
  
 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting #23 
 
6th August 2018, Chapel Schoolroom, Hutton Rudby  
 
0. Welcome 
 

The Chair welcomed everyone and said the meeting will be open to the public throughout as 
usual, but would ask for the public's assistance by observing the formalities of speaking through 
the Chair, and ensuring that any points raised are relevant to the agenda item under discussion at 
the time. 
 
For those familiar with the Parish Council meeting, the SG does not operate in the same format 
where the only opportunity for the public to speak is at the start.  Here the public can speak 
within any agenda item.  If there are any non-agenda items a member of the public wishes to 
raise then it should be raised under AOB. 
 
 

1. Attendance & Apologies 
  

In Attendance: Allan Mortimer (Chair), Karen Consterdine, Adrian Davey, Liam Percy, Tom 
Pickering (joined the meeting at 20:00), Derek Simpson (secretary) 
 
Katie Atkinson (KVA) 
 
Twelve members of the public  

 
Apologies:   Mike Fenwick, Emma Foden, Bridget Fortune, Richard Readman, 
 

 
2. Procedural Issues 
 

a. Approval of Minutes of 2nd July 2018 
 

This item is purely to agree whether the minutes are an accurate record.  It is not an invitation 
to reopen discussion on issues covered at the last meeting.  Minutes are not verbatim records 
– non-material omissions are not errors. 
 
Addition to 7.2 Emergency Access between Belbrough Lane and Langbaurgh 
 



In addition to the cost, the member of the public had mentioned that there was no evidence 
of need, no rationale for the proposal and the potential negative impact on people adjacent to 
the access.  (see Matters Arising for further discussion on this issue.)  
 
Correction to 5. a. viii. Hundale Gill (S/073/022/G) First bullet point 
 
"..you can't see into the gardens" should have said "..you can't see into the Gill" (see Matters 
Arising for further discussion on this issue.) 
 
With these amendments the minutes were accepted. 
 

b. Matters Arising 
 

Minute 7.2 Emergency Access between Belbrough Lane and Langbaurgh 
 
Because of the potential negative impact on adjacent properties, the member of the public 
felt this issue shouldn't have been raised in public until it had been resolved.  Now it had 
been raised it should be resolved quickly. 
 
The Chair stated that any issue put to the SG had to be recorded and open to public view.  
The Chair confirmed that at the moment this was only a suggestion and not a firm proposal.  
Information needed to be gathered and a recommendation cannot be made without a full 
investigation.  It was unlikely that there would be a speedy resolution. 
 
KA confirmed that any proposal put to the SG had to recorded and open to the public. 
 
There had been no progress in this issue since the last meeting. 
 
Minute 5. a. viii. Hundale Gill (S/073/022/G) 
 
A member of the public said he'd heard mention of a potential footpath alongside the Gill.  
The Chair confirmed no such proposal had been made to the SG.  The member of the public 
was asked if he wished to make such a proposal to the SG.   The member of the public said 
he did not wish to make such a proposal.   
 
Minute 5. Green Space Recommendations 
 
 The outstanding issues primarily concerned matters to be discussed with Hambleton.  These 
matters, and any others raised at this meeting, will be discussed following the consideration 
of all Green Spaces. 
 
Parking/Traffic 
 
The Chair had circulated to the SG a letter from the School to parents raising concerns with 
parking and traffic near the School. 
 
 

3. Costs / Budget / Grants 
 
The estimated total cost up to and including this meeting is £10,161.75, of which £116 has been 
charged to the precept.  All the rest are covered by grants. 



 
The unspent balance of grants is £7,639.75. 
 
There is a potential additional Locality grant application of £1,314.50. 
 
 

4. NPPF Update 
 

The new version of the NPPF was released on 24th July.  A briefing paper published by DLP 
Consultants summarising the main changes has been circulated to the SG. 
 
All planning decisions made from 24th July onwards must be consistent with the new version of 
the NPPF. 
 
KA said that with respect to Neighbourhood Planning, there were three main changes 
  

1.  Stronger protection for areas with ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plans but no up to date Local 
Plan  

 
If the neighbourhood plan  

 has been adopted less that 2 years and meets its housing requirement, 

 the LPA has at least a 3-year housing land supply and   

 the LPA housing delivery rate under the new delivery test is at least 45% of the local 
requirement ‘over the previous 3 years’ then, in these circumstances, greater weight 
is given to the role of Neighbourhood Planning to influence the location of 
development. 

 
(See para 30 in the new NPPF.) 

 
2. Local Authorities should provide Neighbourhood Plan Areas with a housing need figure  
 

The new NPPF (para 65 and 66) say the LPA’s should set out a housing requirement for 
designated neighbourhood areas stating that once adopted, figures should not need re-
testing at the Neighbourhood Plan examination, unless there has been a significant 
change in circumstances that affects the requirement.  

 
3. Neighbourhood Plans have the power to amend Green Belt boundaries  
 

Paragraph 136 of the revised NPPF states that where a need for changes to green belt 
boundaries has been established through strategic policies, detailed amendments to 
those boundaries may be made through non-strategic policies, including neighbourhood 
plans. 

 
There are no green belt areas in Hambleton. 

 
A member of the public (following a comment by the CPRE) raised a question about what 
happens when a developer doesn't deliver the housing numbers promised.  KA said that in 
order to try and stop "land banking" permission can be withdrawn from allocated land if 
development hasn't started within three years.  In theory this might mean looking for fresh 
sites.  It is not clear how this will operate in practice. 
 



The Chair asked KA if she knew when updated Planning Practice guidelines will appear.  There is 
no schedule for the production of new guidelines but new ones will need producing.  It is likely 
that various paragraphs will be updated on a rolling programme. 
 

5. Green Space Recommendations 
 
The Chair reminded the meeting that this is a continuation of the agenda item from the last 
meeting.  The rationale for decisions made at this meeting should be consistent with those made 
at the earlier meeting.  The SG are going to formally consider which sites the SG will recommend 
to the community for designation on the basis that in the SG's opinion they satisfy the NPPF and 
HDC criteria. 
 
The assessments and the SG's 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. 
 
The broad picture is that people are very supportive of Local Green Space wherever it can be 
justified. 
 
Development is not needed to create a local Green Space.  It is a protective designation that 
restricts development in areas looking to preserve. 
 
The Chair reminded the meeting that the conflicts of interest protocol applies.  There is a conflict 
if someone owns the land being considered, and that person should leave the room while it is 
discussed.  It is not necessarily a conflict if someone lives close, but the proximity should be 
declared whether or not the individual withdraws. It is a personal judgement whether to 
withdraw.  
 
The Chair had prepared a presentation to walk through the sites.  The meeting will get as far as 
but is expected to finish around 9pm, and continue at our next session if necessary.  The slides 
used are attached to the minutes. 
 
The Chair brought up the presentation covering the criteria to be used and the sites to be 
considered at this meeting.   (A copy of the slides can be found at 
http://plan.rudbyparishcouncil.org.uk/wp/meetings/) 
 
The Chair noted that in the new NPPF the paragraph relating to Green Space was now para 100 
as opposed to para 77.  Apart from some trivial changes to the wording, the paragraphs are the 
same.   
 
The Chair reminded the meeting of the methodology used and Hambleton's pro-forma. 
 
The NPPF and HDC criteria are in three parts; 
 

 Size and scale of site - it has to be 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) 

 



The Chair summarised the decision made at the last meeting which primarily concerned sites 
that had already been assessed by Hambleton.  Because of the number of residents attending 
the previous meeting from one part of the village, two sites (the Flag Pole field and the paddock 
behind Highfield House) that hadn't been considered by Hambleton were also considered at 
that meeting. 

 
The Chair noted that the sites to be considered at this meeting included the two remaining sites 
that had been assessed by Hambleton (the Church yard and Rudby Farm) and all those put 
forward by members of the public at either public consultation events or submitted in writing. 
 
The Chair noted that a number of sites in the Leven valley had either been considered or were 
to be considered.  If these sites were to be combined, plus any gaps linking these sites, then the 
total area would be less than the 20 ha limit.  Hambleton's Settlement Character Study and 
Landscape Character Assessment Study both highlighted the importance of the Leven valley as 
does the Village Design Statement. 
 
 
a. Sites Assessed By HDC 

 
 

i. Churchyard (S/125/007/G) 
 

Since Hambleton's assessment, the graveyard has been extended.  (Shown in light green 
on the slide.)   An additional narrow strip (shown in light blue) running north from the 
north-east corner of the original area covering a stream and woodland was also 
highlighted. 
 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 

 

 it's a beautiful area  

 should include both areas 

 no requirement for all components to have the same characteristics 

 extend the light green area to the river 

 area in yellow (covering ground near the river) is important 

 watercourse present 

 definitely include the blue area 
 

HDC recommended the original site for green space designation. 
 
SG recommendation -  Green space designation for the original area, the light green 

area and the blue areas 
 

ii. Rudby Farm (S/125/004/G) 
 

KC withdrew for this item. 
 
HDC had originally supported this site but noted that "However, part of the site is subject 
to a planning application, so not all of the site will be appropriate for designation - re-
submission of a smaller area would be necessary".  No public planning application has 
been submitted.  The site was not assessed during HDC's second round of assessments. 

 



The Chair described the four components of this site; namely, Bank Wood, the Lower 
field, the Upper field, and the Valley bottom.   
 
A number of footpaths cross this site.  The Chair reminded the meeting that the 
significance of a metre of public footpath crossing the corner of a 20 ha field is different 
to a small site criss-crossed by public footpaths. 
 
 
1. Bank Wood 

 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 it is an ASNW 

 it is designated as a SINC 

 trees have been cut back by the edge 

 as it is an ASNW need to check just what has been cut back 

 a sign saying no access has recently been erected 

 public access is not a requirement 

 fits the criteria 
 
SG recommendation - Green space designation 
 
Following a discussion under c) Upper Field, it was agreed that this area should be 
extended to incorporate the public footpath to the east of the wood. 
 
SG recommendation -  Green space designation for extended area to incorporate 

the public footpath on the east of the wood. (see 3. below) 
 

2. Lower field 
 

Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 footpaths cross the site 

 there's an archaeological site in the field 

 it is adjacent to a SINC 

 it is adjacent to a Grade II listed building 

 doubtful about whether it meets the criteria 

 compared to the paddock behind Highfield House 

 it's in the conservation area 

 recent court cases have placed greater weight on the setting of listed buildings 

 clarification was given between the Flag Pole field and the paddock behind 
Highfield House 

 
SG recommendation - Green space designation 
 

3. Upper field 
 

Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 it is adjacent to a SINC 

 footpath crosses site on west 



 doubtful about whether it meets the criteria 

 weaker case than lower field 

 struggle for why this should be a green space 

 stronger than Station Lane 

 view of heritage asset 

 extend Bank Wood to include footpath 
 

SG recommendation -  Bank Wood green space to be extended to incorporate the 
public footpath on the east of the wood. (see 1. above) 

 
SG recommendation - NOT to designate the Upper field as green space  

 
4. Valley bottom 

 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 it is just a corner of a larger field 

 why is the western boundary drawn where it is 

 public footpath is just at the corner 

 the public footpath is a path by the river and not the concrete road 
 

SG recommendation - NOT to designate as green space  
 

b. Sites Assessed By NP 
 

The Chair reminded the meeting that at the previous meeting the Flag Pole field and the 
paddock behind Highfield House had been discussed. 
 
1. Linden Crescent - North and South 

 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 

 

 pump house on southern green area 

 don't see how they match Hambleton's criteria 

 southern area may be owned by adjoining properties 

 tragedy if lost these green areas 

 would like to protect 

 for safety and sight lines need to keep 

 similar to other green areas 

 protect by policy design statements 

 some evidence of northern area used for recreation (i.e. signs of children's cricket 
being played there) 

 southern area doesn't meet criteria 

 northern area has insufficient recreational use and doesn't meet other criteria  
 
SG recommendation -  NOT to designate either northern or southern area as a green 

space  
 
Consider protecting these and similar areas via policy design statements 

 
 



2. Village Hall areas - Play area behind the Village Hall, Bowling Green and Tennis courts 
 

Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 question on ownership was raised 

 play area, bowling green and majority of tennis courts owned by the Parish Council.   

 Hambleton included car park and club house in the green space proposal for the 
cricket field 

 should the car park and club houses be included in this area? 

 car park and club house integral to the area 
 

Agreed to add car park and clubhouse to area indicated on the slide 
 
SG recommendation -  Green space designation for play area, bowling green, tennis 

courts, car park and club house 
 

3. Field between River Leven and South View 
 

Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 VDS stressed importance of valley and need to protect 

 Hambleton's Landscape Character assessment stressed the importance of the 
valley 

 Hambleton's Settlement Character assessment identified this as a special area 
(Levenside) and mentioned need to maintain gap between settlements; conserve 
and enhance biodiversity 

 public consultation recommended extension of Levenside area 

 query raised over curve of river; photos of area were shown 

 public consultation highlighted views along the river 

 adjacent to Grade II listed bridge 

 opposite side of road to Grade I listed church and important to setting of church 

 meets and exceeds Hambleton's criteria 

 in the conservation area 

 disappointed that land changed from agriculture to equestrian 

 thought field was already protected; should be protected 

 what's happened in the past is behind; need to look at current situation 

 no public access; not a requirement 

 learn from past mistake of not objecting to development of part Flag Pole field 

 ties in both parts of the village 

 very special character; unique character 

 judge in comparison with other sites 

 similar to Flag Pole field 

 there's a specialness about the field 
 

SG recommendation - Green space designation  
 

4. Field adjacent to, and to the west, of field 3. above 
 

Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 



 no public access 

 Leven good quality river 

 part of Hambleton settlement character zone 

 part of conservation area 

 rare to see conservation area 

 query about how much can see from public space 

 wildlife corridor 
 

SG recommendation - Green space designation  
 

5. Field adjacent to (and to the west) of field 4. above   
 

Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 can see from public space 

 compare to Station Lane - doesn't meet criteria 

 adjacent to protected woodland 

 potential wildlife habitat 

 don't know where it is 

 field with the rugby posts 

 green space is not about stopping development 

 how visible 
 

SG recommendation - NOT to designate as green space  
 

6. Leven valley as a whole   
 

KC withdrew from meeting 
 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 under 20 ha - around 16/17 ha 

 top part of Rudby Farm doesn't 

 small southern part doesn't 

 very large part does 

 support all 

 fits in with Hambleton's Landscape and Settlement character assessment 

 maintains gap between settlement 

 includes Grade I and Grade ii listed buildings 

 don't see any risk in recommending 

  sections subject to flooding 

 topology limits potential development 

 moved here 40+ years ago and when saw river valley for first time fell in love with 
it 

 incredible beauty 

 deer/otter in valley 

 need conserving as a whole 

 one parish 

 protecting valley and not flat land 

 any decision on this does not affect any other decision 



 
SG recommendation - Green space designation  

 
7. Hundale Gill at Paddock's End 

 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 not picture postcard 

 wildlife doesn't like picture postcards environment 
 

SG recommendation - Defer decision until further information received from HDC 
concerning wildlife corridors 

 
8. Middleton Play area and Church yard 

 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 
 

 only area outside main settlement 

 church is Grade II listed 

 the Chair described the site 
 

 SG recommendation - Green space designation  
 
 
6. Issues To Refer To Rudby Parish Council 
 

None 
 
7. AOB 
 

None 
 

8. Next Meeting 
  

Time & Date:  Monday 7pm, 3rd September 2018  Location:  Chapel Schoolroom 


