved. 

 

 


