
Site Name S/073/009 Draft Rev 1 Comments Considered & 

Justification For Any Changes

Rev 2 Comments Considered & 

Justification For Any Changes

Site Description Land to South of Belbrough Lane and West of Station Lane. 1.72 Ha.
Theme Criteria

Housing (1) Development should favour sites which would be viable for the delivery of all components of the preferred 

housing mix (which will include affordable housing, downsizing/bungalows, and market homes predominantly of 2-3 

bed size)

Land falls with modest gradient towards the South, and lies directly on highway.  Pavements on opposite side of Station Lane. #R2/13 #R2/14

Site Characteristics (2) Development should favour sites contained within or adjoining the village envelope. Site is separated from the existing built area by Belbrough Lane and Station Lane. #1, #10, #17, #24, #43

(3) Development should favour sites that avoid loss of prime agricultural land, high quality habitat, or other valued 

land.

Grade 3 Arable land #3, #11, #25, #44. 

(4) Development should favour sites that  can achieve a good access onto the adjacent road network The Eastern boundary fronts onto the 30mph Station Lane.  There is further direct frontage onto the 40mph Belbrough lane.  

It is noted that the developer proposes to access the site from Belbrough Lane. All sites are now assessed on the basis of the 

lowest speed limit available from technically feasible routes.  Developer and/or HDC preferences and justification for using 

alternative routes would be examined at site design brief stage.  Concerns about HGV traffic, blind junction and other road 

safety issues (including pedestrian safety) have been raised in comments on S/073/009 & S/073/010.

#4, #7,  #15, #28, #32 #R2/6 #R2/7 #R2/8

(5) Development should favour sites that do not result in impairment or loss of significant views from public spaces 

(roads or footpaths) as identified in the Settlement Character Assessment Workshops

Site is prominent in views towards the settlement.  Development of site would result in impairment of views identified in 

Settlement Character workshops. The site is shown as  being within an Area of Sensitivity within HDC's Settlement Character 

Assessment for Hutton Rudby.

#26, #41, #45

Settlement Character - 

Built Environment

(6) Development should favour sites that will not impact detrimentally on the conservation area or other significant 

buildings (listed buildings or non-designated heritage assets including associated grounds) or frontages as identified 

by the Settlement Character workshops. 

Not in conservation area.  Linden Grange (Grade II) lies to East of site, and Gardenstone Farm (Grade II) lies to the South.  The 

Old Vicarage (NDHA) lies to the North and Drumrauck Hall (NDHA) to the West.  There may be some adverse impact on the 

setting of the NDHAs and listed buildings.

#12, #18, #21, #42, #46

Settlement Character - 

Natural Environment

(7) Development should favour sites which present opportunities to protect or enhance Green Spaces, improve 

access for the public, or improve access for those with limited mobility

The closest proposed Green Space is the recreation area, which would neither be adversely affected or improved by 

development of this site.

#8, #30, #33, #47

(8) Development should favour sites which do not result in loss of open space in the Leven Valley Character Zone as 

defined in Settlement Character Workshops.

Site is outside the Leven Valley Character Zone 

Services & Facilities (9) Development should favour sites that offer opportunity to sustain or enhance community services or facilities. While HDC assessment suggests that "development of the site could provide opportunity to provide [additional] off-road 

parking for the adjacent play area", there is no evidence that there is a need for this. Development of the site may lead to 

reduction in Anti-Social Behaviour and would improve access to the recreation area for residents on Belbrough Lane.

#19, #22, #40, #48  Development 

of this site may reduce anti-social 

behaviour at play area, and 

would provide some 

improvement in access to 

recreation area for residents on 

Belbrough Lane

#R2/10

(10) Development should favour sites that offer a viable alternative to private cars to access services or otherwise 

encourage reduction in vehicle traffic within the village area.

Walking distance from village centre is approx. 1 km.  

Major services not located around the Village Green are at the following distances:

Village Hall: 380m GREEN

Shop:              950m RED

School:          480m AMBER

#27, #49 #R2/5

Traffic & Transport (11) Development should favour sites that provide opportunity to improve connectivity of footpaths and pavements 

within the village area.

Site lies at the edge of the settlement.  Developer proposes to incorporate footpath to Drumrauck Hall, but this would have 

extend well beyond the boundaries of S/073/009 so cannot be delivered by this site alone.

#2, #6, #9, #16, #31, #34, #36, 

#50

#R2/9

(12) Development should favour sites that can provide sufficient off-street parking spaces for the needs of the 

additional residents and visitors generated by the development itself

Site is large enough to allocate land for 25 homes with adequate parking at 25dph, but it is noted that HDC's view is that 

maximum yield for the site would be 20 homes.

#51.  This is a large site - too 

much weight was attributed to 

HDC view on density in assessing 

this criteria.

Pipeline (13) Development should favour sites where public safety is not adversely impacted by the presence of the high 

pressure ethylene pipeline

Pipeline is not in vicinity of site

Flood Risk (14) Development should favour sites not affected by Flood Zone 3, Flood zone 2 or with a history of surface water 

flooding

There are no flood zones 3 or 2 on the site. The Environment Area map shows an area towards the Southern end of the site at 

risk of surface water flooding, and areas adjacent to the site also at risk of surface water flooding.

#20, #23, #29, #35, #39, #52

Habitat / Biodiversity (15) Development should favour sites which avoid loss of biodiversity Site has low biodiversity value, has no TPOs on or adjacent to site, and is more than 100m from any SINC

Comment No Comment Response

1 Requested Change: Criteria (2) From RED To RED. "The way this criteria is being applied leads to strange results. This 

site is RED whereas site S/125/005 is rated AMBER. It is clear that site 73/009 is more within the village envelope than 

S/125/005".

Response: Noted. The use of physical features such as roads or becks to define development limits is a common practice.  

Support for use of this approach within the Neighbourhood Plan can be traced back to the Nov 2016 questionnaire where 

81% of responses said such boundaries were important or very important for site selection criteria.    

2 Requested Change: Criteria (11) From AMBER To RED. "As there are no opportunities to improve connectivity, in fact 

there's no connectivity it has to be RED".

Response: Noted.  To be assessed as RED would require reduction in existing connectivity which would not occur.

3 Requested Change: Criteria (3) RED To RED. "Proposed site entails loss of good arable land and loss of significant 

views".

Response: Noted. These are the reasons why Criteria 3 & 5 are assessed as RED.



4 Requested Change: Criteria (4) From GREEN To RED. "Proposed dangerous access onto Belbrough Lane". Response: Noted.  Developer's presentation indicated that their preferred access would be onto the current 40mph zone of 

Belbrough Lane, but an access onto the 30mph Station Lane could be provided so in accordance with the criteria the site is 

assessed as GREEN.  

5 Requested Change: Criteria (10) RED To RED. "Village amenities are beyond reasonable walking distance especially 

for the elderly".

Response: Noted:  The overall performance on the criteria is RED, but the Village Hall and School score better as individual 

locations.

6 Requested Change: Criteria (11) AMBER To RED. "Footpaths either non existent or inadequate with little scope for 

improvement".

Response: Noted.  See response to comment #2

7 Requested Change: Criteria (4) From GREEN To RED. "Road is used by many HGVs heading to Preston's yard". Response: Noted.  This does not alter the assessment.

8 Requested Change: Criteria (7) From AMBER To RED. "Will make a visual impact on the entrance to the village - 

detrimental".

Response: No Change. Criteria 7 relates to Green Space, but the comment would seem to be more related to criteria 5 which 

is assessed as RED.

9 Requested Change: Criteria (11) AMBER To RED. "Site is well outside the village - all residents would have to use cars 

to access village".

Response: Noted.  See response to comments #2 & #5.  Comment appears more related to criteria 10 which is assessed as 

RED.

10 Requested Change: Criteria (2) RED To RED. "Site is located on the other side of station lane." Response: Noted.

11 Requested Change: Criteria (3) RED To RED. "Site is Grade 3 arable and would be a loss to the farming community" Response: Noted.

12 Requested Change: Criteria (5) RED To RED. "This view is unique in the village as the vista of the Cleveland Hills is 

framed by vast tracts of farmland"

Response: Noted.

13 Requested Change: Criteria (10) RED To RED. "Distance from the village centre is approx. 1km which will result in 

traffic increasing if residents need to get to the centre of the SPAR."

Response: Noted.

14 Requested Change: Unspecified Criteria To GREEN. "Criteria weighted against Belbrough from the start.  Proposed 

green area.

Response: Noted. This comment appears to be based on a misconception.  A Green Space proposal for the arable field was 

submitted to HDC in the Local Plan. It is not supported by HDC or by the Neighbourhood Plan Settlement Character work so is 

given no weight in the site assessment.  Designation of the recreation area as Green Space is supported by both HDC and the 

Neighbourhood Plan.

15 Requested Change: Unspecified Criteria (4?) To GREEN. "Good Access why RED." Response: No Change. It is assessed as GREEN.  

16 Requested Change: Unspecified Criteria (11?) To GREEN. "Distance same as many others but says well outside 

village"

Response: No Change. See response to comment #5

17 Requested Change: Unspecified Criteria (2?) To GREEN. "The site falls within the village envelope, houses on two 

sides so this site is prime building location, close to access roads etc. No different to extending the village boundary 

than Paddocks End was. Should be considered in the same way."

Response: No Change. Criteria and traffic light definitions were developed through community consultation, and the site has 

been assessed as RED according to the agreed definitions. The decision on Paddocks Ends was made within an entirely 

separate framework before the Neighbourhood Plan process was initiated.

18 Requested Change: Criteria (6) from AMBER To RED. Development would detract from the listed (Grade II) buildings.  

They need to stand alone

Response: No Change.  The site commentary indicates the listed buildings and  NDHAs where there may be impacts.  Further 

assessment to quantify impacts would be required if the site was selected.

19 Requested Change: Criteria (9) from AMBER To RED. This site will not enhance services as no extra parking is 

required.

Response: Revised to GREEN. The reasons for this change are set out in the response to Comment #48, and is unconnected 

with car parking. To be assessed as RED the development would have to result in  loss or impairment of facilities which would 

not occur.  A change to RED is, therefore, not justified.  The existing carpark provides 11 spaces which appears to be sufficient 

to meet demand.

20 Requested Change: Criteria (14) from AMBER To RED. The area floods every year and will not cope with extra run-off 

from hard surfaces after a deluge.

Response: No Change. The site has been assessed as AMBER in accordance with the criteria.  Management of run-off would 

be addressed during the planning application stage should the site be selected.  As the site exceeds 1 Ha, a site specific flood 

risk assessment would be required. 

21 Requested Change: Criteria (6) from AMBER To RED. Development would detract from the listed building in vicinity. Response: No Change: See response to comment #18

22 Requested Change: Criteria (9) from AMBER To RED. There is no identified need for additional parking at this site. Response: Noted.  See response to comment #19



23 Requested Change: Criteria (14) from AMBER To RED. The Environment Area map shows a clear risk of surface water 

flooding - as do areas adjacent to the site. Road flooding has been evident at ??? times.

Response: No Change.  See response to comment #20

24 Requested Change: Criteria (2) from RED To RED. This site is NOT within the village envelope. Response: Noted - Criteria is assessed as RED

25 Requested Change: Criteria (3) from RED To RED. This site would NOT avoid loss of prime agricultural land. Response: Noted - Criteria is assessed as RED

26 Requested Change: Criteria (5) from RED To RED. Arguably, more than any other site, this site results in loss of views 

identified in SC workshops - for villagers, visitor, cyclists, ramblers etc.

Response: Noted - Criteria is assessed as RED

27 Requested Change: Criteria (10) from RED To RED.  Distance from village centre would mean an increase in traffic 

towards village in addition to HGV vehicles already prevalent (Prestons of Potto).

Response: Noted - Criteria is assessed as RED

28 Requested Change: Criteria (4) from GREEN To RED. Dangerous and blind junctions including access to children's play 

area.

Response: Noted.  Access will have to meet highways standards if the site is selected - this would be addressed at the site 

design brief stage.  Site meets the requirements for a GREEN assessment. A note on this concern has been added to the site 

commentary.

29 Requested Change: Criteria (14) from AMBER To RED.  Serious flooding occurs several times per year. Flood water 

egresses to adjacent (east side) fields and into Linden Grange and Park houses.

Response: No Change. See response to comment #20

30 Requested Change: Criteria (7) from AMBER To RED.  Development would obliterate the special and much valued 

view of the Cleveland Hills from Belbrough Lane.

Response: No Change. Impact on views is taken into account in Criteria 5 which is assessed as RED.

31 Requested Change: Criteria (11) from AMBER To RED.  It will increase pedestrian traffic across the top of Station 

Lane which is a blind junction.

Response: Noted: Development of this site would not increase walking distances for other parts of the village, so a RED 

assessment is not justified. A note on this concern has been added to the site commentary.

32 Requested Change: Criteria (4) from GREEN To RED. The eastern boundary is a fast road and frontage onto 

Belbrough Lane has restricted views. 

Response: No Change. See response to comment #4

33 Requested Change: Criteria (7) from AMBER To RED.  Access for those with limited mobility would be dangerous 

where ever they chose to cross the road to access the village.

Response: No Change. This criteria is concerned with access to Green Spaces, and not with access to the village from the site. 

34 Requested Change: Criteria (11) from AMBER To RED.  Red as there is no opportunity to improve the connectivity 

here. 

Response: Noted. A RED assessment would require loss of existing connectivity which would not occur.

35 Requested Change: Criteria (14) from AMBER To RED.  There is a long history of serious flooding on Station Lane. 

Development would increase  this problem.

Response: No Change. See response to comment #20

36 Requested Change: Criteria (11) from AMBER To RED.  It does not make sense for Criteria 11 to be amber as this site 

does not provide the opportunity to improve connectivity within the village area, since it is not within the village area.

Response: Noted.  A RED assessment would require loss of existing connectivity which would not occur.

37 Requested Change: Unspecified Criteria To RED.  When owners or their agents talk about the need for 'low density' 

development this suggests that it is the wrong site.  This sort of reference should give the site a RED classification.

Response: Noted. This comment does not appear to relate to any particular criteria.

38 Requested Change: Unspecified Criteria  From Green To RED.  Suggestions that the fall is modest - this is incorrect.  

Building at the top is ????????? Even though the owners agent suggests bungalows to overcome the problem. Yet 

they accept that a bungalow can be extended upwards in future.  This should make the current green classification 

RED.

Response: No Change: The context suggests that the comment is intended to relate to criteria 1 which is concerned with 

economic viability, however, the points raised are more related to site design issues, or possibly views (Criteria 5 which is 

assessed as RED).  

39 Requested Change: Unspecified Criteria (14) From AMBER To RED.  Flood risk - this ???? and the road is flooded 

every year. In 2007 my wife's car was written off as a result.

Response: No Change. See response to comment #20

40 Requested Change: None: Unspecified Criteria (9?) From AMBER To RED.  At the site owner's meeting on 24/9/17 

reference was made to increased parking for the play area.  I walk past this location every day (virtually) & have never 

seen the car park full. So extra is not required.

Response: Noted. The existing 11 space carpark appears to be sufficient.

41 Requested Change: Criteria (5).  Amend the commentary.  Request the following be added: "The site is shown as  

being within an Area of Sensitivity within HDC's Settlement Character Assessment for Hutton Rudby".  That the area is 

within an Area of Sensitivity is a material consideration to be taken into account in site assessment.

Response: Noted. The suggested change is factually correct and provides additional support for the RED assessment. 

42 Requested Change: Criteria (6).  Change from AMBER to RED. Acknowledging the commentary in relation to Site 

Characteristics as set out above [in comment 41 ] as amplified by our comments based on HDC's Settlement 

Character Assessment for Hutton Rudby, it is requested that the classification be changed from 'amber' to 'red'.

Response: Noted.

43 Requested Change: Criteria (2).  Change from RED to GREEN.

 a) As described both sites S/073/010 adjoin residential housing and the provision of a road is not grounds for arguing 

that the site is separated from a residential area (by definition a ‘Red’ score is surely intended to score isolated 

remote sites negatively?). 

b) In addition to the northern and eastern boundaries being bound by residential areas I also take the opportunity to 

highlight that the south western boundary is bounded by the village playing field to the south east.  Further and as 

mentioned in my presentation building adjacent and overlooking the playing field should also receive further credit as 

this will provide passive surveillance and thus reduce ASB.

c) I therefore request that this site is reassessed and scored ‘Green.’

d) Although not of our concern but in absolute fairness we note site S/125/006 also has common boundaries and 

should similarly be scored Green. 

Response: No Change. 

a) The criteria and traffic light definitions which were  developed through community consultation are quite clear, and the site 

has been scored in accordance with the definitions.  The use of physical features such as roads or becks to define 

development limits is a common practice.  Support for use of this approach within the Neighbourhood Plan can be traced 

back to the Nov 2016 questionnaire where 81% of responses said such boundaries were important or very important for site 

selection criteria.    

b) The definitions explicitly state built up area.  The playing field is separated from the built up area by Station Lane, and does 

not itself form part of the built up area.  Impact on anti-social behaviour is not relevant to this criteria, but claimed benefit is 

considered in the context of criteria 9.

c) Site has been assessed as RED in accordance with the criteria definitions.

d) S/125/006 satisfies the criteria for a GREEN assessment and has been rated accordingly.



44 Requested Change: Criteria (3).  Change from RED to GREEN.

a) Again as explained in my presentation I have taken professional advice from local ecologist EcoSurv (Hutton Rudby) 

who concurs that arable land is of a lower ecological value than pasture land which is technically given the same 

value as a “desert” (in his own words).  I believe your current scoring is therefore incorrect and all sites should be 

reassessed.

b) I also note reference in the scoring criteria for the loss of hedgerows & Trees etc. as further justification to score 

the site negatively which would understandably offer ecological benefit.  You will note however that neither sites 

S/073/009 & S/073/010 are not proposing the loss of either on our site but in fact the retention and protection of the 

few trees on the site.

c) I respectfully suggest all sites are re-evaluated with sites S/073/009 & S/073/010 therefore being scored ‘Amber,’ 

second to brownfield land but not as important as pasture land.

Response: No Change. 

a) That arable land is very poor habitat is not disputed.  However, habitat is not the only aspect to this criteria as can be seen 

from a full reading of the definitions.  The criteria address the potential impacts of change from the current land use to a 

residential development by considering  three distinct aspects: productivity for food production, recreational use, and 

biodiversity.   For the food production aspect, the criteria follows the hierarchy of the Agricultural Land Use classification 

which ranks best and most versatile arable land at the top, and grazing land in the middle.  This is consistent with para 112 of 

the NPPF which states "Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and 

most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local 

planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality." For the 

biodiversity aspect, the assessment ranks grazing land above arable, but also makes reference to 'biodiversity potential' 

scoring to identify sites where there is likely to be greater biodiversity than is evident from the general land use classification.  

Additional aspects of biodiversity are considered within Criteria 15.This particular criteria address the impacts of change from 

the current land use to a residential development by considering  three distinct aspects: productivity for food production, 

recreational use, and biodiversity.   For food production, the criteria follows the hierarchy of the Agricultural Land Use 

classification which ranks best and most versatile arable land at the top, and grazing land in the middle.  This is consistent 

with para 112 of the NPPF "Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best 

and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local 

planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality." For the 

biodiversity aspect, the assessment ranks grazing land above arable, but also makes reference to 'biodiversity potential' 

scoring to identify sites where there is likely to be greater biodiversity than is evident from the general land use classification.  

Additional aspects of biodiversity are considered within Criteria 15.  This site has been assessed as RED due to the loss of 

arable land from food production if the site were developed.

b) There are no such references. In criteria 15 which deals solely with biodiversity the site is assessed as GREEN and the 

commentary notes that "site has low biodiversity value".

c) This point has already been addressed.  The site has been correctly assessed as RED due to the loss of arable land from 

food production.  Neither these sites, nor any others need to be re-evaluated because the commenter has failed to read the 

definitions fully.
45 Requested Change: Criteria (5).  Change from RED to GREEN.

a) Whilst it is accepted that the site is in a prominent location within the perceived village curtilage, consideration 

should be given to the topography of the site as it falls away from the corner of Belbrough lane and Station road.  

b) As explained within my presentation it is proposed (and could be specifically referenced in the neighbourhood 

plan) that the top of the site is developed solely with bungalows to a low density.  This will mitigate and prevent the 

loss of far reaching views out of the village. 

c) May I also take the opportunity to highlight that the site is currently bounded by a mature hedge (which we believe 

is to be retained and infilled in the forthcoming planting season offering enhanced ecological benefit to the site as 

referenced above).  Further management of the hedge (and in particular its height in the case of residential 

development) will ensure views of the hills are therefore maintained.  Alternatively if left unmanaged and 

undeveloped views will not be protected and could be lost.  

d) I therefore argue that both sites S/073/009 & S/073/010 should (subject to relevant design control via the 

neighbourhood plan) should actually be scored Green in recognition of the topography and design proposals.

Response: No Change.

a) It is agreed that the site is in a prominent location.  It is not agreed that it is within the village curtilage, as it is an arable 

field outside development limits and separated from the built form by roads.  The topography of the site forms part of the 

vista which is valued by the community.  

b) Any development of the site would result in significant impairment or obstruction of views as a view with buildings in the 

foreground is fundamentally different from one over a field into the wider landscape.  

c) The assertion that a view should be protected by developing  the site as the landowner may fail to maintain the hedge has 

no merit. 

d)  The site has been correctly assessed as RED in accordance with the criteria and traffic light definitions.

46 Requested Change: Criteria (6).  Change from AMBER to GREEN.

a) I would disagree that any proposal has an adverse affect on the NDHA’s. 

b) Protection of the NDHA via this score is surely intended to protect against inappropriate development within the 

grounds of or immediately adjacent to its boundary? 

c) 'Drunrauck hall is located 240M to the west of site S/073/009 and not visible at all due to the curvature of 

Belbrough lane and the vegetation.  

d) The Od Vicarage is 120M to the north set back from Belbrough lane in an elevated position. 

e) It would be very difficult to argue that development of either sites S/073/009 or S/073/010 which also falls away 

topographically would result in any effect on either NDHA’s.  I would therefore conclude that the separation 

distances are sufficient that site 9 and 10 do not represent any adverse impact on NDHA’s.  In my professional 

opinion both sites should therefore be scored Green.

Response: No Change.

a) Noted. HDC opinion set out in the Local Plan consultation documents differs.

b) The buffer zones of heritage buildings often extend well beyond their curtilage and can include views of them from within 

the wider landscape which forms their setting. 

c)  We estimate the distance as 180m. Views of Drumrauck Hall from Station Lane and Black Horse Lane would be impacted to 

some extent by development of S/073/009 or 010.

d) We estimate the distance as approximately 90m.

e) As already stated in the response to para a) HDC's opinion differs.

47 Requested Change: Criteria (7).  Change from AMBER to GREEN.

a) The negative scoring of this criteria is quite frankly incorrect as the site could not be any closer to a green space as 

it adjoins one!  Not only that but the green space in question is in fact the only playing field in the village.

b) As highlighted at the developer presentation, development of the site will seek to improve pedestrian access to the 

playing field and also provide additional parking (as requested by HDC) and most importantly provide passive 

surveillance with family housing overlooking the field.  

c) Positioning housing overlooking public spaces is a proven urban design tactic recommended by CABE in designing 

housing estates which is also endorsed and referenced in ‘Secured by Design’ as ‘good practice’ to eradicate and 

deter Anti Social Behaviour.

d) I feel very strongly that this site, particularly in comparison with others should actually receive the highest score 

possible and thus be scored Green

Response: No Change.

a) An AMBER assessment on this criteria is a neutral assessment, not a negative one as is clear from the definition 

"Development of the site would have no impact on access to or size of Green Space". Proximity is not disputed, however, 

proximity in itself does not justify a green assessment. 

b) The site is already very accessible to the existing village residents by pavements, and by road with an 11 space carpark 

which is adequate for needs.  Development of the site would not make a material difference to accessibility of the recreation 

area. Any improvements in access are given consideration in the context of criteria 9.  Additional parking  could only be 

considered a benefit if there is a need to satisfy, and as there is no evidence of need this can be given no weight.  The claimed 

benefit of deterrence of anti-social behaviour is considered in the context of Criteria 9. 

c) Noted. This is considered in the context of criteria 9.

d) The recreation area is a community facility located on a Green Space, and the function cannot be separated from the form 

so the same benefits cannot be attributed to both criteria 7 and criteria 9.   The benefits claimed are more associated with the 

function as a community facility, than its form as a Green Space and are therefore given credit in criteria 9, but not in criteria 

7. 



48 Requested Change: Criteria (9).  Change from AMBER to GREEN.

a) As highlighted in response to previous criteria, credit should be given to the positive enhancements that could be 

provided by developing adjacent to the official and only playing field in the village. HDC’s assessment is quite correct, 

that this site offers a unique opportunity to provide additional off-road  parking to the play area.  I do not understand 

the inference that there is no ned for this as I understand that whenever there is a children’s party or a football 

match at the playing field traffic, parking becomes an issue. 

b) Development here would clearly enhance and offer long term protection and sustainability for an existing 

community facility.  

c) As you will detect I feel very strongly that this criteria has been incorrectly scored and should be Green

Response: Revise AMBER to GREEN.

a) Concerns about anti-social behaviour have not featured in Neighbourhood Plan consultations, although they have been 

raised at the Parish Council.  There is no specific reference in the criteria definitions to ASB, and only a liberal interpretation of 

the definition of criteria 9 can create a link.  ASB benefits can therefore only be given limited weight in site selection.  There is 

also the possibility that development of the site might merely displace the ASB to a different location where it might be 

equally problematic or even worse, and so might be of no net benefit to the community. Nonetheless some credit is given for 

a potential improvement in the assessment of this criteria. Some improvement in access to the recreation area for ca. 20  

households on Belbrough Lane would also be achieved by development on this site, and there would be good access for the 

residents of the site itself. With regard to additional car parking no evidence of need has been provided, and the experience 

of local residents is that overspill from the 11 space car park rarely if ever happens.  The totality of benefits from ASB, 

improved access to the recreation area are considered to be taken fully into account in the reassessment of this criteria, and 

will be given no weight in the assessment of any other criteria.

b) Noted. This has been taken into account in the re-assessment.

c) Noted. The assessment has been revised.

49 Requested Change: Criteria (10).  Change from RED to GREEN.

a) To assess the village centre as an arbitrary place on the village green where no actual community facility is 

provided seems incorrect and quite frankly biased.

b) The assessment criteria should surely be used to favour sustainable sites that offer a viable alternative to private 

cars to access services or encourage a reduction in vehicle traffic within the village?

c) As highlighted at my developer presentation it would surely be more appropriate and sensible if all sites were 

scored on their proximity to services.  

d) In order to assess if a site is sustainable consideration should surely be given to all community facilities including 

but not limited to, the new supermarket, the school, public houses, the village hall and recreation spaces. Both sites 

S/073/009 & S/073/010 should be positively supported due to their proximity and easy walking distance to many of 

the facilities.

e) I recall from the public consultation I led for Garbutts lane that parking at and around the school is a serious health 

& safety issue and thus sites that reduce dependence on cars must surely be supported and scored positively for the 

benefit of the wider village?

f) In addition to its proximity to local amenities credit should also be given in scoring site S/073/010 that our client is 

also proposing to install a much needed public footpath to improve access to Drumrauck Hall.  

g) I understand that this has been requested by the residents around Drumrauck Hall for some time and that our 

client as land owner is the only viable option to provide this.  Further the provision of a safe pedestrian route will 

further reduce traffic and congestion at the school enabling families with pushchairs and small children to finally 

benefit from a safe route to the village amenities.

h) It light of above justification I would strongly recommend in my professional capacity that all sites are re-evaluated 

to ensure credit is given to truly sustainable sites that improve access and reduce traffic congestion.  Under my 

proposed scoring criteria I would suspect both sites S/073/009 & S/073/010 would score Green.

Response: No Change to Assessment, but add commentary to identify services located nearer to sites than village centre.

a) There is a cluster of services and facilities located around the village green: 3 pubs, the Hub (a café/community space), 

Church House (a community meeting space), a place of worship, the GP, a hairdresser, the allotments are within 80m of the 

nominal centre, and a beauty salon will shortly open in the former Post Office.  The definition of a criteria based on a nominal 

centre was developed through community consultation, and the location of the centre itself was chosen through a 

consultation exercise.  There is no bias.

b) Noted.  This is both the intent and the effect of the criteria, although it is acknowledged that many other methodologies 

could be used.

c) The method has been developed and agreed through community consultation.  Criteria definitions are settled, and 

revisions to them do not form part of this consultation.

d) As noted in the response to para c), the criteria definitions are settled.  However, commentary will be added to identify 

heavily used services that are located closer to sites than the village centre. 

e) School run congestion is one of a number of traffic concerns in the village, albeit the one perceived as having the most 

severe impact on local residents.  The other traffic issues frequently raised are: 'rat-running' through Doctors Lane, junction 

complexity/safety on Garbutts Lane in the vicinity of the new SPAR location, and the 'pinch point' at the Bay Horse.  An 

analysis of impacts of sites on all of these is being developed.

f) This point is considered in the context of Criteria 11 as a connectivity improvement. 

g) The criteria definitions are already settled and all sites have been assessed in accordance with them.

h) Noted.  The criteria and traffic light definitions have already been agreed through community consultation.  The purpose of 

this consultation is to ensure that they have been applied correctly.  However, it is noted that many of the village services are 

located at distances in excess of 800m from the site, so an overall Green rating from this site would seem unlikely from any 

methodology. 

50 Requested Change: Criteria (11).  Change from AMBER to GREEN.

a) As highlighted previously, both sites S/073/009 and particularly site S/073/010 is categorically not on the edge of 

the settlement as it borders the village playing field and the rest of the village on 2 sides.  

b) As also highlighted and referenced previously development of the site therefore offers an opportunity to provide 

enhanced pedestrian access and additional parking for the playing field (as identified as being required by HDC) and 

also as highlighted in the previous criteria with a new footpath link improving access between Drumrauck Hall and 

the rest of the village.  

c) As demonstrated opportunities do exist on this site to improve connectivity between existing residents and existing 

facilities.  

d) Clearly both sites S/073/009 and S/073/010 should score green.

Response: Revise No Change.

a) On the southern and western sides both sites border the open countryside, which makes a description of 'edge of village' 

entirely reasonable. The same descriptive text has been used for several other similarly positioned sites.

b) The footpath connectivity to the recreation area has been considered and given credit in the response to Criteria 9. 

Additional parking (which is not needed in any case) has no relevance to Criteria 11.  The primary focus of this criteria is 

opportunities to shorten walking distances, as is clear from the traffic light definitions, but it is agreed that a safer route is an 

improvement in connectivity albeit of benefit to only a small number of residents.  However, the footpath would need to 

extend well beyond the western edge of site 009, (and also in fact slightly beyond the western edge of site 010). The majority 

of the safety benefit would be realised in the portion to the west of site 009 where there is a bend and a very narrow verge. 

The benefit is, therefore, attributable to site 010, but not to 009. This is consistent with the assessments for sites S/073/005, 

006 & 012 which are also under common ownership and have an opportunity to improve connectivity - the smaller sub-sites 

which can only make a partial contribution are not given credit.

c) Noted. Assessment of S/073/010 has been revised

d) For the reasons set out in the response to para b) the benefit is attributed to S/073/010 only.

51 Requested Change: Criteria (12).  Change from AMBER to GREEN.

a) The site has an arbitrary boundary line identifying designation S/073/009 and S/073/010 not specifically requested 

by our client.  

b) I therefore highlight as per my earlier clarification that both sites can accommodate whatever density is deemed 

appropriate by the Neighbourhood Plan and / or allocation by HDC.  Likewise parking allocation can be determined at 

this same time due to the relatively low density inferred.

c) Noting that many of the other sites are scored Green it seems totally incorrect that this site is not scored green?

Response: Revise AMBER to GREEN

a ) Noted

b) Although the reasons given by HDC for proposing low density are considered valid, too much weight has been attached to 

their suggested allocation in the draft assessment.  There is sufficient land area available to justify a green assessment. 

Considerations of appropriate density would be addressed during the development of a site design brief if the site was 

selected.

c) Noted. Site has been reassessed as Green.



52 Requested Change: Criteria (14).  Change from AMBER to GREEN

a) The site is categorically not in any flood zones as evident on EA map: https://flood-map-for-

planning.service.gov.uk/summary/446495/505610. 

b) It is accepted that even thought site is not identified by the Environment Agency local knowledge should also be 

used if available and thus I have taken further research having been advised that sites S/073/009 and S/073/010 the 

top part of the sloping field) does not, and has not flooded.  

c) I have been advised that even during periods of free weather, flash surface water flooding does occur for limited 

periods at the bottom of the field but again understand that this is beyond S/073/009 and S/073/010.

d) In reality if sites S/073/009 & S/073/010 are in fact developed the site will need to comply with strict guidelines 

which will ensure that surface water run off is attenuated to absorb large volumes of rainfall and thus actually reduce 

flooding of the lower field and prevent any impact on the highway.

e) I would therefore argue that this site should in fact be scored positively as one of the best sites that would 

contribute to reducing flooding of a field beyond the sites themselves.

Response: No Change.

a) Noted. This is as stated in the commentary.

b) To give weight to this assertion, some suitable evidence would be required e.g. photographs showing surface water 

flooding beyond the site boundaries, but not on it.

c) See response to para b)

d) Noted

e) The site has been assessed as AMBER in accordance with the criteria definitions.

Comment No Comment Response

R2/1 The land owner is happy to work very closely with ‘the village’ to provide houses of exactly the design and style that is 

needed for the village.

Response: Noted  This is a site design issue rather than a site assessment matter.   Site design issues are considered during 

the development of the design brief but only for preferred sites. 

R2/2 There is no limit to how many, or the mix of affordable, bungalows or retirement downsizing. Response: Noted  This is a site design issue rather than a site assessment matter.   Site design issues are considered during 

the development of the design brief but only for preferred sites. 

R2/3 There is no minimum amount as AR are happy to work with the village to get the design and mix exactly right. Response: Noted  This is a site design issue rather than a site assessment matter.   Site design issues are considered during 

the development of the design brief but only for preferred sites. 

R2/4 AR are happy to commit to building affordable houses even if the number designated is below the amount required 

by national policy.

Response: Noted  This is a site design issue rather than a site assessment matter.   Site design issues are considered during 

the development of the design brief but only for preferred sites.  In line with Hambleton's planning committee, the SG 

consider it not prudent to rely on commitments as they are unenforceable.  

R2/5 The site is close to the school so affordable housing for young families would reduce the congestion at the school as 

the site is within easy walking distance.

Response: Noted and no change  The type of housing is a site design issue.  The distance from the school and congestion was 

raised, and considered, during Revision 1 of the site. (See comment #49e)

R2/6 The site has good road connections to the A19 north and south, without extra traffic going through the village. Response: Noted and no change  This site has been allocated GREEN for Criteria (4) Development should favour sites that can 

achieve a good access onto the adjacent road network.  Sites on the west of the village would limit traffic going to the A19 

from passing through the village but would increase traffic passing through the village if going to Stokesley/ 

Middleton/easterly direction.

R2/7 This site would spread extra traffic around the village rather than increasing the congestion around Garbutts Lane if 

development was concentrated there.

Response: Noted and no change  This site has been allocated GREEN.  The development of any site will increase the traffic in 

the area of development.  All sites have to meet NYCC criteria for access and traffic volumes and are assessed by NYCC at a 

later stage in the process.   

R2/8 Traffic surveys have already been done and Highways are happy with the access. Response: Noted and no change  This site has been allocated GREEN.  See response to R2/5 and R2/7

R2/9 Development at this site could also include a footpath from Drumrauch Hall to the village. This has been repeatedly 

asked for by residents at Drumrauch.

Response: Noted and no change  This issue was raised and considered during Revision 1 comments.  See Revision 1 

comments #49f and #50b

R2/10 There is an issue with anti-social behaviour and drug taking at the sports area. Government guidance and evidence is 

very clear that having properties overlooking a public space makes it a much safer environment. Surely the Parish 

Council care about the younger members of the village.

Response: Noted and no change  This issue was raised during Revision 1 comments and criteria 4 was changed from Yellow to 

Green.  See Revision 1 comments #47c and #48a

R2/11 AR has had a lot of interest from local people for downsizing to bungalows on the site. Response: Noted This is a comment that has been highlighted through the consultation process.  It is a site design issue and 

will be considered at the site design brief stage.  It is not a site selection issue.

R2/12 AR is happy to commit to working with local builders, to support local businesses, to build in a style that very much 

fits in with the location and each house looks individual. So it does not look like a housing estate.

Response: Noted This is a combination of developer issues (e.g. builders, local business) and site design brief matters (e.g. 

houses look individual).  It is not a site selection issue.

Response: Noted The results of the original questionnaire and consultations indicated three to four sites, each of up to 25 

houses, distributed around the village.  Smaller sites (up to 25 houses) distributed around the Parish/village was preferred to 

one 70 site development.

Following the reduced target of 70 dwellings to 25 dwellings, the following question was asked at the April 2019 consultation 

"Do you support or do you oppose a one site strategy for delivering 25 homes?"  There was a very strong support for a single 

site strategy; namely, 75.3% supported a one site strategy and 24.7% opposed the strategy.  

 R2/14 This site is deliverable as there are no other land owners involved. Response: Noted and no change  This site has been allocated GREEN 

R2/15 All other sites require access through ‘ransom’ strips. Response: Noted Issues concerning other sites are not relevant to the scoring of this site. 

R2/13 The NP consultations showed that small developments dotted around the village were much more preferable to all 

development being in one place.


