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Neighbourhood Plan Workshop  

7th May 2017, 2-4 pm Village Hall, Hutton Rudby 

 

1. Attendance 

Notice of the workshop had been sent by email to the 330 contacts on the Neighbourhood Plan 

email distribution list. The workshop was also publicised by a leaflet distributed door-to-door 

throughout the Neighbourhood Area.  Unfortunately, it was discovered after the notice of the 

meeting had been sent that it clashed with the date and time of the inauguration of the new Vicar, 

this may have adversely affected attendance. 

There were 33 participants inclusive of the Chair (Allan Mortimer), and the discussion group leaders 

(Jonathan Cooper, Rosie Danjoux, Liam Percy and Derek Simpson). 

2. Workshop Format & Structure 

The workshop was opened with a presentation from the Chair setting out the background and 

objectives for the session (Attached as Appendix 1).  

The participants were then split into two discussion groups with parallel sessions on Settlement 

Character, and Sites/Housing.  After approximately 40 minutes the groups were rotated so that all 

participants were able to take part in discussions on both topics. 

The groups were recombined and feedback given to all participants by the discussion group leaders. 

The final component was an outline of the next steps in the process given by the Chair. 

3. Post Workshop Review / Assessment 

On Friday 12th May Allan Mortimer, Rosie Danjoux, Liam Percy, Karen Picking, and Derek Simpson 

met in the Hub to review the findings of the workshop, the effectiveness of the format, and identify 

any lessons learned for the next session.  The “Post Workshop Steering Group Comments” found 

within these notes are the result of discussions at this meeting. 

Key points: 

 An ambitious scope had been set for the workshop and significant progress was made.  The 

Settlement Character work went particularly well. The work on Site Criteria was least 

successful – partly time constraints, and partly due to insufficient details and structure in the 

topic material.  
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 Turnout of 33 was similar to previous workshops.  The two parallel session format was 

chosen based on an anticipated attendance of 20 to 30.  Group sizes of ca. 15 seem to be 

around the limit for inclusive discussions around display boards. 

 Planned duration was 2 hours, but the actual duration was nearly 3 hours.  Participants were 

willing / wanted to spend more time on some issues than planned, but additional time 

would probably not have led to significantly more progress on the day.  

 Participants came with varying levels of understanding and knowledge, and there was a lot 

of information for participants to assimilate.  Setting the context, providing background, and 

working up to the discussion topics is essential.  It was thought that the general introduction 

was about right, but this needed to be supplemented by topic specific introductions.  

 

4. Settlement Character (Discussion Group Leaders D. Simpson & J. Cooper) 

The objective for this workshop element was to discuss: 

 Settlement Character Areas 

 Green Spaces 

 Important Frontages 

 Significant Buildings 

 Views / Vistas (from Public Spaces) 

Inputs to the workshop included: 

 Draft Settlement Character Maps provided by HDC 

 Maps showing the designated Common Land and Village Greens 

 Green Space proposals submitted to HDC through the Local Plan  

 Schedule of Listed Buildings and “Notable Buildings” per Village Design Statement 

 Photographs of street scenes and vistas  

 

4.1 Settlement Character Zones 

Hambleton’s Settlement Character Assessment produced as part of the Local Plan had 

identified 3 character zones.  These are similar to the “Landscape Features of Community 

Importance” listed in Appendix 4 of the Village Design Statement.  The zones were: 

 “The Green & North End” 

 “Levenside” 

 “Enterpen & Belbrough Lane” 

Issues discussed were: 

 Do we need to define any additional character zones, and in particular should there 

be one in Rudby? 

 Is the coverage of each the zone correct? 

The recommendations of the workshop were: 

 No additional character zones are required. 

 The coverage of “The Green & North End” and “Enterpen & Belbrough Lane” zones 

are appropriate. 
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 The “Levenside” zone should be renamed to avoid confusion with the street of the 

same name – “Leven Valley” was suggested.  It should also be extended further up 

and down the valley to the edges of the settlement area.  

 

Post workshop Steering Group Comment.  The suggested extension of the Leven Valley 

Character Zone could be aligned with the NW and SW edges of the Conservation area. 

 

4.2 Local Green Spaces 

The National Planning Policy Framework sets out the following criteria: 

“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open 

space. The designation should only be used: 

 where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves 

 where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a 
particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, 
recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife 

 where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of 
land" 

Green Space proposals submitted through the Local Plan were reviewed. The workshop 

participants discussed the evidence supporting HDC’s preferred / non preferred status vs the 

criteria, reviewed the boundaries of the proposals, and discussed whether there should be 

any additional Green Spaces designated. 

 

4.2.1 Additional Candidates For Green Space Designations 

The following were identified and provisionally screened against the Green Space Criteria 

during the workshop.  The view from the workshop is that they seemed to meet the criteria 

and should be designated. 

 Bowling Green / Tennis Courts / Play Area at Village Hall 

 Fishponds off Campion Lane 

 Grassed area at the corner of Linden Close / Linden Cres. 

 Area near former community oil tank at Linden Cres. 

 

4.2.2 ALT/S/073/014 – Cricket Ground 

Workshop recommendation: Support designation for area as defined. 

4.2.3 ALT/S/073/015 – Allotments 

Workshop recommendation: Support designation for area as defined. 

4.2.4 ALT/S/073/016 – Land South Of River Leven (Honeyman’s Field etc.) 

Workshop recommendation: Support designation for area as defined. 

4.2.5 ALT/S/073/017 – Land Including / Surrounding (main) Village Green 

Workshop recommendation: Support designation, but extend to include all adjacent land 

currently designated as Village Green / Common Land per NYCC definitive maps.  
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4.2.6 ALT/S/073/018 – Land at North End (North Green) 

Workshop recommendation: Support designation, but extend to include all adjacent land 

currently designated as Village Green / Common Land per NYCC definitive maps. 

4.2.7 ALT/S/073/019 – Northern Part of OS Field 4548 at Belbrough Lane 

Workshop recommendation: Support designation of kick-about area. Support non-

designation of remainder of field on the basis that as an arable field with no public use 

possible it does not meet the Green Space Criteria.   

Other observations:  

1) The field (apart from the kick-about area) is arable farmland which is under 

consideration for an allocation for development in the new Local Plan (part preferred / 

part non-preferred by HDC).  As the site does not meet the Green Space criteria, there is 

no conflict to resolve. 

2) The vistas of the North York moors across the field were noted as a significant feature 

contributing to the Settlement Character, as was the open landscape viewed from the 

Station Lane roadside footpath / pavement (the only accessible path in the country-side 

surrounding the village for people with mobility issues or with pushchairs).  Several 

participants expressed a desire to see some form of protection for these views. 

 

4.2.8 ALT/S/073/020 – Woodland Between Sexhow Lane and River Leven 

 

Workshop recommendation: Support designation, but extend (towards Sexhow) to include 

adjacent land currently designated as Common Land per NYCC definitive maps. 

 

4.2.9 ALT/S/073/021 – Land South of River Leven, West Of Sexhow Hall Farm 

This lies outside the Neighbourhood Area (in Sexhow Parish) so cannot be designated 

through the Neighbourhood Plan, hence no recommendation was made. 

4.2.10 ALT/S/073/022 – Land Along Hundale Gill 

Workshop recommendation: Support non-designation on the assumption that lack of public 

access is valid reason. 

Post workshop Steering Group Comments.  

 

1) National Planning Policy Guidance states “land could be considered for designation even 

if there is no public access (eg green areas which are valued because of their wildlife, 

historic significance and/or beauty).” 
2) If suitable for designation, an extension further upstream to boundary of “Wickets” site 

(SH5 allocation in current Local Plan) should be considered. 

3) A small part of the proposed Green Space may overlap with proposed development site 

S/073/002.  Extent of overlap if any is very small, so is not a material consideration. 

Action: Clarify National PPG vs HDC criteria and review at next workshop. 
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4.2.11 S/125/004/G – Rudby Farm 

HDC’s Local Plan Preferred Options consultation documents issued in October 2016 included 

this site, but the recently issued Green Space consultation document did not.  The site was 

designated by HDC as a Preferred Option for Green Space in the earlier consultation, but 

with reference made to a (non-existent) planning application for part of the site.  

Part of the site is now an HDC Preferred Option for a development site (ALT/S/125/006). 

In the workshop introduction, the NP Chair explained that resolving the conflict over land 

use between the development proposal and Green Space was out of scope for this 

workshop.  In cases such as this where there are competing potential uses, both uses need 

to be examined. The role of this workshop was limited to forming an opinion on whether 

S/125/004/G when considered in its entirety satisfies the Green Space Criteria. 

Workshop conclusion:  When considered as a whole, S/125/004/G, meets the criteria. 

Post workshop Steering Group Comment. The workshop conclusion does not resolve the 

conflict over land use, as the case for development has not yet been examined.  The 

workshop did not discuss partitioning the site. 

 

4.2.12 ALT/S/125/007 – All-Saints Church 

Workshop recommendation: Support designation.  

4.3 Important Frontages 

4.3.1 Village Greens 

The draft map from HDC shows East Side, most of South Side and Elwick Terrace as 

Important Frontages.  

Workshop recommendation: Northside and all of the older parts of North End should be 

added.  There are listed buildings on Northside, and most other buildings around both sides 

of the Greens are 19th Century and retain their traditional features. 

4.3.2 Rudby Bank / Hutton Bank 

Only the East Side of Hutton Bank was marked as an Important Frontage on the HDC map. 

Workshop recommendations:  

1) Add the other side of Hutton Bank. 

2) Add both sides of Rudby Bank to approximately the crest of the bank where there are 

modern houses. 

3) Consider whether the older houses (toll cottage etc.) at the top of the Rudby Bank form 

a frontage or should be recognised as significant individual buildings.  

 

4.4 Significant Buildings 

The marked up character map showed all listed buildings in the settlement. 

The criteria for Non-Designated Heritage assets (See Appendix 2) were discussed and a few 

suggestions for this category were made (some of which were already listed as “Notable 

Buildings” in Appendix 3 of the Village Design Statement).  
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It was suggested that an opportunity to make further submissions should be offered.  

Post workshop Steering Group Comment.  An email request will be made when these 

minutes are distributed, with a closing date of the next workshop. 

 

 

4.5 Significant Views / Vistas 

It was agreed that important views fall into three main groups: 

 Views from the settlement out into the wider landscape. 

 View within the settlement. 

 Views on the approaches to the settlement (of the settlement itself, and of its 

setting within the wider landscape). 

It was agreed that to be classified as “significant”, views should be visible from public spaces 

(roads, footpaths, recreation areas etc.) 

The following points were noted: 

 The view marked opposite Paddocks End should be relocated or removed.  As 

currently marked it looks straight into buildings. 

 View from Honeyman’s field looking North toward Rudby should be added. 

 Views on approaches to the Village generally (specific mentions were made of the 

view from Middleton Road, and the view of Drumrach Hall and The Old Vicarage 

from Station Lane.) 

 View from top of Northfields looking East over North End. 

 From vantage points on the various public footpaths overlooking the Leven Valley.  

 Do not spoil the view up Hutton Bank with traffic lights. 

It was suggested that an email request for further submissions is sent out. 

Views and a sense of openness from footpaths were seen as an important attribute of 

Settlement Character, as this gives a sense of a rural rather than urban location. There was a 

desire to give some form of protection to the character of footpaths.        

Post workshop Steering Group Comments.   

An email request will be distributed with the minutes - closing date the next workshop. 

The views suggested will be marked up on the map, and made available for review at the 

next workshop.  

 

4.6 Other Issues 

 

4.6.1 Footpaths 

 

The only footpath/pavement that extends beyond the village which is suitable for anyone 

with mobility issues or with pushchairs is the path towards Potto. This allows views of the 

Cleveland Hills. 
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4.6.2 Cycling / Cyclepaths 

 

The lack of cycle paths was noted.  The road to Potto was seen as popular for families to ride 

down.   

 

There was a suggestion of involving Sustrans to look into creating cycle paths (to Crathorne 

and elsewhere).  There were also suggestions that any such paths should be “horse friendly”. 

Post workshop Steering Group Comments.   

Similar suggestions were made via the questionnaire, and have already been forwarded to 

the Parish Council for consideration. 

4.6.3 Trees / Woodlands / Waterways 

The importance of trees, woodlands, and waterways as recognised by HDC in their various 

assessments was strongly supported.   

 

5. Sites & Housing (Discussion Group Leaders L Percy & R. Danjoux) 

The objective for this workshop element was to discuss: 

 Numbers and size of development sites 

 Housing mix, type and tenure  priorities 

 Definitions for site selection criteria 

Inputs to the workshop included: 

 Questionnaire results on sites size and distribution (Q15) 

 Questionnaire results on development options (Q13) 

 Questionnaire results on housing mix and tenure (Q11 & Q12) 

 Questionnaire results on site selection criteria (Q16) 

 Housing target (70 homes) for the Parish set by the emerging Local Plan. 

 National & district housing policy (provided verbally) 

 Parish level housing need data (provided verbally) 

Workshop participants were reminded that HDC’s Local Plan sets the minimum amount of 

development (i.e. 70 homes) that must be delivered through the Neighbourhood Plan.  Decisions 

available to the Neighbourhood Plan include the number of sites, their locations, the sizes of sites, 

and the housing priorities for those sites.  

5.1 Site Distribution 

Some participants suggested that a single large site could deliver the development target of 70 

homes and provide a good technical solution. It was pointed out that the Questionnaire gave clear 

signals that the community did not want development concentrated in one area, and did want sites 

distributed around the village / parish. 

Workshop participants agreed that a single site solution was not compatible with community 

preferences expressed in the Questionnaire. 
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5.2 Number of Sites & Sizes Of Sites 

It was noted that 80% of Questionnaire respondents opposed sites with over 25 houses, while 67% 

supported sites with up to 25 houses. Hence a target of 70 homes, would need 3 or more sites for 

compatibility with these preferences.    

Following discussion on national housing policy, it was understood that commercial sites of up to 10 

houses could not be relied upon to deliver on-site affordable housing.  It was agreed that setting the 

minimum size for commercial sites so that they have to make an on-site contribution to affordable 

housing would be consistent with community preferences expressed in the Questionnaire.   

It was further noted that this minimum size threshold need not apply to Community Led or Housing 

Association developments. 

It was agreed that a range of between 3 and 6 sites with between 11 and 25 homes per site would be 

consistent with the preferences expressed in the Questionnaire. 

Workshop participants were asked for their views on where within this range should be targeted. 

However, the participants were not comfortable with narrowing the focus on sizes or numbers of 

sites any further at this stage, and after some discussion the above statement was agreed as the 

workshop output.   

5.3 Housing Type 

It was agreed that the Questionnaire evidence showed three distinct bands of housing preferences. 

 Favoured options (significantly more supporting than opposing) 

 2 – 3 Bed Homes 

 Retirement Homes 

 Supported / Sheltered living 

 Neutral options (similar numbers supporting and opposing) 

o 1 bed homes 

o Self Build plots 

o 4 Bed Homes 

 Un-favoured options (significantly more opposing than supporting) 

 Holiday Homes 

 Park Homes 

It was noted that the definition of “retirement homes” was not made clear in the Questionnaire so 

caution should be used with this result. Some respondents might have thought it meant bungalows 

while others might have thought it meant a Retirement Home.  

Some workshop participants were keen to see some provision for suitably designed supported 

accommodation for disabled residents to be included within any Community Led Housing project. 

It was agreed that a policy approach of giving positive support for the favoured options, 

discouragement for the un-favoured options and a balanced approach for the neutral options 

seemed a reasonable reflection of community priorities. 

Post Workshop Steering Group Comments.   

HDC’s preferred option is to prioritise 2-3 bed homes and to restrain the amount of 4 bed homes in 

developments to rebalance the district housing mix. 
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In the workshop discussions, 4 bed homes were typically referred to as an un-favoured option. 

However, the evidence from the Questionnaire shows 37% opposing and 31% supporting so they fit 

better into “Neutral Options”. 

A good case could be made for including the 1 bed homes in the Favoured Options as they are 

supported by 50% and opposed by only 24%.  While this is some way behind the Favoured Options 

as listed, it is significantly ahead of the other Neutral Options.  Workshop participants were firmly of 

the opinion that any 1 bed units should have appropriate design (i.e. not blocks of flats).  

5.4 Housing Tenure 

It was agreed that tenure preferences were clear with strong support for Affordable Housing to 

own/part own, open market ownership, and Affordable Housing to rent. 

Discussion on open market housing emphasised the importance of community preferences / need 

for 2-3 bed homes over other options. 

It was noted that responses to Q13, the questions on the quota of Affordable Housing on “Larger” 

and “Small” market development seemed inconsistent with responses to other questions.  After 

discussion, the consensus was that the question wording was ambiguous and it was likely that 

respondents were reacting to site sizes not to the Affordable Housing quotas. 

There was some discussion on definitions of Affordable Housing, and Local qualification criteria. 

Post Workshop Steering Group Comments 

While commercial developers can be relied upon to deliver an open market component on mixed 

sites, delivery of the Affordable Housing component is driven/enforced by policy. A lot of the 

prepared material had been developed with the aim of illustrating and explaining the issues around 

Affordable Housing, and this dominated the discussions on housing to a greater extent than was 

anticipated.  Most of the development in the Parish is likely to occur on mixed sites.  

5.5 Site Selection Criteria 

The first discussion Group did not progress to Site Selection Criteria, and the second group only 

spent a limited amount of time on the topic.  The aim of this section was to review potential criteria, 

identify additional criteria, and to begin the process of defining objective “traffic light statements” 

for each (i.e. objective definitions for Red, Amber, and Green). 

Participants commented that they found the topic difficult, and didn’t feel there was enough time or 

information for them to contribute effectively to the discussion.  

Views expressed by participants included: 

 The developer’s “offer” should be included in the criteria (i.e. how closely matched is it to 

community preferences / needs). 

 We don’t need to re-invent national guidelines for issues like flooding, pipeline safety etc., 

but we do need to define our own criteria for things that are important to the community. 

 Good footpath connection means safe walking routes to village services e.g. not having to 

cross a main road to access a footpath from a site. 

 Good access to road network and traffic impact.  Safe access and interactions with other 

nearby junctions are important.  Are better / more relevant traffic surveys needed?  
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 Close to village services. Services and facilities are dispersed. Walking distance on the level 

is not equivalent to the same distance involving crossing the Leven Valley. No conclusion was 

reached on criteria definitions.     

 Neighbourhood Impact. This was discussed at length with issues such as numbers of existing 

residents affected, and separation distances covered.  It was suggested that this was too 

broad as a single criteria and its various aspects should be covered by more specific items.  

 Landscape/Vista Impact. It was agreed that views from footpaths and roads are an 

important part of the Settlement Character and are community assets. No “traffic light” 

definitions were suggested. 

 Strong Boundaries. Physical features such as roads or rivers are strong boundaries, arbitrary 

lines in the middle of a field are weak.  

Post Workshop Steering Group Comments 

Participants seemed uncomfortable engaging with the process of site selection, and we need to 

spend more time explaining how sites strategy, site assessment, developer proposals, housing 

needs, and continuing consultation all feed into the end result. 

Specifically on Site Criteria, the approach tried in this workshop of setting out criteria headings 

and asking a large group to engage in a discussion on traffic light definitions did not work well.  

At the next session on this topic we will try a different approach by offering up roughed out 

definitions for debate and modification – this approach worked well during the development of 

the vision statement.  

6. Next Steps 

The workshop was closed with an outline of the next steps in the process: 

 Post-workshop Steering Group Activity 

The workshop leaders will consolidated the output of the workshop, and this will be 

documented and published on the website.  Planning and scoping of the next workshop 

will build on the progress made at this one. 

The draft Settlement Character assessment will be updated 

 Next Workshop – Midweek Evening Event.  Provisional Dates 13th or 14th June  

Topics expected to include 

o Information session on Community Led Housing 

o Complete Settlement Character Work 

o Progress site criteria definitions  

 

 Village Event - 24th June  

Stall / display boards to provide feedback and information to community on progress 

and forward programme. 

 Landowner / Developer Event – Early July  

Public meeting at which landowners / developers can present their proposals for their 

sites to the community.  
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Appendix 1: Introductory Presentation 
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Appendix 2: HDC Criteria For Non-Designated Heritage Assets 

Criterion Description 

1. Age  

 

Usually more than 30 years old as it takes time for something to be 

appreciated and valued.  However, in some cases there may be 

justification to include assets much earlier in their lifecycle. 

2. Rarity Not many examples locally.  This can include unusual assets i.e. 

pinfolds, cast iron bridges, traditional signage etc. or more common 

ones of unusual architectural style or materials.  

3. Representativeness May be representative of a particular architectural period, Architect, 

movement, company or group of its time i.e. Victorian terraces, 

railway buildings etc. 

4. Aesthetic 

value/appeal 

Relates to local styles, materials or other distinctive local 

characteristics and may have a positive impact on streetscene.  May 

invoke positive feelings of worth by reason of its architectural, design 

or artistic quality or in its form and layout. 

5. Townscape or 

Landscape value 

Key landmark buildings/structures, buildings which strongly 

contribute to a view or roofscape vista, valued open spaces, including 

designed landscapes, streets, squares, parks, gardens, amenity/green 

spaces, walls, fences, railings, street surfaces i.e. cobbles, setts and 

grass verges.  Street furniture i.e signposts, streetlights, benches, 

post boxes, telephone boxes etc. 

6. Group value Groupings of assets with a clear visual, design or historic relationship 

i.e. farm yards, terraces, form and layout, contribution to streetscene 

and perception, roofscapes etc. 

7. Artistic Interest An asset with artistic interest will exhibit some degree of creative 

skill, including sculpture, painting, decoration, diapering, pargetting, 

advertisements, memorials, gates, railings, gargoyles, door 

surrounds, finials, signage etc. 

8. Historic Association Associated with a historical person or event of acknowledged local or 

national note, including important local figures or events i.e. 

landowner, commemorative event, charity, religious (churches) or 

other group, former resident etc.  It is highly unlikely that this would 

apply to assets associated with a living person.  

9. Archaeological 

interest 

There may be evidence to suggest that a site is of significant 

archaeological interest.  Identification to be done in conjunction with 

NYCC Archaeology. 

 

Significance can be enhanced by a significant written record e.g. Pevsner, Local Amenity Society records, 

published articles etc. 

If the potential asset meets two or more of the criteria set out in the table above then it should be considered 

a NDHA. 


