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Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting #28 
 
4th March 2019, Chapel Schoolroom, Hutton Rudby  

 
1. Attendance & Apologies 
  

In Attendance: Allan Mortimer (Chair), Alan Bates, Richenda Broad, Mike Fenwick, Sue 
Finnegan, Jeff Hulse, Niall Innes, Stuart McArthur, Liam Percy, Richard 
Readman, Derek Simpson (Secretary) 
 
Nine members of the public  

 
Apologies:   Adrian Davey (Ill), Emma Foden (Ill), Bridget Fortune (conflict with HDC 

duties), Tom Pickering (working), Katie Atkinson (ill) 
 

2. Procedural Issues 
 

a. Approval of Minutes of 4th February 2019 
 

The minutes were accepted. 
 

b. Appointment of new Steering Group members 
 

On 11 February 2019, the RPC agreed to appoint the following new members to the SG; 
 

• Alan Bates 

• Richenda Broad 

• Jeff Hulse 

• Sue Finnegan 

• Niall Innes  

• Stuart McArthur 
 

The Chair asked the new members to submit their declaration of interests form to the Parish 
Council by the next RPC meeting. 

 
c. New member Induction 

 
A meeting was held on the 25th February to brief the new members of SG.  As this was an 
informal meeting, no minutes were taken, it had no decision-making authority and no 
decisions were made.  
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3. Costs / Budget / Grants 
 

The costs to date are £11,686.15. 
 
The grant process has changed.  It is not necessary to return unspent funds at the year end and 
reapply.  An end of year expenditure report needs to be produced and the unspent funds will be 
carried over to 2019/2020.   
 
The end of year report will be produced once a request from the grant body has been received. 
 
 

4. Housing Need and Housing Sites 
 

a. Housing Needs Report & Housing Target 
 

A number of questions/clarifications on the housing report were raised at the last meeting.  
No further questions/clarifications were raised at this meeting. 
 
The Rural Housing Enabler has provided guidance on interpretation of the results and her 
recommendation on housing mix; namely, smaller homes including bungalows and affordable 
housing.  This is consistent with the community preferences expressed in the Parish wide 
questionnaire and affirmed at the March 2018 consultation.  For a target of 25 homes, the 
proposal would be for twelve houses and thirteen bungalows incorporating nine affordable 
properties (approximately 30%).  This would predominantly be three and two bedroom 
properties.  88% of respondents to question 11.b on the questionnaire supported/strongly 
supported 2 to 3 bedroom homes. 
 
A formal housing target from Hambleton is still not expected until June at the earliest. 
 

b. Review of evidence base and site/housing strategy 
 

The original evidence gathering was based on a target of 70 homes to be allocated in addition 
to those allocated in the current plan period.  The questionnaire response indicated that the 
Parish wished to have distributed sites (71%), centrally located (59%) and not on the village 
edge (60%).  To ensure the delivery of affordable homes, the site size was preferred to be in 
the 11 to 25 dwellings per site.  Not all these preferences could be satisfied. 
 
Site assessments used criteria developed through workshops tied to the results of the 
questionnaire.  The outcome of the site assessments resulted in three/four preferred sites; 
namely Enterpen, Stokesley Road and Paddocks End/Langbaurgh (two sites/phases).   
 
Following the production of a Heritage report, the Enterpen site was eliminated.  Planning 
permission has recently been granted for five houses on the Stokesley Road site and the 
landowner’s agent has advised by email that the site has now been withdrawn. 
 
The Paddocks End/Langbaurgh sites/phases are still available.  At the consultation last March,  
 

• the Paddocks End/Langbaurgh sites/phases was the most favoured of the preferred 
sites 

• there was a clear preference for access to be from the Paddocks End side 
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• the favoured housing mix was very much in line with the Rural Housing Enabler's 
guidance 

• most responses at the consultation favoured multiple sites although a significant 
minority preferred a single site 

 
With a reduced target, a number of questions/issues need to be considered; 
 

• is a one or two site strategy preferable? 

• are the original site assessments still valid? 

• does the emphasis on smaller dwellings and desire for bungalows affect viability? 

• is it correct to stay with just the Paddocks End/Langbaurgh sites/phases? 
 

A number of questions/comments were made by the public and SG members 
 

• due to the emphasis on smaller properties, viability of 2 x 12 dwelling sites to deliver 
preferred housing mix very unlikely 

• one site of 25 dwellings would be in line with the original 11-25 dwelling site limit 

• one site would provide the shortest development time and disruption to the village  

• the new local plan runs to 2035 

• why has the number reduced?  A combination of changes in Government policy and 
Hambleton's recalculation of approvals already in the pipeline 

• Paddocks End/Langbaurgh scored highest of any site 

• the consultation believed Paddocks End/Langbaurgh was the most appropriate to 
reflect the desired housing mix 

• need to move forward quickly to consult the Parish 

• need to check criteria are still valid for a lower housing number 

• if the criteria are still valid, the scoring of the assessment are probably ok, but should 
check there are no impacts from the revised housing target 

• need to consult the Parish on any proposal to move to only Paddocks End/Langbaurgh 
sites/phases 

• best to consulate Parish via workshop rather than questionnaire 

• as in the past, have a workshop mid-week and weekend 
 

c. Consultation on updated strategy 
 

It was agreed  
 

• that a small group (Richenda Broad, Mike Fenwick, Sue Finnegan, Liam Percy) would 
review the validity of the selection criteria and the methodology by which they had 
been developed in the light of the revised target and report back on any issues. 

• subject to the outcome of the small group review, the Paddocks End/Langbaurgh 
sites/phases is the preferred location 

• a public workshop (midweek and weekend) would aim to be held in early April (before 
Easter) 

• the Chair would draft a leaflet to be circulated to the Parish prior to the workshop 
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5. Green Spaces 
 

a. Correspondence received 
 

The Chair noted that with the increase in the size of the SG there would be no problems 
achieving a quorum for the outstanding Green Space issues.  Some people will leave the room 
for certain sites due to ownership or personal connection issues. 
 
The Chair had circulated to the SG  
 

• information on the national policy on Green Space 

• Green Space advice from Hambleton 

• information from Katie Atkinson (KVA) on Green Space and examiner's approach 

• landowners' submissions 

• community submissions 

• draft assessments and presentations used at previous meetings 
 
The SG made an initial (although not full) set of recommendations at the July and August 2018 
meetings.  Subsequent to advice from Hambleton, a number of the recommendations were 
reviewed in October.  The November meeting was not quorate for the outstanding Green 
Space issues due to conflicts of interest so they were not decided at that meeting.  With 
approval of the planned increase in the membership of the SG scheduled for the February 
meeting of RPC, Green Space was not put on the SG agenda in February which was held the 
week prior to the RPC meeting.  In essence, this meeting is picking up from the inquorate 
November meeting. 
 
Each recommendation follows a two stage decision process: 
 

• does the site technically merit designation per our assessment using the HDC 
criteria/pro-forma which is directly linked to the NPPF 

• if known, does the landowner support/oppose the designation and does that impact 
on the recommendation.  If the landowner opposes the designation, is there a case to 
believe the site is likely to survive the LDP period?  Where a landowner's view is 
unknown, their view will be sought if a site is recommended for Green Space 
designation. 

 
Following a question from a member of the public, it was confirmed that members of the SG 
had visited all sites that had been put forward for Green Space designation as a group last 
summer.  The new members had not taken part in this. 

  
b. Hundale Gill - at Paddocks End 

 
A number of questions/comments were made by the public and SG members 
 

• this could be part of a preferred/development site 

• a public footpath runs alongside the Gill - could potentially be enhanced as part of any 
development 

• case for "special to community" would have to be based on wildlife corridor/habitat 
aspect as none of the other “special” properties were relevant for this site. 

• is Green Space the most appropriate tool for this type of habitat? 

• a prima facia case for Green Space designation due to it being a wildlife corridor 



5 | P a g e  
 

• could offer protection for watercourses in NP through policy 

• better to protect during any development 

• consultation wanted public footpaths not to be enclosed (e.g. behind the garage) and 
open to protect views 

• not appropriate to designate 
 
SG recommendation, by ten votes to nil, NOT to designate this site as Green Space. 
 

c. Hundale Gill - at Levendale/Hundale and down to the River Leven 
 

Due to conflicts of interest, DS left the meeting for this item (minutes taken by the Chair for 
this item). 
 

• site has two distinct parts separated by a culverted section: the lower part is a 
wooded gulley, and the upper part is a beck/drainage channel running along the side 
of the field with habitat of varying quality. 

• no public access to the gulley. 

• very limited public access to the upper part (crossed by a few metres of footpath. 

• the only “special” property the upper part might have is habitat/wildlife 

• if the community had access to / or near to the gulley most people would probably 
think it is attractive. 

• the landowner of the gulley is opposed to designation of that part, but favours the 
designation of the upper part 

• the tenant farmer of the field adjacent to the upper part opposes designation of that 
part, but favours designation of the lower part. 

• lack of access to the lower part means the community has no opportunity to 
experience the beauty of that part so it cannot be “demonstrably special” to the local 
community. 

• as for the site behind Paddocks end, policy protection for keeping all watercourse un-
culverted may be more appropriate than Green Space designation 

• the tenant farmer said that he believed that one of the residents at Hundale / 
Levendale needed to do some engineering work on the Gill to prevent erosion. 

 
Unanimous SG recommendation, NOT to designate this site as Green Space. 
 
 

d. Sites in the Leven Valley 
 

At the August meeting of the SG, a number of individual sites within the Leven valley, as well 
as the whole Leven valley, were recommended to be designated as Green Space.  Hambleton 
consider recommending the whole Leven valley, without recommending all components for 
Green Space, to be inconsistent with their advice/policy.    
 
In light of this advice, and recent correspondence from landowners, a number of sites need to 
be reconsidered. 
 
The Rudby Farm sites, Honeyman's field and the church burial ground with its extension do 
not need to be reconsidered.  The recommendation for Bank Wood to be a Green Space also 
included the footpath that runs alongside the wood.  This is in line with national guidelines for 
keeping a 15m wide buffer zone alongside ancient woodlands. 
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i. Site between the extended church burial ground and the River Leven 
 

A number of questions/comments were made by the public and SG members 
 

• in a flood zone 

• no public access 

• visible from church, burial ground and footpath along river 

• provides setting for church 

• part of conservation area 
 

SG recommendation, by seven votes to nil, to designate this site as Green Space.  
(Proposed by DS, seconded by SM) 

 
ii. Site between the River Leven and South View  (opposite the church) 

 
Due to conflicts of interest, RR left the meeting for this item1. 
 
MF advised that he would not vote due to close personal connection with RR well, but 
that he would participate in the discussion1. 
 
1The Chair informed the meeting that both these actions were in line with standard 
guidelines on conflicts of interest for Parish Councils and sub-committees and had been 
checked with YLCA. 
 
The landowner would support limited Green Space designation.  SG members had 
received a copy of the landowner's proposal (attached as Appendix 1).  The Chair 
circulated copies. 
 
A number of questions/comments were made by the public and SG members 
 

• in the conservation area 

• no explicit restriction on development in conservation area and planning can get 
approval (e.g. dwelling next to Highfield House) 

• is of significance to the village 

• does not have to meet all the criteria; one is sufficient if strong enough 

• Green Space designation is not to prevent development  

• it is adjacent to the Grade 2 listed bridge 

• VDS stressed "the Leven valley is of great importance and should be protected 
from any adverse impact"; "environmentally valuable grassland should be 
preserved and enhanced"; "the few open spaces remaining in the Village are very 
valuable and their retention should be accorded considerable weight" 

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

• Hambleton's Landscape Character Area 3 Leven Valley noted the "peacefulness 
and tranquillity associated with the secluded riverside, and overall sense of being 
in the countryside 

• the river is an important wildlife corridor 

• public consultation highlighted views along the river and importance of this site 

• there could be partial designation 

• no public access; not a requirement 
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• this is just one stage in the process; recommendations have to go to RPC, 
Hambleton and the examiner 

• it was understood that the land was classified as equestrian 

• it was noted that land could be both agricultural and equestrian 

• spoken to Hambleton planners extensively concerning this site 

• do not believe Hambleton would allow any house to be built on the site based on 
rejection of earlier application 

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

• should move forward as quickly as possible and no need to consult again 

• anglers have access to the river so limited recreational use 

• special site for the whole village 

• landowner opposes a whole site designation and while this is not a veto, it is 
helpful to have landowner support and proposals with landowner support are 
more likely to succeed 

 
SG recommendation, by nine votes to nil, the whole site is technically suitable for 
Green Space designation.  (Proposed by DS, seconded by SM) 
 
The landowner’s proposal to support a partial designation was considered. A number of 
questions/comments were made by the public and SG members 
 

• why doesn’t the SG just go ahead with the whole site designation – they have 
jus decided it is suitable for designation 

• the community wants this designated, it shouldn’t matter what the landowner 
wants 

• the SG needs to take a view on whether the community interest is better served 
by proceeding with a high probability of success for a partial designation with 
landowner support rather than pursuing a reduced probability of success with a 
whole site designation which the landowner opposes 

• a resident said that the landowner will never get planning permission on the 
field anyway.  HDC planning committee said this when his housing application 
was refused 

• the landowner’s offer to support designation is only for a very small part of the 
field and should be rejected 

• the Chair suggested that the SG should approach the landowner to see if he 
would make an improved offer 

• any improved offer should be substantially more or it should be rejected 

• the SG should consult with the community if they proposed accepting a partial 
designation 

• the SG should not waste time on consulting and should just proceed with a 
whole site designation 

 
SG recommendation, by nine votes to nil, to reject the landowner's current proposal 

for limited Green Space designation.  (Proposed by AM, seconded by LP) 
 
It was agreed that the Chair should approach the landowner and request that they put 
forward a revised proposal for Green Space designation.  If so, this would be 
considered.  It was also agreed the SG recommendation on whole vs partial designation 
on any revised landowner's proposal should be put to the next consultation. 
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iii. Site immediately to the west of 5.d.ii. 
 

A number of questions/comments were made by the public and SG members 
 

• in the conservation area 

• HDC guidance on gardens is relevant 

• not that visible 

• part of the River Leven wildlife corridor 

• not a strong case due to lack of access to/nearby 

• have to draw the line somewhere 
 
 

SG recommendation, by nine votes to nil, NOT to designate the site as Green Space.  
(Proposed by AM, seconded by LP) 

 
iv. Site immediately to the west of 5.d.iii. (which includes the rugby posts) 

 
This was not recommended for designation at an earlier meeting and no new evidence 
or information had been submitted so there is no need to review the recommendation 

 
 
6. Issues to Refer to Rudby Parish Council 
 

No items to refer 
 

 
7. AOB 
 

There was no AOB 
 
 

8. Next Meeting 
  

Time & Date:  Monday 7pm, 1st April 2019  Location:  Chapel Schoolroom 
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Appendix 1: Green Space Proposal From Landowner of Field in Leven Valley 
 

 


