
 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting #17 

5th February 2018, Chapel Schoolroom, Hutton Rudby 

 

1. Attendance & Apologies 

Attending: Allan Mortimer (Chair), Adrian Davey, Mike Fenwick, Emma Foden, Liam Percy, 

Tom Pickering, Derek Simpson  

Katie Atkinson (KVA). 

 

14 members of the public (including the promoter of Embleton Farm East) 

Apologies: Karen Consterdine, Bridget Fortune, Richard Redmond. 

The Chairman welcomed those attending to the first meeting of 2018. 

2. Procedural Issues 

 

a) Minutes Of 27th November Steering Group Meeting 

 

A resident asked if all of the consultant fees listed in last set of minutes were for services from 

KVA Planning.  The Chairman confirmed that they were.  The resident commented that he 

thought that it seemed like a lot of money and asked how they had been funded. The Chairman 

replied that to date there had been only £116 of cost to the Parish with all the rest of the cost 

incurred being covered by grants. 

 

A resident said he was surprised to hear at the last meeting someone saying they didn’t know 

about the Neighbourhood Plan.  He said that his opinion was that communication and publicity 

from the Steering Group was very good. 

 

Another resident mentioned that she had not received email notification of this meeting.  The 

Chairman advised that recently distribution of this type of communication had been changed so 

that it came from the Parish Council address rather than direct from the Steering Group.  He said 

he would check whether the resident’s details been transferred correctly.  [Post meeting note: 

the email address is on the new distribution list]    

 

Another resident asked why the smaller site at Belbrough Lane (S/073/009) had not been given 

credit for a footpath to Drumrauck Hall.  The Chairman replied that the credit was given to the 

larger site (S/073/010) which could deliver the full benefit, but not to the smaller site which 



could only provide part of the footpath within its own boundaries.  The same approach had been 

used as for scoring the sites between Langbaurgh and Paddocks end where the larger site 

(S/073/012) which could provide the full link was given credit, but the sub-sites were not. 

 

The Chairman then advised that this item on the agenda was just to deal with the approval of 

minutes of 27th November, and asked whether they were to be accepted as a true record.  It was 

agreed that the minutes should be accepted. 

 

b) Steering Group Vacancy 

The Chairman advised that Rosie Danjoux had resigned from the Parish Council approximately 

two weeks ago.  As her membership of the Steering Group was linked to her role as Parish 

Councillor, as a consequence she had also resigned from the Steering Group.  He thanked Rosie 

for her work on the Steering Group. 

The Chairman welcomed Emma Foden as a new member of the Steering Group, and advised that 

Emma had been co-opted onto the Parish Council at their 13th November meeting, and was 

appointed to the Steering Group at the 11th December Parish Council meeting. 

Emma gave a brief introduction to her background and experience. She is a chartered surveyor 

with an economic development and regeneration specialism, and is currently a director of a 

housing association based in Stockton where she is responsible for the development of new 

homes. She has lived in the village for 14 years and is married with two children aged 13 and 16. 

The Chairman advised there is a vacancy as there are now 11 seats on the Steering Group. 

 

3. Project Review 

The Chairman advised that as a result of issues raised at the last Steering Group meeting and at 

the Parish Council meeting of 11th December, and in messages received that the Steering Group 

and the Parish Council had taken time out to jointly review the structure, organisation, 

governance and soundness of the Neighbourhood Plan process. 

 

a) KVA ‘Health Check’ Report  

As part of this review, Katie Atkinson of KVA Planning Consultancy was asked to carry out a 

‘health check’ on the process. She has provided a written report (attached as Appendix 1), and 

had attended the 8th January Parish Council to report on her findings to the Parish Council. 

The Chairman asked Katie to summarise her findings for the meeting.  She reported that her 

opinion was that the Steering Group had carried out their duties effectively on everything done 

to date, and had no concerns about the process or the conduct of the Steering Group.  She 

advised that there is an element of subjectivity needed in all planning decisions. 

Her report conclusion is that “KVA is confident that the vast amount of work undertaken by the 

Steering Group to date on behalf of the Parish Council in producing the Rudby Neighbourhood 

Plan has been undertaken in a fair, transparent and balanced approach. KVA is confident that 

the process will stand up to independent scrutiny by Hambleton District Council and an 

Independent Examiner.” 



 A resident asked (again) why the smaller site at Belbrough Lane had not been credited 

for the benefit of a footpath to Drumrauck Hall.   

 

The Chairman repeated his earlier answer to the question. 

 

 A resident asked if Katie Atkinson agreed that sites had been scored consistently and 

correctly.  In particular did she agree with the Enterpen site scoring for criteria 3, as it 

was his understanding that farm buildings were not defined as brownfield land. 

 

The Chairman advised that the meeting would not be going through a line by line debate 

on the scoring of individual sites, but a response would be given to this question.  A full 

written response to the resident’s group planning consultant’s report would be provided 

within the next two weeks and it would set out the Steering Group position in detail. 

 

Katie Atkinson confirmed that she was satisfied with site scoring, and that as the farm 

buildings are previously developed land it was consistent with the intent and the 

definitions of the criteria to favour this over previously undeveloped land. 

 

 A resident asked about the public response to the preferred sites decision, and what the 

balance was between positive and negative reactions. 

 

The Chairman advised that the total number of written responses was quite small (about 

a dozen in total), and had similar numbers of positive and negative reactions.  However, 

one of the submissions was on behalf of a group at Enterpen of unknown size.   Also the 

majority of the members of the public attending the previous Steering Group meeting 

did not appear to view the decision favourably. 

 

 The agent / developer for Embleton Farm East (Mike van Geffen) asked if Katie Atkinson 

as the Steering Group advisor was satisfied with the criteria, evidence and facts. 

 

She confirmed that she was. 

 

Mr van Geffen said he was not happy with the way his site had been assessed.  The Gill 

has been absorbed into gardens and is the property of residents.  The Steering Group is 

biased against his site because they are attributing ownership to Mr Bell. 

 

The Chairman said the Steering Group are satisfied that their assessment of the site is 

based on documentary evidence which shows that most of the Gill is owned by Mr Bell 

who was in discussions to sell parts of it to residents within the last 5 years. 

 

The Chairman informed Mr van Geffen that he would not permit any discussion in 

relation to accusations of misconduct within the meeting.  Parish Councillor Mike 

Fenwick said that he agreed that it was not appropriate to discuss conduct issues. 

 

Mr van Geffen said that he intended to complain to Hambleton’s monitoring officer.  

 



 A resident said she was concerned about on-street parking near the existing farm 

entrance at Enterpen, and that in her opinion it would not be possible to create a safe 

access for the proposed site there.  

 

Site accesses will have to satisfy NYCC Highways who are a statutory consultee on the 

Neighbourhood Plan, or they cannot be allocated.   The Chairman observed that 

development at Enterpen offers the potential to create some off-street parking that 

might alleviate the problem of on-street parking, but doing so would obviously have an 

adverse impact on viability.   

 

Mike van Geffen commented that in his opinion the proposed housing mix is challenging 

for viability and that developers need to make a profit.   Emma Foden commented that 

land values ought to reflect the target housing mix and known site constraints, and that 

developers should not agree to unrealistic prices in negotiations with site owners.  

 

 A resident said she was concerned that a small development at Enterpen could “open up 

the gates” to a much larger development in the future.   

 

The Chairman said that the Neighbourhood Plan is only expected to allocate enough 

land for 70 houses in total over the period up to 2035.  Any additional land beyond that 

would need authorisation from a future planning round such as an update to the 

Neighbourhood Plan or Local Plan. 

 

Some discussion on whether sites with in-built constraints to expansion should be 

favoured over those without such constraints followed.  The resident who initially raised 

the point in connection with potential for future expansion at Enterpen, favoured sites 

which had such constraints.  

 

She also said she was not convinced that the questionnaire provided enough evidence to 

rule out locating all the development in one area as the questions were asked at an early 

stage in the process in generic form.  She suggested that more consultation might be 

useful to make sure the strategy is what we people really want. 

 

The Chairman responded that the Parish Council and the Steering Group agree that 

some communication and consultation at this stage is appropriate to ensure that people 

understood where we had got to, what still has to happen, how they can get involved 

and give an opportunity for feedback.  Discussion on this is the subject of agenda item 

4a, and the Chairman said he move onto item 3b to set the context. 

 

 

b) Chairman’s Status Report 

 

The Chairman summarised the work carried out in the following seven stages: 

 

1) Questionnaire (Distributed Nov 16)  

- Quantification of community views on various issues including site distribution. 

- Questions to ask were generated through a workshop in Sept 16. 

 



2) Settlement Character Work & Site Strategy (May/June 17) 

- Creation of definitive list of views, green spaces, and heritage features.  These play a part in 

site selection, but have wider purpose.  The map used to record this information at the 

workshops was displayed.  This was the evidence used within the site assessment process. 

- Interpretation of questionnaire results (3 to 6 sites, all with affordable housing on site) 

 

3) Criteria & Traffic Light Development (July/Aug 17) 

- Two consultations for criteria  

- Two consultations for traffic light definitions 

- Responses to all consultation comments before moving to next step. 

The Chairman said that the Steering Group were satisfied that the criteria had been 

developed and agreed with the community through consultative process in which all 

residents had equal opportunity to participate.  The Steering Group can see no good reason 

to revisit this step and their view is that the suitability criteria and definitions are settled and 

not subject to change.   

4) Draft Assessments (Aug/Sept 17) 

- SG work – site visits, photographs, desktop work (multiple sessions) to develop first draft. 

- Developer presentations 

 

5) Consultation on Draft Assessments (Oct 17) 

- Two consultation events – lots of comments submitted 

- All comments reviewed and amendments made to assessments 

- Updated assessments published before site selection meeting 

 

6) Site Selection meeting (Oct 17) 

- Used all of the above as input. 

- A decision point, but not a final or binding decision. 

- Sites may change as a result of new evidence or changes in requirements. 

A resident asked if new evidence on sites was put forward would it be considered, and could 

this change the site choices. 

The Chairman confirmed that although the criteria are fixed, the evidence is not.  As new 

evidence comes forward it will continue to be evaluated, and if any new evidence made a 

significant difference to site scoring then the robustness of the preferred sites decision 

would be reviewed.   This has already been done for a late submission on Embleton Farm 

East, and is in the process of being done for Enterpen through consideration of the 

submission from the resident’s planning consultant’s report. 

7) Testing the preferred sites (This has been on hold since 27th Nov.) 

The Preferred Sites were provisionally selected based on the Suitability Criteria.  Technical 

issues such as heritage constraints now need to be investigated, and evidence the sites can 

meet the Availability and Achievability criteria of the NPPF has to be established.  This work 

is closely linked with the development of Site Design Briefs. 

 

This work was put on hold following the issues raised at Steering Group meeting of 27th 

November and the Parish Council meeting of 11th December.  It will now be restarted. 

 



 

4. Next Steps 

 

a) Proposed Additional Consultation 

 

The Chairman said there were two main options: 

 

 A questionnaire similar to the one distributed in late 2016. 

This would add 3 to 4 months to the project schedule to draft, print and distribute the 

questionnaire, provide a consultation period and analyse and respond to the results.  

Timing would be dependent to some extent on availability of support from HDC.  Cost 

impacts would be ca. £1,000 in direct costs, plus ca. £1,000 - £1,500 in overheads. 

 Consultation events similar to those used to develop the selection criteria 

 

This would add 4 to 6 weeks to the project schedule to publicise, organise, and hold the 

events, and analyse the results. There would be no direct costs but as project overheads 

are about £350/month there would still be an impact of ca. £500 on total project cost. 

 

This format is flexible and provides the opportunity to provide a lot of contextual 

information to help participants make informed choices.  Both quantitative and 

qualitative information can be gathered (as was done for criteria development). A 

working session of the Steering Group had been held to do some scoping for this option. 

The Chairman asked Derek Simpson to give an update on the scoping work: 

It is anticipate that there would be two main elements to the consultation: 
 

1. What has been done and how/why: 
 

o Display boards summarising the various stages undertaken to date. 
o Outcome of site selection meeting, and how proposed sites map on to evidence 

gathered during questionnaire and workshops. 
o Highlight these are provisional and may change due to deliverability/viability 

investigation or changes in Government/Hambleton's requirements. 
o Some validation / feedback questions (quantitative and/or qualitative) 

 
2. What comes next: 

 
Topic 1: Viability and deliverability   
o Explain what is involved  
o What input the community can have 
 
Topic 2: Design Briefs   
o Outline the purpose of them. 
o What they might look like - there will be a standardised format and some 

common features, but also some site specific features. 
o Participant input to format and content. 

 
Topic 3: Settlement Character Assessment 
o Review outputs from earlier workshops. 



o Potentially allow further submissions of views etc.  
 

Topic 4: Landscape Character Assessment 
o Key elements from HDC assessment (no Neighbourhood Plan work on this) 
o Display for information only?  
 
Topic 5: Policy Issues   
o Take input into key policy choices to inform policy drafting 

 

It was agreed that the consultation events were the best option at this stage.   Discussion 

followed on the timing and details of the proposed event.  The main elements were: 

 Pre-publicity (a leaflet / newsletter) setting out context and purpose 

 Two sessions (one mid-week, and one on a weekend) around end Feb. 

 Events to gather individual views, and not seek consensus with the events 

 

A resident asked how opinions on issues could be quantified in these sort of events.  The 

Chairman said that a similar approach to the previous events would be used, and described the 

‘voting and comment’ sheets that had been used. 

 

b) Policy Development  / Plan Drafting 

Katie Atkinson had provided a skeleton draft for the Neighbourhood Plan policy document in 

October, but due to other issues arising no substantive feedback has yet been given.   

As it is intended to cover some policy areas in the consultation events, this feedback will not be 

given until after these have been held.  Katie confirmed that she has some availability in March 

to update the draft. 

 

c) Preferred Sites / Site Assessment  

 

The Steering Group are looking to develop Site Design Briefs for the Preferred Sites and will be 

actively seeking evidence to establish whether they meet the NPPF Achievable and Available 

criteria, as well as investigating various technical issues. 

 

For Non-Preferred sites, the Steering Group will review and assess any new evidence that is 

brought forward by site promoters or residents, but will not be looking to develop Site Design 

Briefs or be actively seeking specific new evidence for these sites. 

 

It was agreed that the Steering Group should commission a Heritage Impact Assessment for 

Enterpen as soon as practical so that it can be used to inform the Site Design Brief. (A quotation 

from a suitable specialist has been received for £1,597.50 inclusive of expenses fora site visit). 

 

A resident asked why the Heritage Impact Assessment was being progressed before establishing 

that a suitable access can be achieved.  The Chairman replied that HDC had advised a Heritage 

Assessment is needed, but had not raised any specific concerns on access.  It will be necessary to 

demonstrate a suitable access is achievable once any Heritage constraints have been taken into 

account, which is why the Heritage assessment needs to come first. 

 



Mike Fenwick asked Katie Atkinson for her opinion on whether the Steering Group should 

commission an assessment, or request the landowner to provide one.  Katie recommended that 

for Heritage Impact the Steering Group should commission their own report. 

 

d) Correspondence Requiring Responses 

Following the Site Selection meeting, a number of residents and other interested parties had 

written either to the Parish Council or directly to the Steering Group.  Responses to these had 

been put on hold while the Parish Council and Steering Group held a joint review of the 

Neighbourhood Plan organisation, responsibilities and governance. 

The Parish Council and the Steering Group have agreed that all Neighbourhood Plan related 

correspondence (including any sent direct to the Parish Council) will be responded to by the 

Steering Group as part of their delegated responsibilities.  Correspondence submitted via the 

Parish Council is circulated to Councillors, and they will be provided with a copy of the Steering 

Group response for information, but the Steering Group will respond directly to the originators. 

The Steering Group committed to responding to all outstanding correspondence within two 

weeks of this meeting (i.e. by 19th Feb). 

A protocol for dealing with correspondence will be appended to the Terms of Reference so that 

everyone is clear on what to expect. 

 

5.  Costs / Budget / Grants 

 

At the last meeting, the project completion cost estimate was updated due to include a 

budgetary estimate for the Heritage Impact assessment, and some time was added to the 

schedule to better align with the HDC Local Plan schedule.  An associated time extension for 

spending the Locality Grant had been agreed. 

 

Locality Grant funds from this cannot be carried over the financial year end (31st March 2018), 

and unspent funds must be returned.  Due to work being put on hold through December and 

January, and the decision to carry out further consultation work in early 2018 a further schedule 

extension of ca. 3 months will now be required.  This will add approximately £1,000 to the 

estimated completion cost.  However, it is now virtually certain that policy drafting work 

expected to be funded by the Locality Grant will not be completed by 31st March.   

 

There is a new funding round for 2018/19, but as details have not been announced we do not 

know what further grant funding we will be able to access.  We may now have to make more use 

of the £5,000 budget allocated from the Parish Precept than was previously envisaged. 

 

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

2nd June £16.00 Room Hire (1 hour) Village Hall Main Room (Team Meeting) 

9th June £26.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Village Hall Johnson Room (Team Meeting) 

22nd June   £32.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Village Hall Main Room (Team Meeting) 

4th July   £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

21st July     £0.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Village Hall Main Room (Team Meeting) 

1st August     £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

5th 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: 

3rd October £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

7th November   £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

15th November £504.00 Questionnaire printing 

5th December   £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

6th February £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

6th March £755.80 Planning Consultant Fees 

6th March £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

3rd April £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

25th Sept                     £12.15 Printing Charges 

Total £1355.95 

 

c) Costs To Date From 27th April 2017 to be set against Locality Grant 

2nd May £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

2nd May £127.90  Consultant attendance at Steering Group (2 hours plus expenses)   

5th June £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

5th June  £127.90  Consultant attendance at Steering Group (2 hours plus expenses) 

12th June £527.90 Consultant preparation time & attendance at workshop 

30th June £500.00 Consultant fees – critical friend quarterly charge 

1st July £252.90 Consultant fees – attendance at drop-in consultation 

3rd July £77.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group (2 hours plus expenses) 

3rd July £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

7th August £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group 

7th August      £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

4th Sept      £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

24th Sep £152.90 Consultant attendance at developer presentations 

28th Sep £500.00 Consultant fees – critical friend quarterly charge 

2nd Oct £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

2nd Oct       £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group 

25th Oct       £302.90 Consultant attendance at Site Selection Meeting 

28th Oct       £1,400.00 Consultant policy writing 

27th Nov       £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group 

8th Jan       £77.90 Consultant attendance at Parish Council Meeting (estimate) 

5th Feb £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

5th Feb      £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group (estimate) 

Total £4,657.80 

 

Total Cost Incurred: £6,129.75 

d) Estimated Costs Post 27th November to End Mar 2018 To be funded by Locality Grant 

 £3,850.00 Planning Consultant – policy writing (11 days @ £350) ** 

 £500.00 Planning Consultant – critical friend services (fixed fee) 

 £127.90 Planning Consultant – steering group meetings (1 @ 2 hrs + travel) 

 £14.00 Meeting Room Hire (2 @ £14) 

       (292.70) Unallocated / (Overspend)   Overspend funded from HDC Grant/precept 

 £4,199.20  

 

** This work will not be completed in time – unspent funds may have to be returned (£2,000?) 

Work rescheduling / re-scoping to be investigated to maximise use of secured grant. 



e) Estimated Costs in 2018  to be funded by HDC grant / other sources 

 
 292.70 Locality overspend per item d) 

 £1,600.00 Heritage Impact Assessment (budget estimate) 

 £1,000.00 Planning Consultant – critical friend services (fixed fee) 

 £1,000.00 Printing Costs – draft NP for consultation 

 £511.60 Planning Consultant – steering group meetings (8 @ 2 hrs + travel) 

       £56.00 Room Hire (8 @ £14) 

 £5,027.90 

 

f) Remaining Potential Funding Sources (to cover costs of items listed in e) 

HDC: £1,644.05  Estimate of unused grant at 2nd Oct  

Locality: £6,143.00  Maximum available on top of initial award – per current rules 

Precept: £5,000.00  Budget approved by RPC (may not be needed). 

Total £12,683.20  

Estimated value of “top-up” grant application to Locality needed = £3,383.85. 

 

6. Project Plan 

The project plan will be updated taking into account the decisions made at this meeting.   

Major milestones are likely to be completion of draft Neighbourhood Plan approx. May 18, and 

referendum approximately Nov 18. 

 

7. Issues To Refer To Rudby Parish Council 

a) Amendments / Addendum to Terms of Reference 

It was agreed that a request will be submitted to RPC to add the definition of conflicts of interest 

as applied within the Neighbourhood Planning process to the Terms of Reference, and also add a 

communications protocol. 

b) Stokesley Road Self Builds Planning Appeal 

The Chairman informed the meeting that the Parish Council have requested a clarification 

statement from the Steering Group on interpretation of the Preferred Sites decision to inform 

their discussion on a possible response to the planning appeal. 

It was agreed that it was appropriate to provide such a clarification to the Parish Council, but 

that deciding on what form of response (if any) to make to the appeal is Parish Council business 

and outside the scope of the Steering Group responsibilities.  The following draft was circulated 

to Steering Group members and agreed. 

“Preferred sites were selected on the basis that they are suitable and sustainable locations for a 

minimum sized development of 11 homes consisting of the preferred housing mix.  The exact 

composition of the preferred mix has not been finalised, but at this time should be assumed to 

include 30% of on-site affordable housing and that the market housing component is in line with 

evidence of need which is for predominantly 2 and 3 bedroom homes.  Neighbourhood Plan 

support for development of the site for less than 11 homes or for any other housing mix should 

not be inferred from the Neighbourhood Plan Preferred Sites decision.” 



 

8. AOB 

None 

 

9. Next Meeting 

Time & Date:  7pm, 5th March 2018 

Location:  Chapel Schoolroom 

 

  



Appendix 1: KVA ‘Health Check Report’ 

 

Rudby Parish Neighbourhood Plan  
 
Note on process to date December 2017  
 
KVA Planning Consultancy was commissioned by the Rudby Parish Council to act as a ‘Critical Friend’ 
to the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group in March 2017.  
 
Since that time; Mrs Katie Atkinson (MRTPI), Director of KVA Planning Consultancy (‘KVA’), has 
attended monthly steering group meetings and various public consultation and workshop events. 
Mrs Atkinson was also present at the Site Selection Meeting held at the village hall on 25th October 
2017. As an Independent Planning Consultant, Mrs Atkinson has not had any influence on the 
decision / plan making process, but has acted to advise and steer where necessary, the Steering 
Group to consider appropriate planning-related matters to ensure that the Neighbourhood Plan 
making process is community-led and transparent with a proper audit trail.  
 
Whilst it is understood that there have been several meetings where a planning consultant has not 
been present, from what has been observed to date and therefore to the extent of Mrs Atkinson’s 
knowledge, KVA is confident that the Steering Group have acted in an appropriate manner 
throughout the life of the project ensuring that those community-views forwarded to them have 
been recorded and appropriately acted upon where they were within the remit of the 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and passing information on to other appropriate bodies when 
necessary.  
 
At all stages of consultation to date, exercises have been duly publicised over a variety of media as 
well as physical notices having been delivered by hand to every door around the Parish and other 
advertisements including the displaying of posters. All events have been recorded and opportunities 
have been given for new people engaging with the process to leave contact details in order for them 
to continue to be updated and invited to further events by the Steering Group via email as 
appropriate.  
 
The Steering Group have ensured transparency and fairness by repeatedly reporting and ‘checking’ 
with the community following any consultation event that evidence they have gathered is indeed 
true and correct and in line with what was actually offered by the community themselves.  
 
With reference to challenges having been made to the Parish Council surrounding potential ‘conflicts 
of interest’ involving certain members of the Steering Group in relation to where they reside, KVA 
can confirm that living in a certain community whilst being involved with the formation of a 
Neighbourhood Plan does not, in itself, constitute a conflict of interest. If a member of the Steering 
Group had a clear pecuniary interest (be it a financial loss or gain) in an area of land subject to a 
potential allocation, this would be classified as a conflict. Similarly, if a direct family member was 
subject to the pecuniary interest this would constitute a conflict and should have been declared 
publicly. As clarified at the meeting of the 27th November 2017, the creation of a Neighbourhood  



Plan can only be undertaken by a qualifying body, in this case, the Parish Council. By virtue of the 
fact that the process must be community-led by the Parish Council and their appointed Steering 
Group, the members of the Steering Group will in most cases reside close to or next to land which is 
to be considered for potential allocation. This cannot therefore be a conflict of interest. Members of 
the group are perfectly entitled to give opinions on matters raised at meeting and abstain from 
voting on specific matters if they do not wish to, as occurs commonly at many meetings covering a 
variety of topics.  

 

In conclusion, KVA is confident that the vast amount of work undertaken by the Steering Group 

to date on behalf of the Parish Council in producing the Rudby Neighbourhood Plan has been 

undertaken in a fair, transparent and balanced approach. KVA is confident that the process will 

stand up to independent scrutiny by Hambleton District Council and an Independent Examiner. 


