
Dear Mr. Mortimer, 
 
Following a discussion with our client, we are able to provide you with a response below to 
your e-mail communication of Tuesday 28th May 2019. 
 
 

1.1 We highlighted in our report what we consider to be fundamental weaknesses of the 
NDP process as it has been applied in Hutton Rudby, and it is only fair that these issues 
are diligently considered by the NDP Steering Group, otherwise we are confident that 
these flaws will be exposed by the appointed Examiner in due course. 
 

1.2 The site selection process in any statutory planning process should remain fluid until 
a given plan is adopted and should not just be assessed and considered on the basis 
of the selection process and its available evidence at a given point time. This is 
especially true when we believe that there are serious question marks about the 
nature of the site selection process, the scores allocated and the obvious changes that 
have taken place relative to that process that have taken place more recently within 
the settlement, notably the construction of the new supermarket and ancillary uses 
and the closure of the previous village store. 
 

1.3 We have not misunderstood the NDP scoring system as you assert in your detailed 
letter of response, but instead we have undertaken a critical comparison between the 
NDP system, NDP allocated scores and our own scores based upon the evidence 
available which is set out in our report in black and white. It is our opinion that the 
NDP scoring system is weak, unsubstantiated by critical evidence, is inherently biased 
and out of date. 
 

1.4 We appreciate that the Neighbourhood Plan should comply with the Development 
Plan in strategic terms, but to simply dismiss the supporting background evidence 
produced about the emerging Local Plan process contained within our report, in our 
opinion, is ill advised, as it both sets the scene for the draft NDP and it provides critical 
evidence about the site selection process, the associated scoring criteria and the 
scores allocated relevant to the NDP. 
 

1.5 We feel that the NDP Steering Group should have been more aware of the Local Plan 
process from the outset rather than bypassing it.  

 
1.6 We understand that mitigation measures are a consideration later in your process, but 

we have brought forward many of these issues to illustrate what an excellent site 
Embleton farm actually is. We are pleased to hear that these will be given 
consideration appropriate to the stage when they are received, although you also 
indicate that you do not favour our clients site regardless of the evidence. 
Furthermore, you seek to divert attention away from the weaknesses of the selection 
system by asking extremely detailed questions that should logically be brought 
forward as part of a detailed planning application.  
 
 



1.7 You have made a number of highly detailed comments about the site within our report 
and associated leaflet related to its promotion. We believe that you have 
misunderstood that this is a promotional document rather than a detailed planning 
application and so not everything has been submitted as would have be the case if 
this had been a detailed planning application.  

 
1.8 We would state that our client is prepared to address all of the very many detailed 

points you have raised. However, this would only be considered appropriate if this is 
part of a comparable new or revised site evaluation and scoring system in the light 
of the new evidence provided about the site when compared with other sites that 
are available/presently favoured. We also believe that all developers putting sites 
forward should provide their offer so that the NDP does not just focus upon housing, 
but associated betterment for the community, which we perceive is very much a 
secondary consideration by the NDP Steering Group at this stage. 
 

 
1.9 Detailed Points: 

 

• Site Boundaries The error you have highlighted is very minor and hardly 
noticeable. It merely reflects the fact that we did not use the same drawing 
programme as the company that produced the promotional brochure on 
behalf of the client. The important issue is that the site is not and will not be 
within the Consultation Zone, discussed above.  

• Pipeline We have already advised that dwellings are outside the Consultation 
Zone and is clearly not within it; accordingly, we have no reason to believe 
that dwellings cannot be built on that part of the site, which is why it was 
scored amber by us in our report. Details about the pipeline and its position, 
the significance of different zones etc. will already be familiar to you already. 
For example, the zones and their significance are addressed under 
application DM/19/01/01186/FPA. Please see link below: 
http://documents.hambleton.gov.uk/NorthgatePublicDocs/01792746.pdf 

• Allotments A Section 106 Agreement is proposed as part of a detailed planning 
application which would illustrate area of dedication, parking, access etc. The 
proposal is likely that a Trust or managing agency to be formed. This is a point 
of detail at this stage in the process, but we would be happy for the community 
to be involved in the detailed process to deliver this betterment for the 
community if the site is selected. 

• Footpaths There will be no loss of any Public Rights of Way, but diversions are 
commonly applied as part of affected planning applications and there are 
agreed procedures to ensure this happens correctly. We are prepared to 
designate the proposed new route as a Public Right of Way, delivered by a 
Section 106 Agreement though clearly not all of it would be accessible to all 
due to existing slopes in Hundale Gill. Funding of the proposed bridge and 
PROW, upgrading of the other bridge etc. would be funded from the proposed 
development and maintenance would either be the same as the current PROW 
across the site with all PROW’s or else maintenance could form part of the 
S106 Agreement. Once again, we are prepared to involve the local community 

http://documents.hambleton.gov.uk/NorthgatePublicDocs/01792746.pdf


in the process as part of a detailed application if the site is selected as a 
preferred site. 

• Site Access and Roadways  We will provide access as may be required to ensure 
highway safety for all vehicles that will use it, in accordance with all Highway 
Authority Standards commensurate with the nature and quantum of the 
proposed use and existing uses. I am advised that the access under the control 
of our client is up to the abutment with the adopted highway.  

• Green Space We agree that the site is not proposed for local greenspace which 
would be inappropriate, but we have nevertheless identified the principle of 
greenspace as part of a detailed scheme which includes sustainable drainage.  

 
1.10 Planning application 18/0768/OUT did not have a Decision Notice available at 

the time that we prepared our report, since the Decision Notice comprises the 
decision. Any issues discussed as part of this application would not be the same as 
those for the promoted site since every planning application is different and decided 
upon its individual planning merits, including the nature and quality of the supporting 
documentation. The housing mix is only indicative at this stage and we understand 
that it has not been considered in any detail for any other site in the settlement at the 
present time, although our client will provide what is deemed appropriate, including 
all statutory requirements. 
 

1.12 We do not believe that it is necessary to respond to various other points of 
detail raised about our report at this stage. The important thing to consider is that 
there is a fundamental problem with the NDP scoring system and its results which are 
not considered either fair, rational or objective (see paragraphs 1.1 – 1.8 above).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Glenn Mc Gill 
Director MD2Consulting Ltd.  
10th June 2019 


