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Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting #15

2"? October 2017, Chapel Schoolroom, Hutton Rudby

Attendance & Apologies

Attending: Allan Mortimer (Chair), Liam Percy, Adrian Davey, Katie Atkinson (KVA).
Roise Danjoux (Joined meeting at agenda item 3)
Tom Pickering (Joined meeting at agenda item 5b).

2 members of the public
Apologies: Mike Fenwick, Bridget Fortune, Karen Picking, Richard Redmond

Procedural Issues
Minutes Of Previous Meeting
Accepted.

Steering Group Resignation & Appointments

Following Jonathan Cooper’s resignation from the Parish Council, he has consequently resigned
from the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group.

A vote of thanks to Jonathan for his contribution to the project was proposed and agreed.

The Chair reported that Clir Mike Fenwick has been proposed by the Parish Council as a
replacement for Jonathan Cooper. It was agreed to support this appointment.

The Chair proposed that in recognition of all the work that he has done to support consultation
events that Derek Simpson should be recommended to the Parish Council for appointment to
the Steering Group. This was seconded by Liam Percy, and unanimously approved.

The formalities of appointments of Derek and Mike will be completed at the 9*" October RPC
meeting.

Actions From Previous Meetings.
Item 2 c): Provide photos For Website

Action: Adrian Davey, Rosie Danjoux, Tom Pickering, & Mike Fenwick



Item 2 c): Analysis of Traffic Light Consultations & Drafting of Site Assessments.
Action: Complete — Initial draft published 25 Sept..

Item 2 c): Site Assessment Consultations — Book Hall, organise publicity etc.
Action: Complete.

Item 3 a): Check costs allocated to HDC grant.

Action: Allan Mortimer / Bridget Fortune - Complete.

Item 6 b) Other Issues from Schedule Of Responses

Action: Allan Mortimer — Ongoing.

d) Contacts With Landowners / Developers / Agents

There has been email correspondence with several of the site contacts in connection with
arrangements for, and follow-up to the “Developer Event”.

A request for comments on the draft site assessments has been sent to all sites who have
provided agent contact details.

[As reported at the last meeting, all sites which arose through the HDC process have been
contacted on our behalf by HDC with a request that they forward their agent contact details to
the steering group. Some sites have not responded.]

3. Costs / Budget

a) Costs to precept which cannot be recovered (incurred before HDC Grant was awarded)

2" June £16.00 Room Hire (1 hour) Village Hall Main Room (Team Meeting)
9t June £26.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Village Hall Johnson Room (Team Meeting)
22" June £32.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Village Hall Main Room (Team Meeting)
4t July £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)

215 July £0.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Village Hall Main Room (Team Meeting)
1%t August £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)

5t September £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)

Total £116.00

b) Costs incurred to date set against HDC grant are listed below:

3" October £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
7t November £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
15" November £504.00 Questionnaire printing

5th December £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
6™ February £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
6™ March £755.80 Planning Consultant Fees

6™ March £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
3" April £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
25t Sept £12.15 Printing Charges

Total £1355.95



¢) Costs To Date From 27" April to be set against Locality Grant

2" May £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
2" May £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group (2 hours plus expenses)
5% June £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
5% June £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group (2 hours plus expenses)
12t June £527.90 Consultant preparation time & attendance at workshop

30" June £500.00 Consultant fees — critical friend quarterly charge

1t July £252.90 Consultant fees — attendance at drop-in consultation

3 July £77.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group (2 hours plus expenses)
3 July £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
7" August £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group

7% August £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
4t Sept £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
24t Sep £152.90 Consultant attendance at developer presentations

28 Sep £500.00 Consultant fees — critical friend quarterly charge

2" Oct £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group)
2" Oct £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group

Total £1,812.40

Total Costs Incurred: £4,079.15

d) Estimated Costs Post 4" September Meeting to End Dec (To be funded by Locality Grant)

£5,250.00 Planning Consultant — policy writing (15 days @ £350)
£127.90 Planning Consultant — steering group meeting (1 @ 2 hrs + travel)
£14.00 Meeting Room Hire (2 @ £14)
£227.90 Planning Consultant — site selection meeting steering (1 @ 4 hrs + travel)
£1,000.00 Printing draft Neighbourhood Plan for statutory consultation.
-£370.00 Unallocated / (Overspend) Overspend funded from HDC Grant/precept
£6,249.80

e) Estimated Costs in 2018 to Completion (Assumes July Referendum)

£370.00 Estimated overspend on Locality scope
£1,000.00 Planning Consultant — critical friend services (fixed fee)
£511.60 Planning Consultant — steering group meetings (4 @ 2 hrs + travel)
£56.00 Room Hire (4 @ £14)
£1,937.60

f) Remaining Funding Sources

HDC: £1,644.05 Estimate of unused grant at 2" Oct
Locality: £6,143.00 Maximum available on top of initial award.
Precept: £5,000.00 Budget approved by RPC (may not be needed).

Total £12,683.20
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Project Plan
Neighbourhood Plan Progress
The developer presentations event was held on 24" September.

The initial draft of the site assessments were published on 25" September, and the associated
drop-in consultations were held on 27 Sept and 1t Oct. Analysis of comments received
through the drop-ins and by email are in progress, and an update of the assessments will be
published in advance of the site selection meeting scheduled for 25" October.

To stay on plan we need to reach a decision on preferred sites before the end of October.

The other critical path item is preparation of a ‘skeleton’ draft of the Neighbourhood Plan. This
will enable any issues that require further consultation or evidence gathering to be identified as
soon as possible, and provide a basis for an informal review of proposed policies with HDC.

It was agreed that the vision statement, the plan objectives (as endorsed by the 27" Sept / 1°
Oct drop-ins), the sites and housing strategy (developed through various workshops), and the
road map for incorporating the Village Design Statement (as endorsed by the 27" Sept / 1t Oct
drop-ins) provide sufficient foundation for the preparation of a ‘skeleton draft’ .

Action: Katie Atkinson

Completion of a full draft plan and going to print before the Christmas break remains
challenging, and any slippage may have funding implications (£1,000 of the Locality Grant is
allocated for printing costs). This will be reviewed at the Dec Steering Group meeting, and if
necessary a request for a time extension or scope variation will be submitted.

HDC / Local Plan

The programme for the Local Plan is under review, and a revised project plan is to be presented
to HDC cabinet on 10™ October for approval. It is anticipated that there will be some slippage
against the previously published programme.

Caroline Skelly (Head of Planning Policy) who has been the main point of contact for the
Neighbourhood Plan is due to leave Hambleton on 11™ October. It is understood that her
position is unlikely to be filled for a few months.

In the interim, Hannah Langler and Jennine Nunns from the planning policy team have been
nominated as our contacts. A meeting has been arranged with them for 17*" October to
exchange information on Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan, and to get some HDC guidance on
highways and heritage issues. Allan Mortimer, Liam Percy & Derek Simpson will attend.
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Workshops & Events

Developer Presentations 24" September

Four site promoters accepted the invitation to present, one other was interested in participating
but was unavailable, and one accepted then withdrew. The rest did not respond.

About 60 members of the public attended.

Each presentation was followed by a Q&A session. Copies of the presentations and notes on the
Q&A can be found on the Neighbourhood Plan website at:

http://plan.rudbyparishcouncil.org.uk/wp/events/

Ward Hadaway presented a variety of options for the sites between Langbaurgh and Paddocks
End on behalf of the owner (S. Webster). Concerns were raised by Langbaurgh residents about
potential traffic impacts (school run congestion, potential for a ‘rat-run’ etc.), but otherwise the
presentation was well received.

Logic Architecture presented on the Belbrough sites for Armstrong Richardson. The
presentation focused on S/073/009 only. A misconception arose that S/073/010 had been
withdrawn. It was clarified after the meeting that both sites are still being promoted.

The ‘pitch’ was that the site was a blank canvas, with a focus on the developer’s perception of
the potential benefits of the site. The main concerns raised by the audience were visual impact
and distance to services for older people.

Duchy Homes/Lichfields presented their proposal for the Rudby Farm site. Unlike the previous
two, this is a developer led promotion with a specific proposition being offered. Many of the
comments from the audience focused on concerns over access issues.

The owner of Cleveland Hills View spoke about converting the site from holiday use (per current
planning consent) to residential use. There would be no structural changes from its current form
(i.e. it would remain a lodge park). The site is not available for any other form of development.

Site Assessment Drop-in Consultations (27" Sept & 1% Oct).

a) Site Assessments
A total of 57 members of the public participated over the two days.

Information provided at the event included:

e Aschedule of sites which are expected to be eliminated for eligibility reasons?!

e Neighbourhood Plan draft assessments for sites

e Hambleton assessments for all sites arising through HDC call for sites process.
e Site photographs

e EAFlood Maps

e Settlement Character Maps

e Copies of presentations and Q&A from the Developer Event



Participants were asked to completed comments cards which are now being analysed along with
comments received by other routes, including comments from developers.

The draft assessments had been published on the website on 25" Sept so that participants could
have an opportunity to review before attending if they wished. A number of participants arrived
with pre-prepared submissions.

1 The principles of the eligibility criteria had been discussed at previous Steering Group
meetings, but had not as yet been formally adopted. A draft including explanatory notes
was reviewed and amended. The approved document is attached as Appendix 1 (the
explanatory notes form part of the approved document) at this meeting. The decision on
which sites will be eliminated by the application of these criteria will be made at the site
selection meeting on 25" October.

b) Issues Arising From Consultation

Some comments were submitted on the centre of the village / distance criteria. It was agreed
that as the broad principles have been established through consultation (i.e. both that it would
be based on the use of a nominal centre, and what the location of that centre would be) that
any major revisions would be inappropriate. However, additional narrative will be added to
each site assessment so it is clear whether the main services located away from the central
cluster are nearer or further away than the village centre.

Some participants had requested additional views be added to the ‘definitive list" marked up on
the Settlement Character map. Given that the map had been developed through a pair of
workshops with participants form all areas of the village, and then displayed at a further four
consultation events without any requests for additions, it was agreed that it was not appropriate
to add views to the list while site assessment is in progress. However, these additional views can
be taken into account during the preparation of site design briefs and included within the final
version of Settlement Character Assessment.

c) Arrangement For Analysis Comments

Review and analysis of comments will be carried out in working groups formed from steering
group members. It is likely that a number of sessions will be required. Each session should
include members from several areas of the village, and at least one representative from the
areas being reviewed to help ensure that locally sensitive issues are properly recognised.

The first session will take place on Thursday 5™ Oct (Allan, Ade, Derek, Liam, Rosie, and Tom to
attend) and begin with the sites between Langbaurgh and Paddocks End. Further meetings will
be arranged as required, and the updated drafts will be reviewed by Katie Atkinson.

The update of the site assessments created through this process should be considered to be a
revised draft which will need to be approved at a full Steering Group Meeting.

d) Draft Neighbourhood Plan Objectives

The drop in consultation participants were asked to review and comment on a set of draft
objectives which are attached as Appendix 2. Contextual information was provided alongside
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the objectives showing how they link to the vision statement, correspond with HDC Local Plan
objectives, and link to site selection criteria.

Out of 57 participants, 38 “voted” for the proposed objectives, with none against. “Voting” was
carried out by placing sticky dots on a chart. No amendments were suggested. Following this
endorsement, they will now be used as the basis for drafting the Neighbourhood Plan.

e) Village Design Statement Roadmap

The questionnaire showed strong support for including policies on design based on the Village
Design Statement (VDS). As some parts of the VDS are out of date (such as completed actions)
or not appropriate for a Neighbourhood Plan, an analysis in the form of a road map for migrating
the VDS guidelines into the Neighbourhood Plan had been prepared. This was presented at the
workshop with participants asked to comment and “vote” on the proposed way forward.

Out of the 57 participants, 33 voted in favour of the road map, and none against. One comment
was received. Given this endorsement the roadmap will be used as a guide for migrating the
VDS into the Neighbourhood Plan.

Details of the road map can be found in Appendix 3.

Format of 25" October Preferred Sites Meeting.

a. Meeting Purpose

To decide which of the 26 candidate sites will be nominated as preferred sites for the draft
Neighbourhood Plan, through consideration of the site and housing strategy developed
through community consultation, the site assessments, and the underlying evidence base.

b. Structure

The meeting will provide an extensive opportunity for public participation while still being
effective for decision making. The 'model' is the Parish Council meeting held in the Village
Hall in April 2016 to discuss the Belbrough Lane planning application. This provided an
extended opportunity for the public to make representations before the Parish Council went
into 'closed' session within the same room to decide on their recommendation with the
public in attendance to observe events.

This meeting will function in a similar way with the Steering Group going into ‘closed’ session
to make a decision on preferred sites.

The first step will be to formally eliminate any sites which do not meet the eligibility criteria,
before considering the remaining eligible candidates. There will be no formal weighting of
the criteria, and the choice of preferred sites will be made by considering the relative
performance of the sites against the whole assessment.

The main focus will be on the site assessments, but achieving distribution around the parish
and phasing will be given some weight and may assist in differentiating between closely
ranked sites.



It is important to remember that preferred site is just a process step, and is not a final
decision. The choice will form the basis for plan drafting, but further work to test viability
and deliverability of the preferred sites will be required which may lead to changes. The
draft plan then goes out to community consultation and through external examination,
either or both of which could also lead to changes.

c. Proposed Agenda

7:00 - 7:15 Introduction (Allan Mortimer, SG Chair & Katie Atkinson, KVA Planning)
7:15-8:30 Comments from the audience (1), (2)

8:30 - 8:35 Short Break.
8:35-11:00? Steering Group Discussion (3), (4)
11.007? Announcement of preferred sites. (5)

Notes

(1) Due to the large number of sites to get through, there will be a strict allocation of 5
minutes for points to be made on each 'single’ site, with 8-10 minutes allocated for groups
overlapping sites under common ownership (e.g. the 3 sites between Langbaurgh and
Paddocks End).

(2) The steering group will not respond to points raised, but will consider them during their
discussion. Notes on the points raised will be taken so that they are available for
reference during the ‘closed’ session.

(3) Only Steering Group members and our Planning Consultant (Katie Atkinson) will
participate in the ‘closed’ session. Members of the public may observe but not
participate. The Planning Consultant's role is to support the Steering Group with advice
on technical and process issues, and will not have a decision making role.

(4) The end time is an estimate - it may take longer.

(5) Minutes of the discussion will not be taken, but the decisions and the reasons for
the decision will be recorded.

Drafting The Plan

It was agreed that it was appropriate to start the process of plan drafting. This may expose gaps
in the evidence base or need for further consultation, but the best way to identify these is
through the drafting process itself.

Katie Atkinson will write all the policy sections, and the Steering Group will write the supporting
documents (consultation statement etc.), and the supporting narrative and policy justification
sections of the plan itself. Katie advised that it is best to keep the drafting team small so that
everything is written in a consistent ‘voice’.

It was agreed that Allan, Derek and Karen would be allocated this task with Allan & Derek doing
the writing and Karen acting as the primary reviewer before circulating to Katie and the rest of
the Steering Group (within process) reviewer. Katie will ‘sign off’ all documents.



7. Schedule Of Responses — Follow-up Actions

No progress to report.

Relevant comments for other groups need to be collated and forwarded to an appropriate
person in each organisation for action as/when required.

Action: Allan Mortimer: Ongoing.

8. Issues To Refer To Rudby Parish Council

Appointments of Mike Fenwick and Derek Simpson.

9. AOB

None



Appendix 1: Eligibility Criteria

e Developable area of site must exceed 0.5 Ha. (For sites within the pipeline buffer zones, the
area outside the pipeline buffer must exceed 0.5 Ha.)

e Sites must be available for development within 12 months of the expected adoption date of
the Neighbourhood Plan. (They will not necessarily all be released for development at the
start of the plan period).

e Positive evidence of promoter/owner support for a mixed development (affordable and
market) of at least 11 homes on site. This is considered to be implicit in all Local Plan sites
which exceed the minimum area unless the site promoter has indicated other intentions.

e Affordable housing must meet standards acceptable to our local housing provider
(Broadacres).

Notes

e The minimum number of homes per site is mandatory to ensure that on-site delivery of
affordable housing is enforceable under national planning policy.

e The maximum of 25 homes per site is a preference arising from community consultation,
and is a nominal maximum rather than an absolute limit.

e Several of the submitted sites are large enough to potentially deliver more than one
development site or development phase. The nominal maximum of 25 homes will be
applied to each phase or sub-division of such sites, but not to the site as a whole.

e The maximum site area of 1.5 Ha is for guidance only. It is likely that 25 dwellings of the
preferred mix could be delivered on sites of this size (density of 16.7 dwellings per hectare).
However, density is a site specific consideration, and sites will not be excluded for the sole
reason that they exceed 1.5 Ha.



Appendix 2: Neighbourhood Plan Vision & Objectives

Vision Statement: The Parish will develop, but retain its unique identity, and be a strong, sustainable rural

remain distinct in character from nearby market towns and suburbs.

community with a thriving village at its heart. The village will

Neighbourhood Plan Objectives

Relates To HDC Sustainability Objective

Relationship with Site Selection Criteria

NP Objective 1: Housing

To provide safe places to live which provide the mix of types and tenures
which meet identified Parish housing needs.

Objective 3
Objective 7
Objective 8
Objective 11
Objective 12

Housing,

Site Characteristics,

Settlement Character - Built Environment
Pipeline

Flooding

NP Objective 2: Built Environment

To provide a good quality built environment incorporating Green Spaces and
Green Infrastructure Corridors which retains the distinctive character of the
Parish, and protects its heritage.

Objective 3
Objective 5
Objective 10

Settlement Character - Built Environment,
Settlement Character - Natural Environment,
Site Characteristics

NP Objective 3: Natural Environment

sustain and enhance local services to ensure access for all groups of the
population to leisure, recreation, health, and education facilities, which are
viable at a Parish scale and which promote health and wellbeing.

Objective 13

To protect and enhance the Natural Environment and biodiversity, and Objective 1 Settlement Character - Natural Environment,
mitigate the adverse impacts of development and climate change. Objective 2 Site Characteristics
Objective 3 Flooding
Objective 4 Habitat / Biodiversity
Objective 8
NP Objective 4: Community
To enable opportunities for social connection and social inclusion, and to Objective 9 Services & Facilities

NP Objective 5: Economy

To sustain existing employment and commercial services within the Parish, and
encourage establishment of new business of appropriate type and scale for the
village and its surrounding rural area.

Objective 13
Objective 14

Services & Facilities

NP Objective 6: Traffic & Transport

To mitigate the adverse impacts of motor vehicles by good road design and
where practical by encouraging safe alternatives to the use of private cars

Objective 3

Traffic & Transport,
Site Characteristics




Appendix 3: Visual Mapping of Neighbourhood Plan Objectives To Village Design Statement Guidelines.

NP Objective 1: NP Objective 2: NP Objective 3: NP Objective 4: NP Objective 5: NP Objective 6:
Housing Built Environment Natural Environment Community Economy Traffic & Transport
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Address in site design brief v
Village Design Statement Guidelines

1* Addressed through Settlement Character and Green Space workshops and Green Space designations
2* Leven Valley given high profile in Settlement Character and Green Space workshops

3* Local Planning Authority guidelines are a more appropriate place for procedural issues

4* Overly proscriptive. Could be suitable design for contemporary buildings in appropriate places.

5% Ramp to doctor's surgery now exists

6* Additional burial ground now exists



Tabular Mapping: Neighbourhood Plan Objectives to Village Design Statement Guidelines

Neighbourhood Plan Village Design Statement
Objective Guideline
1: Housing BG5;
CG2
2: Built Environment LW1; LW2; LW3; LW4; LWS5; LWS; LW9; LW10;

BG1; BG2; BG3; BG4; BG5; BG6; BG7; BG8; BG11; BG12; BG13;
HT1; HT2; HT3; HT4; HT5; HT6; HT7

3: Natural Environment LW1; LW2; LW7; LWS; LW9; LW10;
4: Community CG1;

HT5; HT6
5: Economy CG1; CG3; CG4

6: Traffic & Transport HT1; HT2; HT4; HT5; HT6




Tabular Mapping: Village Design Statement Guidelines to Neighbourhood Plan Objectives

Village Design Neighbourhood Address in Other comments
Statement Plan Objective Site Design
Guideline Brief
LW1 Obj 2; Obj 3 v
LW2 Obj 2; Obj 3 v
LW3 Obj 2 v
Lw4 Obj 2 v
LW5 Obj 2 v
LW6 Addressed through Settlement Character

and Green Space workshops and Green
Space designations

LW7 Obj 3 Leven Valley given high profile in
Settlement Character and Green Space
workshops

LwW8 Obj 2; Obj 3

LW9 Obj 2; Obj 3 v

LW10 Obj 2; Obj 3 /

BG1 Obj 2 Local Planning Authority guidelines are a
more appropriate place for procedural
issues

BG2 Obj 2 Local Planning Authority guidelines are a
more appropriate place for procedural
issues

BG3 Obj 2 v

BG4 Obj 2 v

BG5 Obj 1; Obj 2 v

BG6 Obj 2 v

BG7 Obj 2 v

BG8 Obj 2 v

BG9 Overly proscriptive. Could be suitable

design for contemporary buildings in
appropriate places.

BG10 Local Planning Authority guidelines are a
more appropriate place for procedural
issues

BG11 Obj 2 v

BG12 Obj 2 v

BG13 Obj 2 v

CG1 Obj 4; Obj 5 4 Ramp to doctor's surgery now exists

CG2 Obj 1

CG3 Obj5

CG4 Obj5

CG5 Additional burial ground now exists

HT1 Obj 2; Obj 6 v

HT2 Obj 2; Obj 6 v

HT3 Obj 2 v

HT4 Obj 2; Obj 6 v

HT5 Obj 2; Obj 4; Obj 6 v

HT6 Obj 2; Obj 4; Obj 6 v

HT7 Obj 2 v







