
From: Mark DM Jones  
To: Allan Mortimer  
Sent: Mon, 1 Jul 2019 8:58 
Subject: RE: Neighbourhood Plan 

Allan 
  
Attached is a site location plan of the area to be considered. 
  
Regards 
  
Mark 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  
From: Allan Mortimer  

Sent: 21 June 2019 17:10 

To: Mark DM Jones 

Subject: Fwd: Neighbourhood Plan 
  
Hi Mark, 
  
Thank you for your email of 10th June.   
  
As the former Chair of the Parish Council, you are fully aware that the Parish Council has delegated 

responsibility for preparing the Neighbourhood Plan to the Steering Group, and that the most appropriate way to 

engage with the Neighbourhood Plan is through the Steering Group and by respecting the established 

processes.  Procedures put in place during the time you were Parish Council Chair clearly set out that any 

correspondence received by the Parish Clerk in connection with the Neighbourhood Plan are passed to the 

Steering Group for action. You are also familiar with the protocol under which the Parish Clerk circulates 

correspondence to all Parish Councillors.   
  
Hence your request "that the matter be referred to the Parish Council to give instruction to the Steering Group" 

is somewhat moot, as the Parish Council has already seen all this correspondence for the reasons set out above, 

and there is in fact no need for me to refer the matter. If the Parish Council is minded to act on your email and 

give instruction it can do so, but in the meantime the Neighbourhood Plan will proceed with its planned work. 
  
As you know, our process is that sites are first tested for suitability under criteria developed through community 

consultation, then the site(s) which perform best are selected as preferred sites and go through more rigorous 

testing, preparation of site design briefs and viability testing, all of which must happen before a site can 

ultimately be allocated.  Preferred sites can be (and have been) eliminated for technical, availability, or other 

reasons. Failure by a promoter to provide satisfactory evidence that known issues such as access arrangements 

across 'ransom strips' have been resolved are likely to result in a preferred site being downgraded or eliminated. 

If preferred sites are eliminated or downgraded, and replacements are needed to deliver the housing target, then 

additional sites will be brought forward from the 'pool' of non preferred sites.   
  
The way to promote your land is by providing the Steering Group with robust evidence related to the site 

assessment criteria that would materially impact on site scoring, and thereby justify a change in its status from a 

non-preferred to a preferred site. Any such evidence that is put forward will be given careful and impartial 

consideration whoever is assigned to the task. The criteria definitions are set out in page 1-3 of this document, 

and any evidence you submit will be tested against these criteria.  Information that does not relate to these 

criteria will not be taken into account in site scoring, but when reviewing site scoring we will give weight to any 

other relevant evidence such as the refusal of the 5 dwellings application (18/02675/OUT) on your land, and for 

which the officer report stated that "the proposal is considered unacceptable in principle". 
  
Your assertion that "it is not in your or other members of the steering group interests to revisit certain sites 

suitability" is entirely unwarranted given that my earlier email makes it clear that a working group had been 

assigned to examine the evidence you had put forward, but as a minimum, we require you to provide a clear 

definition of the site boundaries to which your submissions relate before we can make any assessment.  A vague 
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description such as 'land that they own at Gardenstone Farm' is not sufficient as different parts of the field are 

likely to score differently on some of the criteria. However, I repeat that the working group will not meet with 

you to discuss site design for an unassessed or non-preferred site, nor will the Steering Group suspend work on 

preferred sites while a new site or new evidence is being assessed.  You are of course welcome to make full use 

of the copious information published on the Neighbourhood Plan website to assist you in preparing any 

submission, or attend any public meetings of the Steering Group. 
  
The published information includes the November 2018 Housing Needs assessment and the associated advice 

from the Rural Housing Enabler on an appropriate response to address those needs. There is sufficient capacity 

in the remaining preferred site to achieve the Rural Housing Enabler's recommendation while meeting most of 

the preferences expressed in the Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire.   
  
The change from a multi-site strategy to a single site strategy arises out of a change in circumstance, namely the 

reduced target of 25 homes.  The Steering Group, after careful consideration to the consultation evidence 

gathered over the last 3 years, recommended a single site strategy using this particular preferred site as being the 

best fit to the consultation evidence as a whole. This was not a rushed decision and the recommendation was 

subsequently submitted to review by community consultation, and was endorsed by a 3 to 1 

majority.  Consequently the Steering Group do not see a need to bring forward an additional site at this time.   
  
We note your selection of comments favourable to your case from the consultation, but we point out that these 

are not representative of the overall balance of opinion which supported the Steering Group recommendation.   
  
We also note your offer that "whatever was wanted would be built".  However, proceeding on the basis of good 

faith landowner assurances rather than commitments enforceable under policy exposes the plan to avoidable 

risks, and would not be prudent. 
  
In summary we await your clarification of site boundaries, and confirm that an invitation to attend a meeting of 

the working group is not available. 
  
Regards 
Allan Mortimer 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Chairman 
  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  
From: Mark DM Jones  

To: Allan Mortimer  

CC: cllr.bridget.fortune@hambleton.gov.uk; rudbyparish@btinternet.com 

Sent: Fri, 14 Jun 2019 16:53 

Subject: RE: Neighbourhood Plan 
Allan 
  
I would request that the matter be referred to the Parish Council to give instruction to the Steering 

group. Clearly it is not in your or other members of the steering group interests to revisit certain sites 

suitability. However, consultation in the village clearly indicated that the residents would prefer 

development spread about the village. 3 sites were selected of which 1 has got a separate planning 

consent and 1 has been rejected as unsuitable. So the village is left with 1, not what your research 

indicated. 
  
There are only 2 land owners asking to engage with the steering group, both of which are sites of 

considerable merit, but happen to be in close proximity to long standing members of the steering 

group. I hope the assessment of the site at Gardenstone has been delegated to an impartial sub-group 

of the steering group. So a brief meeting will not be any strain on the capacity of the sub-group. 

Armstrong Richardson owns an extensive tract of land and is not looking to promote it all. How much 

entirely depends on how much the village would like to develop. The surface of the footpath depends 

entirely on what the village would like, anything can be provided. 
  



I would like to point out errors in the responses to comments from the workshops on 6th and 10th 

April. 
  
There are numerous comments along the lines of: 
The reduced number of houses required provides the opportunity to look at a number of smaller sites - 

more in keeping with the existing village than a single large site of standard builders' houses. 
Local peoples businesses to be used. Not national companies  
  
  
Most of the responses are variations of: 
Small sites would have adverse implications for delivery of the preferred housing mix. The 

Neighbourhood Plan can have some influence on design issues through policies and site design briefs. 

However, the choice of builder is a matter for the site promoter/developer and outside the scope of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 
  
There would be no adverse implications on Armstrong Richardson’s site, irrespective of the size of 

development. As the land owner is a local business whatever the housing number the Neighbourhood 

Plan can have detailed input on the design, site layout and housing mix. Whatever was wanted would 

be built. Even the choice of builder can be approved by the Neighbourhood Plan group if desired. 
  
The responses are simply misleading as working with local land owners would enable the village to 

expand whilst maintaining the individuality and feeling of the existing village. 
  
In your rush to put all development into one site, the Neighbourhood Plan group has failed to establish 

the viability of sites. At present the ‘preferred’ site can only be accessed via a ransom strip owned by 

Broadacres. Increased site costs mean that a commercial developer will be less likely to build what the 

village really needs. Such as bungalows for down-sizing, which are land hungry but low yielding. 

Please can you let me know what work has been done on viability vs design and product mix? In 

contrast to what you put in your responses, the Neighbourhood Plan can have detailed input into the 

design and mix, if they choose to engage with the land owners. Armstrong Richardson’s site has 

direct access onto the highway and is not subject to any ransom strips. 
  
Kind regards 
  
Mark 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
From: Mark DM Jones  
To: Allan Mortimer  
CC: cllr.bridget.fortune@hambleton.gov.uk <cllr.bridget.fortune@hambleton.gov.uk>; 
rudbyparish@btinternet.com <rudbyparish@btinternet.com> 
Sent: Mon, 10 Jun 2019 14:51 
Subject: RE: Neighbourhood Plan 

 
Allan 

  
As indicated in my previous email Armstrong Richardson are very happy to work closely with 
the local community to provide exactly what is required. This in contrast to other sites where 
a developer or builder would maximise value within the parameters they have been given. 
  
Therefore if you could let me know the working group is going to meet as I would be keen to 
meet with them and discuss the options directly. 
  
Kind regards 

Mark 



  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  
From: Allan Mortimer  
Sent: 10 June 2019 14:38 
To: Mark DM Jones 
Cc: cllr.bridget.fortune@hambleton.gov.uk; rudbyparish@btinternet.com 
Subject: Re: Neighbourhood Plan 
  
Hi Mark, 
  
Further to my email of 6th June,  could you please provide some additional information so that the 
working group can review the site assessment for any impacts on site scoring: 

• A map indicating the boundaries of the land now being promoted and the anticipated routing of 
the proposed footpath 

• Clarification on the status of the path  (PRoW, permissive route etc.), type of construction (sealed 
or unsealed surface etc), and anticipated maintenance arrangements. 

If you can provide a response by 21st June, the working group should be able to complete their review 
before the 1st July Steering Group meeting. 
  
Regards 
Allan Mortimer 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Chairman. 
  
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   
  

-----Original Message----- 
From: Allan Mortimer  
To: mdmj  
CC: cllr.bridget.fortune <cllr.bridget.fortune@hambleton.gov.uk>; rudbyparish 
<rudbyparish@btinternet.com> 
Sent: Thu, 6 Jun 2019 18:02 
Subject: Fwd: Neighbourhood Plan 

Hi Mark, 
  
Thank you for your email of 20th May requesting that Armstrong Richardson "engage with the Parish 
Council in providing some of the requirement for more housing on land that they own at Gardenstone 
Farm". Your email was passed to the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group for attention under a protocol 
which you will be familiar with from your time on the Parish Council, and it was discussed at the Steering 
Group meeting on Monday 3rd June.   
  
In order to maintain momentum on the Neighbourhood Plan project we will deal with your, and any 
other, submissions in parallel with work on preferred sites, but work on preferred sites will be given 
priority in resource allocation. 
  
It is our understanding, based on the description of the site in your email, that the land you are promoting 
is either part or all of the sites which have already been assessed by the Neighbourhood Plan in 2017 
(S/073/009 and S/073/010), and which were not selected as preferred sites.  I would remind you that 
Armstrong Richardson did engage with the Neighbourhood Plan on these sites through your agent, Mark 
Barlow.  He presented at the 'developer event' organised by the Steering Group on 24th September 2017, 
and engaged in correspondence on site assessment and scoring. 
  
The Steering Group have received a similar request from the promoter of another non-preferred site.  Due 
to cost, resource, and schedule considerations the Steering Group have already advised the other site 
promoter that we do not have capacity to engage in preparation of site design briefs other than on 
preferred sites.  Our position with respect to your enquiry is the same (i.e. that we do not have capacity), 



and any other site promoters of non-preferred sites making similar approaches will also be advised of 
this position. 
  
However, each such enquiry will be screened to check whether any new evidence is being presented 
which could impact on site scoring, although I would remind you that our process is assessment of sites 
and not of development proposals.  Consequently, at the Steering Group meeting of 3rd June a working 
group was assigned the task of reviewing the points raised in your email.  The group will report back to 
the next Steering Group meeting, and should any of the issues raised in your email have a material impact 
on site scoring, the preferred/non-preferred status of your site could change.  We have a similar exercise 
in progress on another non-preferred site.   
  
I will update you on whether there is any change in status of your site after the next steering group 
meeting. 
  
Regards 
Allan Mortimer 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Chairman 
  
  
  
  
  
  
 

 


