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1 25/00334/FULL  South Bridge Road

8 Further letters of objection received. Raising the following Unaltered
additional points: -

The building will create issues during the winter months as the car
park will be frozen at times and damp, the conditions could be
attributed to the partial cause of the sinking of the car park. (Has this
been investigated?)

Flood risk / drainage planning / poor design aesthetics. A lot seem to
say in contravention, or not following the plan for Hull etc.

It's been stated that a highways assessment would be completed
ahead of a decision being made, | would suggest this is done at
8:15am on a weekday morning, because that is the time this will
impact the traffic situation the most, cars already queue up right
down south bridge road to exit the dock before you add in 30+
additional cars, if this assessment is done at a non peak time and the
findings sees no issue then it is a total sham and clearly a work
around to avoid the real issues.

Please do not overlook the genuine concerns and issues that are
being raised to meet housing targets, there's plenty of land and
locations elsewhere across the city where developments can be
sustained, why this tiny piece of land that will cause maximum impact.

There is a local community Facebook group, of which the ward
member and Planning Committee member belongs to is a member,
and so is more than aware, has overwhelming negative feelings
towards this and sadly there's a feeling of helplessness that this is a
foregone conclusion that despite the HUNDREDS of objections, that
this will be passed regardless, and if this is the case it makes a total
mockery of the planning and consultation process and shows that
housing targets are above everything else and the people who are
impacted have no voice and no say. | hope Councillor Hatcher will
stand up and speak for the residents of the dock.

Please do not let one man's greed have more influence than that of a
whole community who do not want this.

Head of
Planning
Comments:

48 24/00763/FULL  Hedon Road
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Further Public health comments submitted. Unaltered

The NPPF states that Local planning authorities should refuse
applications for hot food takeaways and fast food outlets in locations
where there is evidence that a concentration of such uses is having
an adverse impact on local health, pollution or anti-social-behaviour.
The Hull JSNA figures show that in Hull about 75% of adults are
living with excess weight, which is significantly higher than the
England average of 64% The most recent National Childhood
Measurement (NCMP) data for Hull shows that the percentage of
children in Reception with excess weight has risen from 26.4% in
2023/24 t0 29.2% in 2024/25 an increase of 3 percentage points in
one year. This is the highest in the Yorkshire and Humber region and
markedly higher than the England average of 23.5%. Year 6 pupils
also saw an increase from 42.2% in 2023/24 to 42.6% in 2024.25
this is the third highest in the Yorkshire and Humber region again
markedly higher than the England average of 36.6%. These figures
show the stark inequalities gap between Hull and England for
childhood excess weight.

In the Marfleet Ward 32% of children in Reception Year during the
2023/24 academic years were living with excess weight higher than
the Hull average of 29.2% and significantly higher than the England
average of 23.5% and 46% of children in Year 6 during the 2023/24
academic years were living with excess weight, one of the highest in
the city, higher than the Hull average of 42.6% and significantly
higher than the England average of 36.2%

Ef;dni‘:g For information Marfleet Primary School have confirmed that pupils are

comments: hot allowed out of the school site without adult sign out/accompanying
during the school day

Flood Team Comments: - No alterations

The application cannot be supported due to insufficient information
regarding:

Details of the Place of Safety have not been clearly set out

Details of the required additional 300mm of flood resilience
measures above the required FFLs as per Mitigation Note 5 from the
Hull Flood Risk Standing Advice have not been clearly set out

Tree pits have been assessed and found suitable for the
development, but no green SuDS have been incorporated within the
development. To comply with Policy 39 these should be included if
found to be suitable.
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48 24/00763/FULL  Hedon Road

E;:dn?:g These matters are addressed in the suggested conditions (14, 15, 16. and

Comments: 17)

Applicant response to proposed conditions: - Revise conditions
Need to revise references of Drainage Maintenance Plan to Issue 6

Condition 12 (tree protection) - is unnecessary, there are no trees on

site

Condition 19 (Flood Emergency Plan) - need to reword to a

compliance condition.

Also suggested revisions to other conditions re flood, Habitat

Management and Monitoring Plan, Ecological Enhancement and

Management Plan

The applicant has also responded to the flood team comments: -
The Place of Safety is specified in the Flood Evacuation Plan,
Section 2.6. This specifies the pedestrian footpaths on the northern
side of Hedon Road, which are generally above the required level of
4.0m AOD.

We have incorporated permeable paving where possible. The site is
very constrained in terms of its size and there is little or no space for
any significant ‘green SuDS’ features.

For completeness, the Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage
Strategy (Issue 6 22/12/25) and Drainage Maintenance Plan (Issue 6
22/12/25) have been updated to reflect the updated drainage layout.

Head of . L.
Planning Revise conditions 4, 19

comments: Delete condition 12 (tree protection).
Other conditions do not need to be altered.




