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Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting #30 
 
7 May 2019, Chapel Schoolroom, Hutton Rudby  

 
1. Attendance & Apologies 
  

In Attendance: Allan Mortimer (Chair), Alan Bates, Richenda Broad, Adrian Davey, Mike 
Fenwick, Sue Finnigan, Emma Foden, Jeff Hulse, Niall Innes, Liam Percy, 
Richard Readman, Derek Simpson (Secretary), Katie Atkinson (KVA) 
 
Nine members of the public  

 
Apologies:   Stuart McArthur (work commitments), Bridget Fortune (conflict with HDC 

duties), Tom Pickering (work commitments)  
 
 

2. Procedural Issues 
 

a. Approval of Minutes of 1st April 2019 
 

The minutes were accepted. 
 

b. Correspondence 
 
Emails have been received from local residents concerning the consultation event.  The Chair 
said these would be considered at the appropriate point in the agenda (see agenda item 4.b). 
 
 

3. Costs / Budget / Grants 
 

a. Costs  
 

The costs to date (including an estimate for this meeting) are £11,969.95 of which £116 has 
been charged to the precept.  All but £87 of the HDC grant has been drawn-down.  The final 
cost to the precept is likely to be ca. £1,000. 

 
b. End of grant reporting 
 

The end of year expenditure report for the Locality grant has been accepted by Groundworks. 
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4. Consultation Event Outcome 
 

a. Event Summary 
 

i. The strategic element was about housing/site strategy.   
ii. The ‘hot topic’ was the green space designation of the field in the Leven Valley – it was 

the sole focus of attention for some attendees at the 2nd session and was the focus for a 
lot of comments from a few people. 

iii. There were two sessions at which a total of 119 people signed in - the 2nd best attended 
event.  There were a few more ‘votes’ than recorded attendees - this is the first time this 
has happened.  It is not clear whether everyone signed in or some people voted twice, 
and if so, which way they voted.  Need to consider what this means for the way forward. 

iv. Post the event, the results have been collated and responses to comments drafted by a 
working group of seven.  The draft has been circulated to the SG and published on the 
website but has not yet been approved. 

 
b. Correspondence received 
 

Two emails (published on the web site) have been received from residents raising concerns 
about the consultation process with respect to the Leven Valley green space and a subsequent 
request for data has been received. 
 
The points raised in the emails covered process and procedural issues, pre-event publicity, 
clarity of information and supervision. 
 
A member of the public asked why his earlier emails had not been published.  The Chair said 
that significant emails are now published.  In the case raised by the member of the public, the 
issues were discussed at SG meetings and recorded in the minutes. 
 
[Post Meeting Note:  All correspondence is circulated to all SG members.  Correspondence 
which, in the opinion of the Chair, provides a substantive part of the background or context 
for an agenda item is published on the website along with the agenda so that members of the 
public in attendance at meetings have access to that information.]  
 
The Chair invited the public, and SG, to comment on the event. 
 
 The comments included 

 

• there was over a 100% response for Q6 and Q7 and an average of 50% for the other 
questions 

• steps should have been taken to record separate results from the 1st session 

• surprised there were no photos from the 1st session 

• a member of the public had photographs of the 1st session and offered to supply them 

• members of the public displayed charts of the responses to Q7 

• in the 1st session the dots were approximately two thirds to one third in favour of full 
site designation 

• distribution of votes in line with a random distribution 

• would have expected similar distribution for the 2nd session 

• in the second session the dots were approximately 1.5% to 98.5% 

• can't believe get such an extreme vote by chance 
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• groups get organised 

• attendees came in on mass 

• votes can change 

• some support and some don't 

• vast majority of Parish didn't participate 

• subject to bias 
 

The Chair advised that although there were two separate sessions, these collectively form a 
single consultation process so intermediate results have no significance, and only the overall 
results are recorded, analysed and reported by the SG.  Everyone who makes the effort to 
attend a consultation has a valid opinion regardless of what that opinion is, and what 
motivates them to attend.  
 
It was noted that the ‘excess’ number of votes over the number of signed in attendees was a 
small percentage and double voting was only one possible explanation.  The potential for 
‘double voting’ is a risk of this informal type of consultation event, but close supervision and 
high levels of formal control as suggested by a member of the public is also open to criticism. 
 
Having considered the points made on process, publicity, attendance, and supervision the SG 
moved on to consider the results from the individual questions. 
 
(See 4. d. iii. below for further discussion on question 6 and 7.) 

 
c. Housing/Sites results & comments (Q1 to Q3) 
 

A strong preference was expressed for a one site outcome (75%) and that the site should be at 
the Paddocks End / Langbaurgh area (82%) and developed in a single phase (86%).   
 
Comments made were mostly from those not in line with the majority view and included 
multiple smaller sites, use of local suppliers, alternative locations, design issues, and (most 
comments) traffic concerns, school capacity. 
 
The SG agreed the response supported earlier feedback and the strategy of a single site based 
behind Paddocks End.   
 
It was agreed to accept the outcome and replies to the comments for questions 1 to 3. 
 

d. Green Space results & comment (Q4 to Q7) 
 

i. Recommended Green Spaces (Q4) 
 

There was unanimous support from those who responded.  Only one comment was 
received which advocated improvements in footpaths/cycleways etc. 
 
It was agreed to accept the outcome and replies to the comments for question 4. 
 

ii. Not Recommended Green Spaces (Q5) 
 

There was strong agreement (80%) with the SG assessment.  There were comments 
requesting reconsideration of 3 cases: 
 



4 | P a g e  
 

• Lindens - recreational use 

• Belbrough/Station Lane - a smaller alternative area proposal 

• Embleton Farm /Hundale Gill - an alternative area proposal 
 
The Chair noted that the SG needed to make a process decision tonight and not an 
evaluation of the sites themselves, and as such he did not consider he had conflict of 
interest with respect to Belbrough Lane, but that if a case was brought back for a decision 
based on specific evidence then he would withdraw.  DS and AD noted they would do the 
same for Embleton Farm.  The Chair said the key issues to be decided tonight were 
whether there was new evidence that had not been considered, a substantively different 
case to consider, or any other basis for a case to be examined on any of the suggestions.  If 
yes, then the next step would be to assemble evidence in line with earlier evaluation for a 
discussion and decision at a future meeting.  
 
Lindens - the question of recreational use had been considered in the initial evaluation and 

it was agreed there was no new evidence.  It was agreed not to reconsider the 
sites.   

 
Belbrough/Station Lane - the proposal was for a subset of the site originally considered and 

not recommended for green space.  It was felt this proposal did not raise 
materially different issues to those for the original site so the same outcome 
would be expected and it was agreed not to consider this proposal further. 

 
Embleton Farm/Hundale Gill - Hundale Gill had been considered before and there was 

uncertainty over the precise area being proposed.  It was agreed the proposal 
was not specific enough for consideration.  If a more specific proposal is made, it 
may need to be assessed. 

 
It was agreed to accept the outcome and replies to the comments for question 5 subject to 
updating the responses to the comments re-Lindens, Belbrough/Station Lane, and 
Embleton Farm/Hundale Gill. 
 

iii. Leven Valley (Q6 & Q7)  
 

The Chair noted that the SG believed the case under para 100 is made for both the full and 
part allocation but para 99 requirement might not be made for both.  The SG were looking 
for community input into the designation strategy. 
 
Question 6, and supporting information, tried to match that of Q4 and Q5 so that the site 
was treated consistently with the rest.   Question 7 (whole vs partial designation strategy) 
only arises for this site.  There were the largest number of votes and largest number of 
comments on these questions.  The majority favoured designation of the partial site with 
landowner support.  However, questions about validity of result have been raised by 
opponents of this strategy. 
 
Points raised by the public and the SG included the following 

 

• two comments in green text said both full and partial field met para 100; why was 
the question asked if put as fact? 

• believe people were confused 

• perfectly logical to vote for full and partial 
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• open to misuse 

• know mismatch, don't know why 

• balance between close supervision and leave alone 

• the consultation was taking soundings 

• no leaflet drop announcing the consultation - would have been helpful 

• have done some leaflet drops but not for all events – cost, time to draft and print, 
and resources to distribute are considerations 

• view from barely 9% of the village 

• 2nd best attended consultation 

• do know how large mailing list is; don't know how many see Facebook or the Notice 
Boards – use a variety of channels to publicise. 

• don't feel everyone had a chance to attend 

• word of mouth also 

• not the final decision; this is part of a process 

• clearly a key issue for some 

• concern a lot of actions not done to ensure a fair outcome 

• happy to accept outcome 

• no policing of dots 

• sticky notes and post its is a well used method 

• getting over a 100 people from a village of this size is good 

• believe people are getting a fair say and representing their interests 

• impressed by way the consultation has been organised 

• do not feel can raise issues with landowner present 

• will the examiner know of the issues raised? 

• examiner will know about the background 

• ultimately the examiner will decide 

• not aware of examiner suggesting subsets of sites – they consider the case put 
before them. 

• people who turned out supported partial designation 

• not a precise vote - subject to all sorts of bias 

• bunch of interested people turned up 

• no compelling evidence for SG to change their mind 

• contentious 

• final step of the process will be a formal vote (a referendum) 

• vast majority didn't attend 
 

Further discussion on consultation validity issues raised under agenda item 4 b) took place.   
 
The Chair asked Katie Atkinson of KVA to comment on the issues raised based on her 
experience elsewhere.   She noted that using sticky dots for voting is common practice, and 
to have got this far without having experienced the extra votes issue was quite surprising.  
She also noted that that attendance levels at our consultation events are generally good 
for a community of this size. 
 
The comment themes included: arbitrary boundaries, impacts of development, benefits of 
Green Space designation, examiner interpretation, perceptions on landowner ‘generosity’ 
and ‘rights’. 

 
It was agreed to accept the outcome and replies to the comments for question 6 and 7. 
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e. Feedback on question 8 and 9 
 

There was a very binary response.  75% thought the consultation event was very good while 
20% thought the consultation event was very bad. 
 
Only 17% thought that there was not enough opportunity to contribute views.  Positive and 
negative comments roughly followed this balance. 
 
The theme of the three negative comments was more unsubstantiated allegations of bias with 
a circumstantial argument about location of steering group members.   
 

f. Next Steps 
 
 The Chair to contact the site promoter of the preferred site and the SG to start progressing a 

site design brief. 

 

The green space assessment documents need to be prepared for publication.  A working 

group of DS, SF, AB and RR to arrange.  Need to check that all landowners of preferred green 

spaces have been contacted and views recorded. 

 

 
5. Village Event Stall - 22nd June 
 

SM, JH and SF will help with the SG's stall at the Village Event.  The Parish Council members will 
be required for Parish activities. 
 
As well as the display boards, a leaflet will be produced. 
 
 

6. Issues to Refer to Rudby Parish Council 
 
There were no issues to report to RPC 
 

 
7. AOB 
 

A member of the public asked if their planning agent (Mr McGill) could outline a proposed 
development of 29 dwellings at Embleton Farm behind Levendale/Hundale covering 3.2 ha.  The 
Chair agreed to the request.   
 
The planning agent highlighted the background to the site, additional permissible walks, 
allotments, SUDs, the SPAR, the high pressure pipeline, landscaping and the site scoring system 
used by the SG among other issues.  He said a leaflet outlining the development would be 
delivered to all homes in the village.  He distributed extracts from a document to some Steering 
Group members and provided the Chair with a full copy of the document.   
 
The Chair noted that as the SG had not been received a copy of the submission in advance of the 
meeting, that they could not give any response, but that they would review it and respond later.  
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The Chair asked for an electronic version of the document so it could be circulated to all SG 
members which the agent agreed to do.  The SG will respond to the proposal in due course.  
 
[Post Meeting Note: due to its size and format, the submission will be published on the website 
alongside these minutes but as a separate document rather than as an appendix.] 
 
 

8. Next Meeting 
  

Time & Date:  Monday 7pm 3rd June 2019  Location:  Chapel Schoolroom 
 
 
 
 
 


