
  
 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting #22 
 
2nd July 2018, Chapel Schoolroom, Hutton Rudby  
 
1. Attendance & Apologies 
  

In Attendance: Allan Mortimer (Chair), Karen Consterdine, Mike Fenwick, Emma Foden, Liam 
Percy, Tom Pickering, Richard Readman, Derek Simpson (Secretary)  
 
Katie Atkinson (KVA), Beth Davies (1 Voyage) 
 
Twenty five members of the public 

 
Apologies:   Adrian Davey, Bridget Fortune,  
 

 
2. Procedural Issues 
 

a. Approval of Minutes of 4th June 2018 
 

Amendment to the last para of 4. a. Heritage Report 
 
The member of the public referred to in this paragraph disputed that he had argued for delay 
in preparation of the report, but acknowledged that he had asked for the SG take time to 
reflect on the Site Selection decision before proceeding.   
 
Addition to the last para of 6. AOB 
 
"CIL had not been taken into account." 
 
With these amendments the minutes were accepted. 
 

b. Matters Arising 
 

Minute 2. b. Matters Arising  
 
The Chair reminded the meeting on the rules on conflict of interest; namely, there is a 
conflict if someone owns land being considered; that person should leave the room while it 
is discussed.  It is not necessarily a conflict of interest if someone lives close, but the 
proximity should be declared whether or not the individual withdraws. It is a personal 
judgement whether to withdraw.  



 
At the last meeting a member of the public expressed the opinion that the main reason the 
Stokesley Road site was chosen over the Rudby Lea site was due to the application for 5 self-
build homes, and that now the appeal had been dismissed they thought that the original 
decision should be reversed.   
 
The SG did not accept that this was the reason but said they would respond at this meeting. 
 
In brief the SG view at the site selection meeting was that “on balance the two sites were 
very close” in scoring. In reaching the decision it was noted that the planning application had 
been refused but an appeal was in progress. 
 
Since the site selection meeting the appeal has been dismissed. Additional consultation has 
taken place giving the community an opportunity to submit significant views which might 
impact on site scoring, and opinions on providing protective buffer spaces around footpaths 
and watercourses has been obtained. HDC have recently advised that the district level 
housing targets are coming down, but do not have a public position on how that will impact 
the village. 
 
The Chair said the question that had to be asked was whether there had been any material 
change to the evidence on the Stokesley Road or Rudby Lea sites since the Site Selection 
meeting.   
 
A member of the public noted that the Stokesley Road site was an open site while the Rudby 
Lea site was hidden and had an existing access.  The Chair commented that these factors 
were known and had been taken into account in the original decision. 
 
Another member of the public said both sites were near a chicken farm.  The Chair reminded 
the meeting that the Inspector had rejected this as a reason for refusal. 
 
As there were no material changes affecting the original decision, so the original decision 
would stand. 

 
 
3. Costs / Budget / Grants 

 
Estimated total cost up to and including this meeting is £9.935.25, of which £116 has been 
charged to the precept.  All the rest is covered by grants. 
 
Unspent balance of grants is £7,866.25. 
 
 

4. Enterpen Heritage Report 
 
The Chair reminded the meeting this agenda item was to consider the Heritage Impact report 
produced by 1 Voyage Ltd (author Beth Davies who was in attendance) and not to debate 
whether the right or wrong decision was made at the site selection meeting, or to debate Glenn 
McGill’s earlier report.  
 
 
 



a. Request for Release of Unpublished Draft Report 
 
The Chair had received a request on Wednesday evening last week for “a copy of the Draft 
Report as previously requested so that we can see any changes / additions or clarifications 
that have been made”. This request was from someone who had previously requested the 
draft at both the SG and RPC meeting and had been advised on both occasions that we did 
not intend to release the draft and would release the final report once the SG's comments 
had been addressed.  
 
The SG's comments on the draft report have been addressed and the final report has been 
available to the public for over two weeks. The SG are ready to make a decision based upon 
the final report.  If the earlier draft report is released (it would have to be released to the 
general public), time would have to be given for the public to read and comment on the 
draft report so this agenda item would have to be deferred. 
 
Beth Davies (1 Voyage) said there had been minimal involvement with the SG over the 
report and she had only been asked to correct factual inaccuracies, and make certain items 
clearer.  She had not been asked to remove any items or amend any decisions. 
 
The member of the public who had requested the draft report expressed a lack of trust in 
some members of the SG, but in the light of the comments made by Beth Davies agreed to 
withdraw his request for a copy of the draft report and was willing for the final report to be 
considered. 
 

 
b. Q&A with Heritage Consultant (Beth Davies) 

 
The Chair reminded the meeting that the consultant makes a recommendation based on her 
area of expertise but has looked only at this one issue for this particular site.  She does not 
make the decision for the SG.    
 
Beth Davies was in attendance to answer questions about her report and when the SG come 
to make their decision on the recommendations the SG will take points raised by the public 
and SG into account.  The Chair reported that he had received five written submissions 
which had been circulated to the SG with four supporting the recommendations of the 
report, and the fifth asked whether the site could be developed sympathetically. 
 
Points raised by the public and the SG on the report included the following 
 

 What is the difference between a heritage impact report and a heritage statement? 
- BD said they were one and the same 

 What are the benefits of the development? - BD mentions the benefits towards the 
end of her report but said without a specific application it is difficult to be more 
specific.  The Chair said that the consultant was asked to assess heritage impacts on 
the particular site of taking 15-20 homes from the overall 70 homes target.  The 
target would not change if this site could not be developed.  Determining the 
balance between the benefits and impacts of development was a matter for the SG. 

 Report gives clear conclusion - BD said the report was just looking at the heritage 
aspect of the site  

 What qualifications and experience did the author have - BD said she was an adviser 
on heritage issues and would add her qualifications to the report. 



 BD was asked about her views on green spaces included in the report - BD said the 
setting is important in relation/connection to Linden Grange and the Farmhouse.  
The blocking of views is very damaging.  In relation to listed buildings, the views do 
not have to be from public spaces.  The green space has a functional relationship to 
the Farmhouse - severing it makes less sense if land is removed.  Eroding land is a 
distraction to Linden Grange as evidenced by the development of Linden 
Close/Linden Crescent.  The more land that is eroded, what remains becomes more 
important. 

 The Chair asked BD to clarify that she was not an expert on Local Green Space 
designation, which she duly did.  

 A question was raised on Green Belt land.  KA commented green space designation 
is important as Green Belt doesn't extend into this area.  An application cannot be 
made for land to be included in a Green Belt. 

 The SG now have a much more robust evidence base 
 

c. Consideration of Report Recommendations 
 
The Chair noted that the SG have always viewed Heritage as a key concern for this site, and a 
potential show stopper.  That is why a specialist report was commissioned so that the SG 
have a proper evidential basis for a decision.  
 
Before moving to a vote on consideration on accepting the reports recommendation on site 
S/073/003, the Chair asked members of the SG if there were any conflicts of interest to 
declare.  None were declared.   
 
It was proposed by the Chair, Seconded by Emma Foden that site S/073/003 should be 
removed from the list of preferred sites.  This proposal was unanimously accepted. 
 
SG recommendation -  Site S/073/003 should be removed from the list of preferred sites.  
 
A member of the public asked what happens if HDC wanted 150 houses rather than the 
current 70.  Having removed this site, the Chair commented that a decision had to be made 
on the loss of these 15/20 houses. 
 
The Chair reminded the meeting that government guidance suggests that HDC’s overall 
housing target will come down by around 30%, and HDC have indicated that they will be 
reducing numbers.  If HDC reduce targets pro rata then the village would probably have a 
target of around 50.  If HDC concentrate on their strategic sites, e.g. north Northallerton, 
Sowerby gateway, then the minimum development target might come down further. 
 
Until HDC announce a revised number, the SG will not be bringing forward any further sites 
to replace any that are eliminated.  LP agreed with this position and commented that work 
on sites at this time could be wasted and the SG is better off working on matters not 
affected by the number of houses. 
 
The Chair reminded the meeting that discussion on the green space comments within the 
Heritage report would be discussed under agenda item 5. 
 
The Chair thanked Beth Davies for her report and she left the meeting at this point. 
 

 



5. Green Space Recommendations 
 
The Chair reminded the meeting that the conflicts of interest protocol also applies to green 
space discussions.  
 
Apart from a few late submissions, the SG consulted the public on support in principle for 
designating the green spaces under consideration at the March 2018 events, and in workshops 
held in the spring of 2017.  The SG have had a map showing the location of the potential sites on 
display at many consultation events. 
 
The aim of this item is for the SG to formally consider which sites the SG should recommend to 
the community for designation as a green space on the basis that in the SG's opinion they satisfy 
the NPPF and HDC criteria.    
 
The NPPF and HDC criteria are in three parts; 
 

 Size and scale of site - is it less than 20 ha? 

 Is the site 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? 

 Locality of site - is it within 2km of the community it serves?  Is it within 'walking 
distance' (300 m /5 mins)? 
 

It was noted that all sites under consideration satisfied the first (size) and third (locality) criteria. 
 
The middle criteria (demonstrably special) includes a degree of subjectivity.  HDC use a standard 
pro forma to assess all sites submitted to HDC.  All HDC's pro formas have been reviewed and 
any amendments (errors/omissions) highlighted.  The same pro forma has been used to assess 
all those sites put forward by the community and not submitted to HDC.   
 
The Chair stressed the importance of needing to understand HDC's criteria and the underlying 
principles.  If the SG come to a different decision to HDC then they will need to convince HDC 
why.  If the SG do not believe they have enough evidence to reach a decision on a site then the 
decision will be deferred and come back to it later.   
 
All assessments and the SG recommendations will be published, and there will be an opportunity 
for the community to challenge the SG's recommendations in consultation held before the draft 
plan goes to HDC for formal review and finally put before the public examiner. 
 
The broad picture is that people are very supportive of local green space wherever it can be 
justified.  Green space designation is a protective designation that restricts development.  If it is 
overused it will lock out any development.  Green space designation should benefit the 
community but not be overused. 
 
In response to a query, KA stated that if a site is designated for green space, a mechanism exists 
for an application to be made to de-designate the land.  A site can be designated as a green 
space if the site does not have public access. 
 
 
 



The Chair had produced a presentation to walk through all the sites.  The number of sites to be 
considered where such that it was unlikely the SG would have time to consider all the sites 
before the close of the meeting at around 9 o'clock.  The slides used for the presentation will be 
published with the minutes. 
 
a. Sites Assessed By HDC 

 
HDC’s assessments have been in the public domain for over a year. 
 

i. Cricket Field (S/073/014/G) 
 
DS stated he lived relatively near to the site. 
 
HDC's assessment queried whether there was public access to the site.  It is a 
members only club so technically is does have "barriers to access to the community" 
(criteria 3.3) but a number of public events are held on the ground and the public have 
free entry as spectators at matches.  It was noted that public access is not a pre-
requisite for green space designation. 
 
HDC recommended the site for green space designation. 
 
SG recommendation - Green space designation 
 

ii. Allotments ((S/073/015/G) 
 

It was noted that the village was lucky to have the allotments and important assets 
should be protected. 
 
HDC recommended the site for green space designation. 
 
SG recommendation - Green space designation 
 

iii. Honeyman's Field  (S/073/016/G) 
 

HDC's assessment noted the site is "well connected by a footpath".  There are a 
number of footpaths that cross the site.  Under "Perceptual/sensory:" HDC describes 
the site as "degree of wildness/naturalness, sheltered, peaceful" but under criteria 7.2 
Does the site feel tranquil it records it as NO.   
 
Traditionally the site has been used for tobogganing. 
 
An area of the field in the north west corner had not been included in the green space 
area. (See presentation.) 
 
SG recommendation - Incorporate this area into the area under consideration.  
 
It was noted that the boundary to the south and west followed the line of the gardens.  
It was queried why the large gardens were not included.  Gardens can be included and 
the Chair referred to the Flag Pole field as a potential example of such a case. 
 
Advice to be sought from HDC concerning the inclusion of the large gardens. 



 
HDC recommended the site for green space designation. 
 
SG recommendation -  Green space designation.   

Seek advice from HDC on reasons for excluding the large 
gardens.  

 
iv. Land at North End (S/073/018/G) 

 
The triangle of common land at the north of North End needs to be included.  A query 
was raised as to whether there was additional common land near the omitted triangle 
of common land.   
 
Omitted War Memorial from criteria 9. 
 
HDC recommended the site for green space designation. 
 
SG recommendation -  Green space designation.   

Check whether additional there is additional common land 
that should be included.   
 

 
v. Main village green (S/073/017/G) 

 
HDC recommended the site for green space designation. 
 
SG recommendation - Green space designation 
 

vi. Northern Section of OS Field 4548 (S/073/019/G) 
 

This site incorporates an open field as well as a sports area.   
 
HDC recommended green space designation for the sports area but not for the larger 
field. 
 
The Chair said that he would participate in the discussion on the sports area, but 
would withdraw from the meeting for the discussion on the rest of the site since his 
house (The Old Vicarage) overlooks the site and might be part of the discussion on 
heritage issues because of its age and position. 
 
The SG considered the two components separately. 
 

 Sports Area included within S/073/019/G 
 

SG recommendation - Green space designation 
 

 Site S/073/019/G excluding the Sports Area 
 

AM left the room and DS took over the Chair for this item. 
 



LP stated he lived close to the site and did not contribute to the discussion, but 
remained in the room. 
 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 

 

 a question was raised as to whether the key points on the slide were 
HDC's - the acting Chair confirmed they were part of HDC's "middle" 
criteria (see early part of this minute).  The acting Chair said HDC's pro 
forma for the middle criteria covered  

 significance because of its beauty 
 its historic significance 
 its recreational value 
 richness of its wildlife 
 its significance because of any other features 

 HDC had only identified Gardenstone Farm as a Grade II listed building 
adjacent to the south of the site.  As the slide indicated, another listed 
building (Linden Grange) was in close proximity.  In addition Drumrauck 
Hall and The Old Vicarage (non-designated heritage assets (NDHA)) 
overlooked the site. 

 the acting Chair reminded the meeting of the importance of the setting for 
listed/historical buildings as highlighted by the consultant's heritage report 

 future development could be blocked if site designated as green space as 
it's difficult to remove green space designation 

 important to remember this site kick started the whole NP process 

 a key site as it leads to important views.  It's part of the unique setting of 
Hutton Rudby.  As important to preserve as Enterpen.  Made a mistake by 
not challenging the Flag Pole field development 

 it is just a field 

 important due to setting of heritage assets.  HDC's Settlement Character 
Assessment mentioned "Retain views of Cleveland Hills to south east" and 
“the site to the south east of Drumrauck Hall has high visual landscape 
value providing a setting to the village and Drumrauck Hall" (see slide) 

 the NP is about the community.  Just because HDC has not designated it, 
doesn't mean we can't 

 this is an emotive site.  It's important to the village looking out from the 
village to the National park and looking in to the village. Tragedy not to 
designate it 

 development not just about housing; may need it for a school - the acting 
Chair said the school has capacity at present and for the near future 

 this is a tricky balance 

 access to Station Road too dangerous to allow future access so should be 
designated 

 if don't designate can the earlier heritage report be used to protect it from 
development?  Heritage reports are site specific so no 

 MF reminded the meeting that this was not a site selection discussion but a 
discussion on green space criteria. 

 don't believe the heritage issue as important as Enterpen as a road 
separates the two listed buildings not identified by HDC.  Don't believe this 
is a setting for these buildings. 

 any planning application for this site would have to go through due process 
including a heritage assessment. 



 
The acting Chair asked for a vote on whether this site (the field) should be 
designated as a green space. 
 
The voting was - One For, five Against and one Abstention 
 
SG recommendation - NOT to designate as green space  

 
vii. Woodland between Sexhow Lane and River Leven (S/073/020/G) 

 
AM returned to the Chair. 
 
HDC recommended the site for green space designation. 
 
SG recommendation - Green space designation 
 

viii. Hundale Gill (S/073/022/G) 
 

DS withdrew from the meeting as the area included part of his garden. 
 
The Chair introduced the site and explained that HDC had made a factual error in 
stating that there is no public access when in fact the site is crossed by a public 
footpath.  It was also highlighted that part of the Gill was culverted, and there is extant 
planning permission on the part of the Gill immediately to the North of Garbutts Lane.  
 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 

 
 a member of the public said they had an interest in the site with the extant 

permission. He said he had walked the alongside Gill and you can't see into the 
gardens.    

 the Chair said the site was visited by members of the Steering Group when they 
did a tour of candidate Green Spaces about a month ago. It was viewed from the 
public footpath and from gardens with permission of the residents.  

 Designation should not extend into the culverted area but start again beyond it. 
Garden land can be included as you do not have to have public access directly on 
to it.  

 have not seen it all as not been to the northern edge. Don’t believe it’s very 
‘chocolate box’ in terms of attractiveness. 

 does it have amenity value to settlement as a whole?  It’s not like the flagpole 
field as most people do not know it is there. 

 it's part of the Tees Tributary system so needs to be protected for those reasons. 
It’s a reported haven for wildlife.  We should protect it for the benefit of the 
area’s wildlife. The Chair said there had been claims that Great Crested Newts 
have been seen in the vicinity. 

 A member of the SG said they didn’t feel they had enough knowledge on 
biodiversity issues. 

 had a clear steer from the community via consultation feedback that waterways 
should be protected. 

 could this be a natural boundary to development if we did designate it?  The 
Chair said it wouldn’t stop potential development on the other side of the site but 
could potentially stop the Gill being over-developed or culverted. 



 
The Chair suggested deferring a vote and make enquiries with HDC on their stance on 
biodiversity issues and their reason for rejection. 
 
The proposal was unanimously agreed. 
 
SG recommendation - Defer decision until further information received from HDC  
 

The Chair had advised at the start of the meeting that the meeting would be closed at 
approximately 9pm, and any Green Spaces not discussed by that time would be carried over to 
the next meeting.   A member of the public requested that the two sites proposed at Enterpen 
(as mentioned in the Heritage Report) be considered next so that all the Enterpen issues would 
be dealt with tonight.  The chair agreed to do so. 

 
b. Site pro formas completed by SG - sites not considered  HDC 

 
i. Flag pole field - Enterpen 

 
Part of the field has live planning permission for a single dwelling on it (post meeting 
note: expires 11th Nov 2019), and the other part has a Landscape Character Protection 
Area (LCPA) on it.  HDC policy is that land with planning permission cannot be designated 
as green space, but it may be possible to designate the LCPA part.   
 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 

 

 the mention of this in the Village Design Statement provides evidence there is a 
long held view that this is a special place. 

 The SG noted the importance of the view in their preferred sites decision and 
should be self-consistent. 

 what does LCPA mean?  The Chair explained such land requires explicit planning 
permission and cannot use permitted development guidelines 

 KA said that LCPA can be removed 

 KA is only aware of one district authority still using LCPA orders 
 

Subject to the technicalities of planning permission already being granted for part of the 
field, it was unanimously agreed to recommend green space designation. 

 
SG recommendation -  Green space designation subject to overcoming technical 

difficulties associated with extant planning permission. 
 

ii. Paddock behind Highfield House, Enterpen as identified in the Heritage Report 
 

Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 site has no public access and is not very visible from any public space 

 the importance of its relevance to the setting of historic buildings as outlined in the 
Heritage Report for Enterpen 

 important to be consistent with earlier decisions 

 there are similar issues to those considered for the Belbrough Lane field. 

 not ‘special’ in the same way as the flagpole field. 
 



A vote was taken for this site. 
 
The voting was - Two For, five Against and one Abstention 
 
SG recommendation - NOT to designate as green space  
 

It now being after 9pm, discussion on further sites was deferred until the next meeting. 
 

6. Issues To Refer To Rudby Parish Council 
 

None 
 
7. AOB 

 
7.1Support for the SG 
 

In response to an earlier comment on trust, a member of the public did not believe the 
public had lost confidence in the SG and asked them to continue.  This view received support 
from the public in attendance. 

 
7.2Emergency access between Belbrough Lane and Langbaurgh 
 

A member of the public believed it would cost many thousands of pounds to convert the 
emergency access between Belbrough Lane and Langbaurgh to a footpath/cycleway and 
better use could be made of the money.  The Chair explained that investigations into the 
possibility of conversion was at a very early stage and the ownership of the land had not yet 
been established.  
 

8. Next Meeting 
  

Time & Date:  Monday 7pm, 6th August 2018  Location:  Chapel Schoolroom 


