
1 Embleton Farm Site Promotion 

1.1 Origin and Purpose of The Site Promotion 
Rudby Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (NPSG) received a submission on 7 May 2019 
promoting a development site at Embleton Farm, which described its goal to be “to promote a site 
within Hutton Rudby at Embleton Farm East as a strong, plausible housing development option 
within the settlement, such that it may be included within the emerging draft Neighbourhood 
Development Plan”. 
 
The Steering Group response focuses on those parts of the submission which directly relate to the 
stated goal, although it is noted that the submission also includes contextual information on national 
planning policy and the emerging Local Plan process.  This response has been prepared on the basis 
that the submission is a promotion for a site allocation by the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
It is the intention of the Neighbourhood Plan to allocate a site (or sites) which meet local housing 
needs, and a site selection process has been developed to determine which site(s) should be 
allocated.   The purpose of the site selection process is to choose the ‘best’ sites(s) from a set of 
candidates.  This differs from the analysis for a planning application where the purpose is to 
determine whether a specific option complies with the relevant planning policies. 
 

1.2 Timeline of The Submission and Related Correspondence 
The “Planning Support Statement for Promotion of Residential Development at Embleton Farm 
East, Hutton Rudby” (the ‘Support Statement’) was submitted to the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Group at their monthly meeting on 7 May 2019 and provided by email shortly after the meeting. 
 
The SG subsequently carried out an initial review and sought clarification on various issues in an 
“Interim Response and Clarification Request” which was emailed to the site agent on 28 May 2019. 
 
The agent provided a response by email on 10 Jun 2019 addressing some, but not all, of the 
clarification requests.  The most notable omission was that site boundaries were not clarified. 
 
A further specific request to clarify boundaries was made by the NPSG on 12 June 2019, and a 
definitive map (Figure 1) was supplied by the agent on 1 July 2019, and the assessment in this 
document is for the site as defined in that map.   
 
It is noted that the boundaries of this most recent submission are different (covering a larger area) 
than the previous submission which was considered at the site selection meeting of 25 Oct 2017. 
 



 
Figure 1 Site Boundaries per email submission by owner’s agent 1 July 2019 

1.3 Site History Within the Neighbourhood Plan 
Previous submissions have been made for Embleton Farm with a variety of footprints.  The first 
submission was for a much larger site initially submitted via HDC’s ‘call for sites’ shown in Figure 2. 
 

 

Figure 2 HDC ‘call for sites’ submission with pipeline zones superimposed 



This larger site (S/073/002) was included in the Neighbourhood Plan site selection process, but at 
the owner’s request a smaller site (S/073/023) was substituted for it on 5 May 2017 (see Figure 3). 
This had substantially the same boundaries as the current submission. 
 

 

Figure 3 Site Boundaries submitted to Neighbourhood Plan by owner 5 May 2017 

 
The site was further partitioned into ‘East’ and ‘West’ at the owner / agents request (see Figure 4) 

 

Figure 4 Partition of site into 'East' and 'West' per submission by agent 15 October 2017 



1.4 Site Assessment Process 
The Neighbourhood Plan site assessment process was carried out over the summer and autumn of 
2017 using criteria set out in Annex 1 which were developed through community consultation.   All 
sites were scored against these criteria and draft assessments were published for review through 
community consultation.   The selection of preferred sites did not occur until the consultation 
response had been analysed and the site assessments updated accordingly.   
 
For Embleton Farm the ‘draft’ assessment (see Annexe 2) was prepared for the site as defined in 
Figure 3, but after the ‘draft’ assessment was published the promoter requested a sub-division into 
Embleton Farm East, which was retained within the Neighbourhood Plan process, and Embleton 
Farm West which was withdrawn (Figure 4) by the owner/agent.   
 
The assessment referred to as ‘Rev 1’ in Annexe 2 relates to Embleton Farm East only, and it was this 
assessment which was considered during the site selection meeting on 25 October 2017 when 
preferred sites were chosen. Some of the amendments to the ‘draft’ assessment arose from the 
analysis of consultation responses, while others were a consequence of changes to site boundaries. 
 
Note that the Spar relocated on 11 September 2017 i.e. before the Rev 1 assessment was issued and 
before the site selection meeting took place.  Note also that that the definition of village centre and 
the distance to the Spar were both based on the new (i.e. current) location. 
 
The sub-division request was made very close to the site selection meeting, and consequently it was 
not feasible to take the revised assessment back through a full review and consultation. After the 
site selection meeting, a written response was given to evidence and correspondence submitted by 
the agent/owner immediately before the site selection meeting which not been considered when 
scoring ‘Rev 1’ as it was received after ‘Rev 1’ had been published for all site.   
 
The Steering Group have acknowledged in correspondence with the owner and the (previous) agent 
that there were errors in adjusting the site scoring following the sub-division but concluded that 
these errors did not materially affect the meeting decision.  The Steering Group review of the ‘late 
evidence’ is available on the Neighbourhood Plan website. 
 

1.5 Site Planning History. 
A planning application (18/00768/OUT) was submitted to HDC for four self build plots at Embleton 
Farm West.  This application was for the same area as the sub-division withdrawn from the 
Neighbourhood Plan process in 2017, and which has been included in this site promotion.  The 
indicative layout for this part of the site appears very similar to the planning application which was 
refused on various grounds including ‘the proposal is considered to be harmful to the character and 
form of the settlement.’ 
 
The Steering Group note the observations made by the planning officer in para 5.10 of their 
committee report: “Historically, development to the north side of Garbutts Lane has been contained 
within Hundale Gill, which has served as the prominent feature in defining the existing form of the 
surrounding area. The allocation of site SH5 constitutes a logical continuation of this form by 
following the line of Levendale which lies immediately to the east. The development would sit outside 
this established line and would not relate well to the established built form, with dwellings 
predominantly fronting main roads. In contrast, the dwellings would be accessed via a long drive 
with the dwellings facing the wider countryside” 
 
 



1.6 Local Green Space 
Part of Hundale Gill have been considered for Local Green Space designation in both the Local Plan 
and in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
It is noted that the owner / agent of the land being promoted have not supported Local Green 
Designation for the part of Hundale Gill under their control.  It is also noted that the landowners of 
Hundale Gill to the North of the promoted site (the wooded gulley from the culvert to the River 
Leven) also does not support designation for the part of the Gill under their control. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan have not recommended Local Green Space designation for Hundale Gill 
either where it crosses this promoted site or for the wooded gully to the North. 
 
The emerging Local Plan recommends the designation of the wooded gulley, but not the part of the 
Gill within the promoted site. 
  

1.7 Site Selection / Allocation Process Considerations 
The stated goal of the promoter’s submission is so that the site “may be included within the 

emerging draft Neighbourhood Development Plan”.   

For this (or any other) site to be allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan, it would be on the basis that it 

performed sufficiently well under the site selection criteria to justify becoming a preferred site (i.e. it  

outperforms other non-preferred sites and performs sufficiently well to displace any of the currently 

preferred sites).   

The Neighbourhood Plan developed site selection criteria through an iterative process of community 
consultation.  These give weight to issues considered important by the community when selecting 
sites.  All sites have been scored using these criteria, and it is fundamental to the process that all 
sites must be scored on the same criteria. The Steering Group has reviewed and reaffirmed the 
validity of the criteria for the current context (a housing target of ca. 25 homes) as recently as 1 April 
2019, and do not see any good reason to amend these criteria. 
 
While alternative site selection criteria would have been possible, the Steering Group are satisfied 
that the process through which the Neighbourhood Plan criteria were developed is robust, that the 
criteria and traffic light definitions (see Annex 1) are fit for the purpose.   
 

1.8 Significance of Changes in Site Boundaries for Criteria Scoring 
Changes to site boundaries have little or no impact for most criteria.  However, for criteria #2 
(“Development should favour sites contained within or adjoining the village envelope”) and criteria 
#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.”) changing site 
boundaries has the potential to make a material difference to scoring.   See analysis in Annexe 3. 
 

1.9 Distance To Services (Criteria #10)  
The measurement is the walking distance along public roads / pavements from the nearest point of 
the site’ to the particular service.  Where a site has more than one exit point for walking (as is the 
case for this site), different services may be measured from different exits.   Where access roads do 
not form part of the built-up area of the site, the measurement is taken from the edge of the built 
up area (so that the measure represents the shortest walking distance for any resident of the site).   



1.10 Proposed Development Delivered Inside the ‘Redline’ 
The site selection process aims to determine the most appropriate location for the development 
needed by the community and subsequently development brief(s) will be prepared for the selected 
site(s).  Development proposals put forward by site promoters are helpful in illustrating the potential 
of a particular site but are considered to be merely indicative at this stage of the process.  Such 
elements may, or may not, become part of the site design brief if the site was selected.  
 
Very limited weight is given to any elements which could be included in the site design brief for any 
site, or for any elements for which there is no evidence of need.  Greater weight is given to elements 
which can only be delivered on a specific site and for which there is evidence of need. 
 

1.11 Proposed Development Delivered Outside the ‘Redline’  
Where there are proposals to deliver auxiliary elements outside the redline these are given limited 
weight.  The greater the proportion of the element delivered outside the redline, the less the weight 
that it given (see for example the treatment given to the potential footpath between Paddocks End 
and Langbaurgh Road in the assessments of sites S/073/006 and S/073/012). 
 

1.12 Pipeline Safety Zones 
Based on public documents and previous submissions for this site, the current site promotion is 
understood to include land in the outer and middle zones, but not the inner zone.  
 

 

Figure 5 Submission from owner’s agent 21 Oct 2017 



1.13 Surface Water Flooding 
In common with all other site assessed by the Neighbourhood Plan, the Environment Agency 

mapping of areas at risk of surface water flooding is used as the definitive source.  This shows areas 

around Hundale Gill and within the ‘redline’ at high risk of surface water flooding. 

 

 

Figure 6 Extract from EA surface water flooding map 

 

1.14 Settlement Character / Key Views 
HDC settlement character work carried out as part of the Local Plan process was used as a baseline 

for review and augmentation in community workshops.  Views considered important by members of 

the community were addition to those identified by HDC’s consultant by annotating maps which 

were displayed at several consultation events.  The Steering Group eliminated any views submitted 

which were not from public spaces or which were blocked by buildings or structures.   

A photograph of the marked up ‘master copy’ of the map of views is attached as Figure 7, with a 

detail for the Levendale / Embleton Farm area provided as Figure 8.  Only views recorded on this 

map are taken into account in the scoring of criteria #5. 



 

Figure 7: Settlement Character Map - Key Views 

 

Figure 8: Settlement Character Map - Key Views Levendale/Embleton Detail 



2 Site Scoring & Site Status 
 

2.1 Revised Site Assessment for Embleton Farm 
The assessment set out below (as Rev 2) is specifically for the site as defined in Figure 1 and the associated observations relate only to the site defined by 

those boundaries.  An assessment for the sub-area Embleton Farm East would be similar, but not identical to the assessment for the full site, and the 

observations made for the full site may not be valid for the sub site.   Scoring of the previous submissions are included in Annexe 2, and the full analysis 

comments submitted on site scoring are included in Annexe 3. 

 

Site Name S/073/023 (Replaces S/073/002) Rev 
2 

Site Description Land to North of Levendale.   The published ‘draft’ assessment was prepared for the part of local plan site S/073/002 to 
the south of pipeline.  Subsequently S/073/023 was split into 'Embleton Farm East' (approx. 1.75 Ha) and 'Embleton Farm 
West' (approx. 0.4 Ha) at the promoter’s request.  An assessment for Embleton Farm East was published as Rev 1.  In the 
most recent submission East and West have been recombined and this Rev 2 assessment is for the combined East and 
West parts of the site. Part of the site is over the middle and outer pipeline buffer zones. 

  

Theme Criteria Observations   

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) 

Long access road required to reach site from Garbutts Lane 
(material factor determining the red score for this criteria). 
There are moderate gradients on some parts of site.  

  

Site Characteristics (2) Development should favour sites contained within or 
adjoining the village envelope. 

The site is separated from Levendale / Hundale by Hundale 
Gill for only part of the length of the south and east 
boundaries, therefore, the site ‘has common boundaries with 
the existing built up area on more than one side’. The 
proposed access road which runs between Cricket Club and 
the recently approved development at The Wickets is not 
considered to be part of the built form of the development. 

 



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

The majority of the site is Grade 3 grazing land.  There is no 
brownfield land on the site.  

  

  (4) Development should favour sites that can achieve a 
good access onto the adjacent road network 

Frontage onto Garbutts Lane is very narrow, as is the whole of 
the existing lane to the main part of the site, so the access 
road would need widening. There is limited frontage for 
construction of splays, but it is understood that there is 
sufficient frontage to construct an access acceptable to NYCC 
highways.  There are several other accesses nearby. 

  

  (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 not prominent in views toward the settlement from 
roads, but according to HDC site assessment "would be 
prominent in views towards the settlement from existing 
Public Right of Way". Development as proposed involves re-
routing of the existing Public Right of Way which would result 
in the loss or significant impairment of views identified in the 
Settlement Character Workshops. The combination of 
prominence and loss or significant impairment of views is 
assessed as RED in accordance with the criteria definitions. 

  

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. 

Outside the conservation area.  Listed buildings at Hutton 
Grange and North End are at some distance and would be 
unlikely to be impacted by development of this site. 

  

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 

Development of the site is not anticipated to lead to the 
creation of designated Local Green Space or create improved 
access to Local Green Space.  

  

 (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. 

No identified opportunities specific to this site which will 
(mostly) be delivered within the redline. 

  

  

(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. 

Site is approximately 500m from village centre so the overall 
criteria score is AMBER.  
Major services not located around the Village Green are at the 
following distances: 
Village Hall:   620m AMBER 
Shop:              330m GREEN 
School:           470m AMBER 

  

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, so there are no 
opportunities to improve connectivity within the settlement. 

  

  (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, and to accommodate a parking facility for 
proposed allotments. 

  

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

Pipeline zone traverses Northwest portion 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. [Note: No eligible site is affected by Flood 
Zones 2 or 3, so this is effectively a surface water flooding 
criteria.] 

There are no flood zones 3 or 2 on the site. The Environment 
Agency flood map indicates areas at the South and East ends 
of the site (around Hundale Gill) at risk of surface water 
flooding, and adjacent areas with high risk of surface water 
flooding.  

  

Habitat / 
Biodiversity 

(15) Development should favour sites which avoid loss of 
biodiversity 

Site has medium biodiversity value, no TPOs on or adjacent to 
site, and is more than 100m from any SINC. 

  

 

Totals: RED:  4  AMBER: 7 GREEN: 4 

 

 



 

2.2 Summary 
The site submitted in the site promotion scores slightly better than the Embleton Farm East due to the stronger connection to the built up area which is 

assessed by criteria 2.  While there are some differences in detail the scoring is otherwise unchanged.   

The score for the revised site is as follows: 

S/073/023: RED:  4  AMBER: 7 GREEN: 4 

The site performs poorly in comparison with the Neighbourhood Plan’s preferred site (parts of S/073/006 or S/073/012) which score as follows: 

S/073/006: RED:  1  AMBER: 8 GREEN: 6 

S/073/012: RED:  1  AMBER: 6 GREEN: 8 

Several other non-preferred sites also outperform S/073/023. 

2.3 Conclusion 
Site S/073/023 should remain as a non-preferred site and should not be promoted to preferred site status. 

 

 



Annexe 1: Site Selection Criteria Definitions  
  

 
Traffic Light Definitions  

Theme Criteria Definition Red Amber Green  Notes 
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) 

There are major constraints 
with significant impact on 
viability or site configuration 
which would make it unlikely 
that all elements of the 
preferred housing mix (size, 
type, tenure, number of 
storeys) would  be delivered.  
Examples of such constraints 
include: steep gradients on 
significant parts of sites, 
contamination requiring 
costly remediation, or long 
access route being required. 

There are some constraints 
having moderate impact on 
viability or site configuration 
which potentially might 
prevent delivery of some 
elements of the preferred 
housing mix (size, type, 
tenure, number of storeys).  
Examples of such constraints 
include: moderate gradient 
on most/all of site,  short 
access road required from 
adopted highway. 

There are no constraints 
having significant impact on 
viability or site configuration 
so delivery of all elements of 
the preferred housing mix 
(size, type, tenure, number of 
storeys) is likely to be 
achieved.  Such sites would 
typically be:  mostly level, 
adjacent to adopted 
highway, have existing 
pavements extending to edge 
of site. 

All sites should be viable for a 
mix of all elements of the 
preferred housing mix.  
Proportions of the various 
types will be determined 
later.  The inclusion of 
affordable housing and 
bungalows in the preferred 
mix, and focus on smaller 
market homes means that 
sites with complex issues 
may struggle with viability. 

Site Characteristics (2) Development should 
favour sites contained 
within or adjoining the 
village envelope. 

Physically separated from the 
existing built-up area by 
field(s), beck, or road. 

Has common boundary with 
existing built-up area on one 
side  

Has common boundaries 
with existing built-up area on 
more than one side, or is 
entirely within the village 
envelope. 

Could specify % perimeter of 
proposed site forming 
common boundary rather 
than number of sides. 

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

Arable land, recreational 
spaces (cricket pitch etc.), 
high quality habitat 
(woodlands, ancient 
hedgerows, species rich 
grazing land), designated 
Green Space* 

Grazing land with limited 
biodiversity 

Brownfield land No Green Spaces have been 
formally designated, but for 
this criteria the areas 
considered will be those 
assessed as meeting Green 
Space criteria as recorded in 
the minutes of the 
Settlement Character 
Workshop of 7/5/16 



  (4) Development should 
favour sites that can 
achieve a good access onto 
the adjacent road network 

Only a narrow frontage onto 
adopted highway is available 
to construct site access, or 
access would be onto road 
with 60 mph speed limit, or 
access would be onto a single 
track road 

Medium frontage onto 
adopted highway offers some 
flexibility in location of access 
point, or access would onto 
road with 40mph speed limit. 

Long frontage onto adopted 
highway offering significant 
opportunities to vary location 
of access point, and access 
would be onto road with 30 
mph (or less) speed limit. 

Length of frontage could be 
defined as multiples of 
minimum splay for prevailing 
speed limit.  Access onto 
lower speed roads favoured 
for safety reasons. 

  (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, and 
development of site would 
result in significant 
impairment or obstruction of 
views towards, within or 
from the settlement.   

Development of site would 
result in partial impairment 
or obstruction of  views 
towards, within or from the 
settlement.   

Site is not prominent in views 
towards the settlement, and 
development of site would 
result in minimal impairment 
or obstruction of  views 
towards, within or from the 
settlement.   

Only views from public 
spaces (including footpaths) 
will be considered.   Are all 
views equal? How could a 
view classification be 
objectively defined? 

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 
significant frontages as 
identified by the 
Settlement Character 
workshops. 

Site is wholly or partially 
located within the 
Conservation Area, or 
incorporates all of part of a 
significant building, or all or 
part of a significant frontage, 
or has a severely adverse 
impact on the setting of a 
significant building or 
frontage.  

Site is immediately adjacent 
to the Conservation Area, or 
is within the buffer zone of a 
significant building or 
frontage which is located 
outside the Conservation 
Area, or would otherwise 
adversely impact on the 
setting of a significant 
building or frontage. 

Site is separated from the 
Conservation Area, 
significant buildings or 
frontages, and development 
of the site would not have 
any adverse impact on their 
setting or significance. 

  

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 

Development of site would 
result in reduction of access 
to a Green Space or loss of 
Green Space  

Development of the site 
would have no impact on 
access to or size of Green 
Spaces. 

Development of site could 
result in improvement in 
access (and especially access 
for disabled), an increase in 
Local Green Space, or link 
existing Green Spaces 

No Green Spaces have been 
formally designated, but for 
this criteria the areas 
considered will be those 
assessed as meeting Green 
Space criteria as recorded in 
the minutes of the 
Settlement Character 
Workshop of 7/5/16 



  (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 located wholly or 
partially within the Leven 
Valley Character Zone 

Site is located immediately 
adjacent to the Leven Valley 
Character Zone 

Site is not immediately 
adjacent to the Leven Valley 
Character Zone 

The "Leven Valley" Character 
Zone is defined as the area 
recommended by Settlement 
Character Workshops 

Services & 
Facilities 

(9) Development should 
favour sites that offer 
opportunity to sustain or 
enhance community 
services or facilities. 

Development of the site 
would result in the loss or 
impairment of existing 
facilities, or impairment of 
access to them. 

Development of the site 
would have negligible impact 
(other than additional 
population) on facilities. 

Site offers opportunities to 
enhance or extend existing 
facilities (enhancement could 
include better parking 
arrangements as well as 
improved facilities), or 
provide facilities in parts of 
village which are not close to 
existing facilities 

  

  (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. 

Nearest point of site is 
located at a walking distance 
along public 
roads/pavements in excess of 
830 metres from village 
centre. The distance will 
include a Naismith 
adjustment for crossing 
Leven Valley. 

Nearest point of site is 
located at a walking distance 
along public 
roads/pavements of between 
415 and 830 metres from 
village centre.   The distance 
will include a Naismith 
adjustment for crossing 
Leven Valley. 

Nearest point of site is 
located at a walking distance 
along public 
roads/pavements of less than 
415 metres from village 
centre.  The distance will 
include a Naismith 
adjustment for crossing 
Leven Valley. 

Allowance for crossing the 
Leven Valley could be made 
using "Naismith's rule" - each 
1m of ascent is equivalent to 
walking 8m on level ground.                   
Need to define location of 
"village centre"        

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

Development of site will 
result in increased walking 
distances to services for 
other areas of the village, or 
access from the site to village 
centre along pavements will 
require crossing of roads with 
speed limits in excess of 
30mph 

Development of site will have 
negligible impact on walking 
distances to services from 
other parts of the village. 

Development of site offers 
opportunities to reduce 
walking distances from other 
parts of the village to reach 
services by creating new and 
more direct footpaths or 
cycle routes 

  



-  (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 has size or other 
constraints which would 
make it unable to 
accommodate at least 11 
houses with sufficient 
parking / garaging for 
residents and visitors. 

Space or topography 
constraints would prevent 
adequate provision of 
parking for the maximum site 
size of 25 dwellings. 

No space or topography 
constraints which would 
prevent adequate provision 
of parking for up to 25 
dwellings 

Need to define resident's 
parking provision - e.g. 2 bed 
= 2 cars, 3 bed = 3 cars, 4+ 
bed = 4 cars.  Questionnaire 
evidence shows village has 1 
car per adult.  Need to 
quantify provision for 
visitors.  Note high parking 
provision means 25 dph may 
not be achievable. 

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

The pipeline safety buffer 
zones cover part or all of the 
site and there is less than 
0.5Ha of land on the 
settlement side of the 
pipeline safety buffer zones 

The pipeline safety buffer 
zones cover part or all of the 
site but there is more than 
0.5Ha of land on the 
settlement side of the 
pipeline safety buffer zones 

The pipeline safety buffer 
zones do not cover any part 
of the site.  

  

Flooding Criteria (14) Development should 
favour sites not affected by 
Flood Zone 3, or Flood zone 
2 or at risk of surface water 
flooding 

The majority of the site is in 
flood zone 3, or the majority 
of the site is in flood zone 2 
or the  site has some areas at 
high risk of surface water 
flooding 

A small part of the site is in 
flood zone 3 or in flood zone 
2, or some parts of the site  
have low or medium risk of 
surface water flooding. 

No part of the site is in flood 
zone 3 or 2, and there are no 
parts of the site at risk of 
surface water flooding. 

Risk of surface water flooding 
is assessed from the Long 
Term Flood Risk Map for 
England published on gov.uk 

Biodiversity/Habita
t 

(15) Development should 
favour sites which avoid 
reduction in biodiversity 

Site is wholly or partly in an 
SSSI or SINC, or there are 
TPOs on site, or site has high 
biodiversity value. 

Site is within the buffer zone 
of an SSSI or SINC, or there 
are TPOs immediately 
adjacent to site, or site has 
medium biodiversity value 

Site is not within buffer zone 
of any SSSI or SINC, and site 
has no on site adjacent TPOs, 
and site has low biodiversity 
value 

There are no SSSI in area.  
Buffer zone for SINCs 
(ancient native woodlands) is 
set at 100m to allow for 
foraging species around 
margins of sites.  Biodiversity 
score of 7 or more is high, 3 
or less is low.  For TPOs 
adjacent is defined as within 
the root/canopy range of the 
tree - a TPO across a highway 
is not considered adjacent.       



Dealing with 
ambiguity or 
factors not 
explicitly 
addressed in 
definitions 

1) The criteria definitions take precedence over traffic light definitions which should be seen as aids to interpretation.  Reference should be made to the 
criteria definitions themselves to cater for factors not explicitly set out in the definitions. 
  
2) Where a site appears to be close to the red/amber or amber/green boundaries, the outcome should be determined as follows:  i) Test against RED, if the 
site fails to strictly meet the definition then ii) Test against GREEN, if site also fails to explicitly meet this definition, then classify as AMBER. 

 

  

 

 

  



Annexe 2: Scoring of previous submissions for Embelton Farm (As Published on Website) 
Note: all text in red are revisions arising out of the community consultation on the draft site assessments. 

Site Name S/073/023 (Replaces S/073/002) Draft Rev 1 

Site Description Land to North of Levendale.   Initially assessed as resubmitted reduced area (to south of pipeline).  Subsequently partitioned into 
'Embleton Farm East' and 'Embleton Farm West'.  A separate planning application is expected to be submitted for 4 self-build 
plots on Embleton Farm West. This assessment applies only to the area described by the site promoter as 'Embleton Farm East'.  
Site area of Embleton Farm East is 1.75 Ha of which approximately half is south of the outer pipeline buffer zone. 

    

Theme Criteria Observations     

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) 

Long access road required to reach site from Garbutts Lane and 
moderate gradients on some parts of site. There may be some 
adverse cost impacts associated with development within the 
pipeline buffer zones. 

    

Site Characteristics (2) Development should favour sites contained within or 
adjoining the village envelope. 

Embleton Farm East is separated from Levendale / Hundale by 
Hundale Gill. The proposed access road which runs between 
Cricket Club and the recently approved development at The 
Wickets is not considered to be part of the built form of the 
development. 

    

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

The majority of the site is Grade 3 grazing land, but also 
includes richer habitat along the margins of Hundale Gill which 
is under consideration for a Green Space designation.  Site is 
assessed as having medium biodiversity potential which is 
further support for an AMBER rating. 

    

  (4) Development should favour sites that  can achieve a good 
access onto the adjacent road network 

Frontage onto Garbutts Lane is very narrow, as is the whole of 
the existing lane to the main part of the site.  HDC assessment 
indicates that the access road would need widening.  There is 
limited frontage for construction of splays, and there area 
several other accesses nearby. 

    

  (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 not prominent in views toward the settlement from 
roads, but according to HDC site assessment "would be 
prominent in views towards the settlement from existing Public 
Right of Way". Development would result in some impairment 
of views identified in the Settlement Character Workshops. The 
combination of prominence and impairment of views is 
assessed as RED in accordance with the criteria definitions. 

    



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. 

Outside the conservation area.  Listed buildings at Hutton 
Grange and North End are at some distance and would be 
unlikely to be impacted by development of this site. 

    

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 

Indicative proposals from developer suggest that there will be 
no change in physical access to the proposed Green Space at 
Hundale Gill.  However, enclosure of Gill within gardens will 
lead to a loss of visual access.  It is not considered that the loss 
of visual access to the Gill would justify a RED assessment, as 
the developers proposals would offset this loss by including 
landscaped green spaces located on the pipeline inner buffer 
zone. It is unclear whether the proposed landscaped area could 
qualify for Green Space designation. The developer advises that 
this will not be publicly accessible  open space. 

    

  (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. 

No identified  opportunities     

  

(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. 

Site is approximately 500m from village centre.  
Major services not located around the Village Green are at the 
following distances: 
Village Hall: 620m AMBER 
Shop:              460m AMBER 
School:          470m AMBER 

    

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, so there are no 
opportunities to improve connectivity within the settlement. 

    

  (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. 

    

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

Pipeline zone traverses Northwest portion of site.  Area on 
settlement side of pipeline zone is fully separated from the 
built area by Hundale Gill. 

    



Flood Risk (14) Development should favour sites not affected by Flood 
Zone 3, Flood zone 2 or with a history of surface water 
flooding. [Note: No eligible site is affected by Flood Zones 2 or 
3, so this is effectively a surface water flooding criteria.] 

There are no flood zones 3 or 2 on the site. The Environment 
Agency flood map indicates areas at the South and East ends of 
the site (around Hundale Gill) at risk of surface water flooding, 
and adjacent areas with high risk of surface water flooding.  

    

Habitat / 
Biodiversity 

(15) Development should favour sites which avoid loss of 
biodiversity 

Site has medium biodiversity value, no TPOs on or adjacent to 
site, and is more than 100m from any SINC. 

    

 

 

 



Annex 3: Review of Evidence Submitted in Relation to Site Scoring (Section 8 of Planning Support Statement) 
It is noted that the section numbering in the Planning Support Statement has a number of sequencing errors so the original text is set out in full to avoid 

confusion by referencing through paragraph numbers. 

Support Statement Extract 
 

Neighbourhood Plan Response 

8. CRITIQUE OF NDP SCORING SYSTEM RE: SITE S/073/023  Noted. 

8.1 With reference to the relative Council and NDP site scoring systems and results, 
we wish to draw out a number of salient points, which make a highly significant 
difference to scoring. This is in despite recognition that: 

Noted. 

(a) there are two different scoring systems (Council and NDP) and even if they share 
many common criteria, we are completely perplexed why the results should vary so 
widely. That is to say that the larger site that the Council assessed of over 8 hectares 
with more development constraints scored relatively positively using the Council’s 
scoring system, even if it was not ultimately included as a favoured site. On the other 
hand, the smaller site of 3.3 hectares (gross developable area) directly adjacent to 
the urban edge recorded far more negative results under the NDP scoring system as 
assessed by the NDP Steering Group in Figure 16 above. (b) We recognise and 
appreciate that the proposed development being promoted in this document is 
different and, in our opinion, significantly more positive from that put forward by the 
previous promoter on a similar site, for reasons set out in the report. 

a) The Neighbourhood Plan criteria only cover issues relevant to 
the Parish whereas the HDC criteria cover issues which do not 
arise in the Parish (and on which all sites in the Parish would 
score identically).  Both processes arrived at the same outcome 
for this site i.e. non-preferred status. 
 
b) The site selection process is an evaluation of sites and not if 
development proposals, therefore the differences between 
development proposals in this promotion and previous 
submissions other than the changes to site boundaries are of 
limited significance. 

8.2 With regard to criterion 1 of the NDP scoring system (housing mix/viability) we 
make the observation that the assessment is scored red, based upon the following 
recorded issues in Figure 16 above:   
(i)  “development favours sites which would be viable for the delivery of all 
components of the preferred housing mix, to include affordable housing, 
downsizing/bungalows and market homes predominantly of 2/3 bed size”.   
(ii)  “the long access road required to reach site from Garbutt’s Lane and moderate 
gradients on some parts of the site”; and   
(iii)    “there may be some adverse cost impacts associated with development  within 
the pipeline buffer zone”.  
 

Para i) There is a minor error in the transcription of the criteria 
definition. 
 
Paras ii) and iii) these observations were noted in support of the 
scoring given in Rev 1. 



8.3 Looking at each of these factors in turn, we would comment as follows:  
Firstly, the NDP scores the site red based upon the previously considered scheme, but 
this development, which meets stipulated criteria for housing mix, has many 
additional benefits which are described at length in the report.   
 
 
Secondly, the length of the existing access road from Garbutt’s Lane to the nearest 
proposed house is approximately 170 metres, which is less than that which serves the 
farmhouse and buildings within the existing complex. Moreover, we observe that it is 
an existing access road , proposed to be upgraded, with a slope recorded as “gentle” 
as shown by the image below. Rather than being a “viability issue”, this is instead a 
“development consideration” which forms part of the proposed development.  
 
Thirdly, the presence of the pipeline per se will not contribute toward additional 
development costs as no development is proposed on it. On the area of the 
safeguarded Consultation Zone, the promoter is proposing landscaping and 
allotments (together with other benefits as described in this report) which will 
effectively create a new urban edge, or development limit beyond the proposed 
urban extension. Planting and allotments do not comprise “development” and is 
instead a legitimate way to use this land (as has been evidenced elsewhere) which is 
presently under pasture and this will have the additional benefit of creating positive 
benefits for the local community. 

It is noted that implementing the development proposal in full 
would involve costs over and above those required to deliver the 
core site e.g. a bridge over the River Leven.  These additional 
costs could have adverse implications for viability of the scheme. 
 
This is the longest access road required for any site considered in 
the site selection process.  The reference to gradient is for the 
site, not for the access road. 
 
 
 
In correspondence with the previous agent after the site 
selection meeting, it was accepted that there should be no 
additional cost due to routing the access road over the pipeline. 
However, it is noted that for a developer there would be 
acquisition costs for the undeveloped land in the pipeline safety 
zones, and that the presence of the pipeline presents a 
constraint on site configuration. 

8.4  Summing up the scoring of this criteria, as proposed by the latest proposal, we 
feel the site should score amber as an absolute minimum score. 

A long access road is one of the explicit examples given in the 
‘Traffic Light Definitions’ as a reason to assign a Red score.  The 
length of the access road is the material factor in the decision to 
assign a red score in accordance with the criteria definition. 
The score for criteria 1 remains as RED 

8.5 With regard to criterion 2 of the NDP scoring system (development favoured 
within/adjoining village boundary) we observe that:   
 
(iv)  The commentary goes on to say that Embleton Farm East is separated from 
Levendale/Hundale by Hundale Gill.  

 
 
Para (iv). Subsequent correspondence accepted that there is a 
direct connection for Embleton East at the culverted section of 
the Gill on part of the east side of the currently promoted site. 



(iii) The commentary also states that the proposed access road, which runs between 
the cricket club and the recently approved development at The Wickets is not 
considered to be part of the built form of the development. It adds that Embleton 
Farm East would only have a direct connection with the existing built form if a 
planning application for self-build plots on Embleton Farm East is submitted and is 
subsequently granted.  

Para iii) Note that Embleton East did not have a common 
boundary on its southern edge with the development at the 
Wickets.  This is not the case for the current submission which is 
a larger site and does have a common boundary.    

8.5 We disagree strongly with this analysis for the following reasons:   
Firstly, Hundale Gill is a small and very narrow stream, parts of which have already 
been included within private gardens by owners of those houses. It is not considered 
to be a divide of any significance and the proposed development site clearly and 
directly abuts the urban edge.  
Secondly, the combined development at The Wickets and adjacent properties and 
the planning approval already granted on land to the immediate south of the site 
being promoted, together with other recreational buildings of the cricket club, all 
shown by Figure 4 means that the site is clearly a potential urban extension which 
directly and irrefutably abuts the urban area.   

The planning officer’s report for 18/00768/OUT which states 
“Historically, development to the north side of Garbutts Lane has 
been contained within Hundale Gill, which has served as the 
prominent feature in defining the existing form of the 
surrounding area.” Is noted. 
It is also noted that although the development at The Wickets 
has planning approval (16/01836/FUL) dated 3 October 2017 no 
substantive work has commenced on site.  The site has been 
scored on the basis that development of the Wickets will 
proceed, therefore, there is also a part length connection on the 
south side of the promoted site.  It could be argued that two 
part-length connections are equivalent to one full side as 
justification for an amber score.  However, (subject to the 
Wickets proceeding) the best fit for this situation not explicitly 
addressed by the criteria appears to be the Green definition of 
‘common boundaries with the exisitng built up area on more 
than one side’.  Should the Wickets development not proceed 
the correct score would revert to amber. 

8.6   From this clear unequivocal evidence, the site should be scored green, not red.  The score for criteria 2 is revised to GREEN. 

8.7 This criterion (no. 3) (development should avoidance of loss of prime agricultural 
land/high quality habitat) has been reassessed as amber rather than red, as it was 
assessed previously.   

The change from the score of Red in the ‘draft’ assessment to 
Amber in ‘Rev 1’ arose from analysis of the consultation 
response to the draft assessments.  Specifically, this involved 
development of a scoring system for assessing the biodiversity 
level of all sites which is published as part of the site 
assessments. 

8.7 We observe that the land is grade 3, and as pasture, it is effectively sterile, with 
very limited, if any biodiversity value whatsoever. The corridor of Hundale Gill will be 

The criteria definitions are clear that ‘brownfield land’ is scored 
Green, and ‘grazing land with limited biodiversity’ is scored as 



enhanced by the development which will have a balancing pond nearest the 
boundary, in place of pasture, with new, additional areas of tree and shrub planting. 
Taking these considerations into careful account and with reference to the Council’s 
soring of biodiversity, we consider that the site should be scored green. 

Amber.  This site is not brownfield land, so the best possible 
score it can achieve is Amber which is the score assigned.   
The score for criteria 3 remains AMBER. 

8.8 Criterion 4 (development should favour sites with good access to road network) 
the NDP commentary goes on to say that Frontage on to Garbutt’s Lane is very 
narrow, as is the whole of the existing lane to the main part of the site. There is 
limited frontage for construction of splays and there are several other accesses 
nearby, meaning that the site is scored red. It states that this assessment is backed 
up by a classification of traffic concerns within the NDP methodology. 

The classification of traffic concerns raised during community 
consultation is published on pages 6 and 7 of the site assessment 
document and is available on the website. 

8.9 Our Transportation Associate has looked at the access and visibility splay and 
reported that in terms of the Highway Standards produced by North Yorkshire County 
Council, a safe and suitable two-way highway access with single footway may be 
created within the land ownership of the owner. This is confirmed by the Hambleton 
District Council assessment, which advises that the access road would simply need 
widening.   

Noted and not disputed.  Cost impact of road widening is a 
viability issue addressed by criteria #1 

8.10 Furthermore, we have already advised that the proposed junction is safe from 
the perspective of the Highway Authority with regard to the visibility splay at the 
entrance, which was deemed suitable for a development of four no. bungalows in 
highway terms, and which we are advised by our Transportation Consultant, would 
also be safe for a development of 29 no. residential units.   

Noted. A Red score does not necessarily mean a safe access 
cannot be achieved – any site which could not achieve a safe 
access would be undevelopable and would be eliminated from 
the process entirely. 

8.11 In relation to the comment in the Sites Assessment “there are several other 
accesses nearby”, we observe that in this location, Garbutt’s Lane is a “Street” within 
a 30mph zone as defined by “The Manual for Streets”. This document advises that 
streets are multi-functional places which have dwellings, shops, etc, along them with 
direct driveway accesses and junctions at close spacings. The fact that there are 
already several other accesses nearby, reinforces the fact that it therefore is clearly a 
Street. Furthermore, the “Manual for Streets” advises that a crossroads priority 
junction is completely acceptable on a Street.   

Noted. 

8.12 The site is undoubtedly in a sustainable location, which is addressed elsewhere 
in this analysis, with local amenities close-by, including the main village store, primary 
school, village hall and cricket club.  The Manual for Streets states that “it is 
commonly accepted that walking is the most important mode of travel at the local 

Noted (and accepted) but comments are not relevant to Criteria 
#4 which does not address sustainability. 



level and offers the potential to replace short car trips, particularly those less than 
two kilometres and that cycling has the potential to substitute for short car trips, 
particularly those less than five kilometres”.  
  
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attach 
ment_data/file/341513/pdfmanforstreets.pdf  

8.12 Overall, taking all the evidence into consideration, a fair score for this category 
would be amber and would otherwise be green, but for the fact that there is a 
modest length of highway between Garbutt’s Lane and the site being promoted. 

Scoring as Green or Amber would not be consistent with the 
criteria definitions and would unreasonably favour this site over 
other sites given Amber or Red scores. A score of Red is 
consistent with the criteria definition that ‘only a narrow 
frontage onto adopted highway is available to construct site 
access’. 
The score for criteria 4 remains RED. 

8.10 Criterion 5 (development to favour sites that do not impair significant views 
form public highway). It mentions goes on to say that the site is not prominent in 
views towards the settlement from roads and footpaths, although “development 
would result in some impairment of views identified in the Settlement Character 
Workshops” . However, we have searched the NDP website, but cannot find any 
evidence about possible impairment of views in the workshops.  The commentary 
also states that “according to the Hambleton District Council site assessment , it 
“would be prominent in views towards the settlement from existing Public Right of 
Way”. The NDP assessment advises that because of prominence and impairment of 
views from the Public Right of Way, the site is scored red.  

The criteria definition has been incorrectly transcribed.  The 
correct definition is ‘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 Workshops.’  
The views are recorded on a hand annotated map which will be 
published in due course.  Recorded views include some over the 
site from within Levendale and others the public footpath where 
it crosses the promoted site. 

8.11 We have addressed this matter and would observe that planning does not 
normally consider that the loss of view is a matter that would result in a refusal, 
otherwise little development would ever happen ever, anywhere. Although we 
appreciate the comments made by the Council, which led it to make this observation 
in its own bespoke assessment, the NDP Steering Group appears to be using an HDC 
observation to inform its own bespoke assessment, which, if proven to be the case, 
would be completely unacceptable. In any event, the loss of views from a public Right 
of Way is far less significant to the relatively limited number of people who use it 
compared with views from a prominent public highway. Therefore, in the absence of 

In a site selection process impacts on settlement and landscape 
character are pertinent issues for differentiating between sites 
and are addressed in both the HDC and Neighbourhood Plan site 
selection process. It is noted that the proposed development 
scheme would reroute the existing open footpath which crosses 
the field with an enclosed section between the rear of Hundale 
and the proposed development likely to result in the total loss of 
view from the section of the footpath immediately after crossing 
the Gill.   
 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attach%20ment_data/file/341513/pdfmanforstreets.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attach%20ment_data/file/341513/pdfmanforstreets.pdf


any evidence from the workshops, we consider that a green score would be fairer 
and more logical against this criterion for reasons given above.    

The Neighbourhood Plan consider all published documents from 
the local plan process to be a legitimate source of evidence, and 
as such the HDC observation that the (larger) site ‘would be 
prominent in views towards the settlement from existing Public 
Right of Way’ to be pertinent.   
 
A Green score would require that ‘development of the site would 
result in minimal impairment or obstruction of views towards, 
within or from the settlement.’  The specific development 
proposal fails this test, and it is considered that other any 
development of similar scale would also fail this test.  According 
to HDC’s assessment the site is prominent in views towards the 
settlement, therefore, the site should be scored Red in 
accordance with the criteria definitions.  
The score for criteria 5 remains RED. 

8.12 Criterion 6 (impact upon the heritage asset) and we agree that the score green is 
appropriate as the site is outside the Conservation Area and not near any designated 
heritage asset.   

Noted. 
The score for criteria 6 remains GREEN. 

8.13 Criterion 7 (settlement character and the natural environment) states that 
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.   

Th purpose of this criteria is to assesses impacts on designated 
Local Green Space.  No Local Green Space has been designated at 
this time, however, at the time the ‘draft’ and ‘Rev 1’ 
assessments were published had been published.  Subsequent to 
this, further work has been done on Local Green Space in both 
the Neighbourhood Plan and emerging Local Plan.  With respect 
to this criteria weight it given to the HDC recommended Local 
Green Space around Hundale Gill a little to the north of the site.  
No weight is given to other parts of Hundale Gill which were not 
recommended for designation by either the Neighbourhood Plan 
or HDC. 

8.14 The previous scheme was originally assessed as green and evidently later 
changed to amber by the NDP Steering Group, but this scheme proposes a permissive 
route linking with the existing public right of way, along the edge of the owner’s land 
via the wooded edge of Hundale Gill down to the River Leven with a pedestrian 

A permissive route, landscaping and a balancing pond would not 
of themselves result in the creation of any Local Green Space.   
It is noted that the site owner/agent has repeatedly opposed the 
designation of the parts of Hundale Gill under their control.  



bridge crossing, to be secured by a planning agreement.  This will facilitate circular 
routes around the settlement. In addition, new planting and landscaping within the 
Consultation Zone of the ethylene pipeline and a balancing pond and new planting 
along the site boundary next to Hundale Gill will be provided. The combined 
improvements are significant and substantial and accordingly, the new score should 
therefore be green.  

The proposed permissive footpath would provide access 
adjacent to the part of Hundale Gill recommended for 
designation by HDC, but it would not provide access to the Green 
Space itself.  It is also noted that the landowners of the area 
recommended by HDC is opposed to designation of their land. 
Therefore, the site satisfies the definition for an Amber score i.e. 
‘development of the site would have no impact on access to or 
size of Green Spaces’ 
The score for criteria 7 remains AMBER. 

8.14 Criterion 8 (development to favour sites which do not result in loss of open 
space in the Leven Valley Character Zone) this relates specifically to open spaces 
defined in the Settlement Character workshops. Since the site is outside this zone is 
has been scored green and will remain the same in any assessment of the site.  

Noted and agreed. 
The score for criteria 8 remains GREEN. 

8.15 Criterion 9 (development to favour sites that will sustain/enhance community 
services /facilities) is a criterion intended to promote services or facilities that will 
benefit the settlement and its residents.  

Most weight is given where proposed services or facilities can 
only be delivered by the particular site, where they can be 
delivered within the redlines of the site, and where there is 
evidence of need or demand for those facilities or services.  

8.16 The new scheme proposes allotments for community use, as well as a 
permissive route through the site and bridge crossing and substantial landscaping 
and balancing pond. Community benefits will be secured by a planning agreement in 
the event of approval. Accordingly, this criterion should now be scored green in the 
new assessment.  

Allotments could (and would) be included within the site design 
brief for a preferred site if there is evidence of need/demand 
justifying the inclusion of this as a requirement.  The proposal to 
include allotments cannot, therefore, be given any weight.   
Neither landscaping nor balancing ponds (where required for 
water management reasons) are community services or facilities 
so have no relevance to scoring of this criteria.  
The proposed permissive footpath involves development well 
outside the redline (ca. 400m to the proposed bridge).  Scoring 
on a consistent basis with other sites requires that this is given 
no weight.  It is further noted that the proposed footpath could 
be delivered without development of the site should the 
landowner be willing to do so. 
The score for criteria 9 remains AMBER. 
 



8.17 Criterion 10 (development to favour sites offering alternative to private cars to 
access services/ encourage traffic reduction within village).  It adds that the site is 
approximately 500 metres from the village centre; that “major services” are at the 
following distances: village hall 620 metres; shop 500 metres; school 470 metres.  

The centre of the village was defined through consultation as a 
location on the village green which is the midpoint between the 
Parish Pump and the War Memorial (outside 25 Southside).   The 
shortest distance from the site to the village centre is via the 
footpath at Hundale and North End (and has been used in the 
assessment) but the footbridge over the Gill would require 
upgrading so that it could be used by people with prams or 
limited mobility. 

8.18 We observe that the Spar mini market and post office, which are clearly 
considered “major services” as well as the fuel station are relatively new and that the 
site scoring system has not been adjusted to take account of this change for any of 
the provisionally allocated sites. We also note that the previous village shop (the one 
on which the scoring was based) has now closed. Therefore, the Spar store shop and 
post office are only a maximum distance 280 metres away to the Spar store) and that 
this is far closer to these facilities and services than most other sites in the 
settlement, including other provisionally allocated NDP allocated sites. Moreover, the 
Spar Store and Post Office can be easily and quickly accessed by public footpaths, 
such that use of private cars becomes far less plausible. However, overall, as long as 
the scoring is adjuster to take account of the presence of this “major facility” then a 
green score now seems appropriate (see also our analysis of Criterion 4 above).   

The Spar had relocated before the site selection meeting and the 
published assessments are based on the current location.  It is 
noted that in Rev 1, the site under consideration was Embleton 
Farm East for which the nearest point to the shop is some further 
130m than for the current site which extends to the farm track.   
The Neighbourhood Plan estimate the distance from the site as 
now proposed to the Shop as approximately 330m rather than 
280m, but the difference in the estimates as both are in the 
‘Green’ zone.   The overall score for all sites is based on the 
distance to the village centre, and the distance to other services 
is provided as additional context.  It is noted that two out of 
three major services not around the Village Green are also in the 
Amber zone.  There is no justification for making an arbitrary 
adjustment to Green as it would favour this site over others 
which have been correctly scored. 
The score for criteria 10 remains AMBER. 

8.18 Criterion 11 (traffic and transport) states that Development should favour sites 
that provide opportunities to improve connectivity of footpaths and pavements 
within the village area. It advises that the site lies at the edge of the settlement, so 
there are no opportunities to improve connectivity within the settlement.  

Noted. 

8.19 We observe that the new footpath and bridge link proposed will aid connectivity 
within the village, although accept that, like most other proposed urban extensions, 
we accept that the amber score for this criterion is appropriate.  
 

Noted. 
The score for criteria 11 remains AMBER. 



8.20 Criterion 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. The site is large enough to allocate land for 29 homes with 
adequate parking. Accordingly, the site score is green and should remain the same as 
a result of the latest design proposal.  

If this site were to proceed, and if allotments were specified in 
the development brief then some parking provision would be 
needed for allotment users.  It is considered that the site is large 
enough to make suitable provision. 
The score for criteria 12 remains GREEN. 

8.21 Criterion 13 (development to favour sites where public safety is not adversely 
affected by the presence of the high-pressure ethylene pipeline). In this location, the 
pipeline traverses the Northwest edge of the site and is outside the 50 metre 
Consultation Zone which means that the HSE ”would not advise against” 
development and the pipeline operator SABIC would only wish to be consulted 
should any dwellings be within the same identified zone.  Unusually in the context of 
this criterion, a statement is made in the methodology, which appears out of context, 
and was already postulated in relation to criterion 2 that “the area on the settlement 
side of the pipeline zone is fully separated from the built area by Hundale Gill”.   

Noted.  The observation made on separation by Hundale Gill 
made against criteria 13 was incorrect (as discussed in the 
response to comments on criteria 2) but it did not adversely 
influence the scoring of criteria 13. 
 

8.22 Notwithstanding this comment about the presence of the pipeline corridor, 
development respects the Consultation Zone and is not in breach of protocols. The 
NDP Steering Group gives the site an amber score, nevertheless, which is accepted .   

Noted 
The score for criteria 13 remains AMBER. 

8.23 Criterion 14 concerns flood risk (development to favour sites not affected by 
Flood Zone 3, Flood Zone 2 or with a history of surface water flooding).   

Noted. 

8.24 As stated in the assessment of the Council’s methodology, the site is not within 
Flood Zones 3 or 2, but instead within Flood Zone 1 of the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment, which simply means that a Flood Risk Assessment would be required to 
validate any planning application with any appropriate recommended mitigation, 
which would be relatively simple to deal with.   

Noted, but the site promotion is not a planning application, and 
the criteria are not designed to be used for determining a 
planning application.  

8.25 We accept that there may be a risk of some surface water flooding, and since 
the edges of the site towards the southern and eastern boundary are susceptible to 
surface water flooding, we propose of Sustainable Drainage System with balancing 
pond to address the low-level flood risk with the additional benefits of providing an 
excellent setting for development and promoting biodiversity. Under the 
circumstances, an amber rating for this criterion should be applied, even if any 
possible very low level flood risk will be removed by the proposed development, 
rather than the current red rating given by the NDP Steering Group score.  

Noted. Mitigation would be a matter for the site design brief 
and/or planning application if the site were to be selected. 
The score for criteria 14 remains AMBER. 



8.26 Criterion 15 (habitat and biodiversity) states that development should favour 
sites which avoid loss of biodiversity. The NDP assessment states that Site has 
medium biodiversity value, no TPOs on or adjacent to site, and is more than 100m 
from any SNCI. The site is scored amber.   

Noted.  Following analysis of the feedback on the draft site 
assessments, a scoring methodology was developed for 
biodiversity.  Embleton Farm East scored medium for biodiversity 
as does the current submission (see pages 3 and 4 of the site 
assessment document which can be found on the website).  

8.27 Our own assessment is more in line with the Council’s, that the site comprises a 
chemically treated grazed field with very low biodiversity value . Although the 
Hundale Gill presents better opportunities to promote biodiversity, the corridor is 
being retained , with a balancing pond and landscaping adjacent to it, thereby 
promoting far greater opportunities to boost biodiversity potential. In addition, the 
planting of new native species along the line of the Consultation Zone for the 
ethylene pipeline will provide new, additional high-quality habitat. It is apparent that 
the site should therefore be scored green under the circumstances. 

This criteria assesses the state of the site before development 
and the site has been correctly scored as Amber due to the mix 
of habitat (grazing, native hedgerow, mature trees, and 
watercourse) present.  A score of Green would unreasonably 
favour this site over other sites. 
The score for criteria 15 remains AMBER. 

8.28 Based upon our analysis and a revised scheme which includes betterment via 
developer contributions, we have provided a revised table showing the scores we 
think are correct, pragmatic and much more suitable for the new scheme on this site 
using the scoring system that has been put in place by the NDP Steering Group. 

The site selection process is designed to determine the most 
appropriate location(s) for development and is not an appraisal 
of development schemes put forward by site promoters. Hence 
the difference in the details of this proposed development 
scheme and the previous scheme (except for the changes in site 
area / boundaries) has no material impact on scoring.  The 
change in site boundaries results in a revised score of GREEN for 
criteria 2, but otherwise the score for this site is the same as for 
Rev 1 of the assessment for the sub-site Embleton Farm East. 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 


