
  
 

 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting #37 
 
16th December 2019, Chapel Schoolroom, Hutton Rudby  
 
 
1. Attendance & Apologies 

 
In Attendance: Allan Mortimer (Chair), Richenda Broad, Mike Fenwick, Niall Innes, Derek 

Simpson (Secretary), 
 

Six members of the public.  
 
Apologies:   Katie Atkinson (KVA), Alan Bates (+), Adrian Davey (+), Emma Foden (+), 

Bridget Fortune (conflict with HDC duties), Sue Finnigan (+), Liam Percy (+), 
Stuart McArthur (work commitments), Tom Pickering (work commitments), 
Richard Readman (+) 

 
+ Due to the change of meeting date and time of year, these steering group members had other 
commitments which they were unable to rearrange. 

 
2. Procedural Issues 
 

a. Approval of Minutes of 4th November Meeting 
 

The November minutes were accepted. 
 

b. Matters Arising 
 

The Chair noted that the December meeting (this meeting) had been re-arranged from 2nd 
December to 16th December to allow more time to work of the draft plan before the meeting. 

 
 
3. Costs / Budget / Grants 
 

The costs to date are £14,188.55.   
 
There is £1,644 of the HDC grant unspent and £1,969 of the Locality grant unspent.  There is an 
additional locality grant of £1,314 available. 
 
It is expected that an additional sum of around £1,000 will be required from the Precept. 
 



4. Draft Plan – Progress update & in-progress document review  
 

a. Progress Update 
 

The Chair noted that the current document is a work in progress and is not complete.  While it 
has been made public, it is not out for formal consultation.  It has been made public for 
transparency and to allow a high level 'sanity check' from members of the Steering Group not 
directly involved in drafting.  It is not intended to deal with fine detail, cross-checking for 
internal consistency or proof reading checks at this stage.  The policy text and supporting text 
are likely to change. 
  
Following this meeting, the next steps for the document are 
 

• additional drafting including consideration of any comments made at this meeting 

• the Steering Group to review and comment  

• a technical review involving KVA and the drafting team 

• RPC to review and comment, 

• HDC to review and comment (not a statutory requirement) 

• Finalisation of consultation draft. 
 
There will then be a pre-submission Community Consultation. 
 
In addition to the main document, the following supporting documents need to be finalised. 
 

• Basic Conditions Statement (KVA) 

• Consultation Statement (drafting team) and the supporting data 
 
After formal submission to HDC, the document will be  

 

• publicised for a minimum of 6 weeks by HDC, 

• subject to potential revisions arising from representations made and 

• submitted to an examiner appointed by HDC. 
 
Potentially further revisions will be made following the examination.   
 
The referendum requires a minimum of four weeks' notice and is organised by HDC. 
 

b. Review of work in progress 
 

A wide range of comments were made by members of the public and members of the SG 
including the following.  These notes are indicative of the questions and observations made, 
but are not an exhaustive or verbatim list. The points raised will be considered during drafting 
and decisions on whether or how to incorporate them will be made at that time.  

 
i. General Comments 

 

• A lot of work has been put in. 

• Fundamental problem is that solutions are not proposed to some of the issues raised. 

• Has the NP the agreement of all landowners covered by the Green Space proposals? 

• No proposals to solve the parking problems. 

• Have landowners been approached about nursing home provision? 



• No provision for a football pitch. 

• Public footpaths. 

• No proposals for improved public transport. 

• No additional allotments. 

• No mention of sites for tree planting. 

• Limited ecological issues. 

• No plans on how to implement issues. 

• The NP is a policy document - not an implementation strategy. 

• Public transport is not a NP issue. 

• RPC has instigated a 'Trees for Tomorrow' programme; all were invited to a meeting 
being held on the matter the following evening. 

• What is in a NP and what is not? 
 

ii. Chapter 1 - Introduction 
 

• Would benefit from a timeline at the start of the document. 

• Timeline could go in Section 1.3. 

• Importance of Vision Statement. 

• Liked the justification after each policy. 

• Possible overlap on environmental policies. 

• Possibly combine some policies. 
 

iii. Chapter 2 - About Rudby Parish 
 

No comments made. 
 

iv. Chapter 3 - Vision and Objectives 
 

• Objectives relate to Hambleton's objectives. 

• How do issues relate to objectives? 

• Felt issues related well to objectives. 

• Succinct objectives. 

• Do they relate to aging population? 

• A number of policies address the aging population. 
 

v. Chapter 4 - Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
 

• Almost mandatory section. 

• Has to tie in with National Policy. 
 

vi. Chapter 5 - General Design 
 

• para 69 considers whole population. 
 

vii. Chapter 6 - Housing 
 

• Have yet to confirm site design document - waiting until policies drafted. 

• Windfall does have a role - smaller role where there is planned development as in this 
parish / NP, a more significant role where there are no allocations. 

• Follow Local Plan mix proposals for affordable housing. 

• Largely following Hambleton's Plan for housing in the countryside. 



• Strengthen biodiversity in site specific policies. 

• Need to use consistent language. 

• Climate crisis needs strengthening. 
 

viii. Chapter 7 - Rural Economy 
 

• Small scale developments only - larger scale Stokesley Business Park. 

• Point well made. 
 

ix. Chapter 8 - Services and Facilities 
 

• Any mast must be suitable for the location and appropriate size. 
 

x. Chapter 9 - Traffic and Transport 
 

• The NP is a planning document. 

• Can facilitate services, can't introduce services. 

• Parking can be provided on new sites. 

• As mentioned at previous meetings, the SG/RPC would welcome suggestions from the 
public if they believe they know of potential parking sites. 

• Haven't identified any new parking provision in centre of village. 

• Residents would be prepared to pay for residents' parking. 

• RPC has considered parking for many years without finding a solution. 

• In effect, one car per adult - put forward as a policy? 

• All proposed Green Spaces are listed on the web site - will be included in the final 
document. 

• Part of the field south of South View has been included as proposed Green Space. 

• The half of the Flagpole field not covered by planning permission has been included as 
proposed Green Space. 

• Parking on new sites has been mitigated. 

• Separate modelling of traffic flows has not been undertaken - NYCC say Parish roads 
have very low traffic use. 

• Is moving school an option? 

• Larger vehicles are now taking up more parking space. 

• Preston's vehicles used to come through the village. 

• Only space for parking in centre of the village is the Green - not an option. 

• No alternatives for parking have been offered to the SG. 
 

xi. Chapter 10 - Natural Environment 
 

• Some Green Space coming through the Local Plan 

• Hierarchy in the sequence of policies 

• Fish ponds provide recreation as well as bio-diversity 

• Pond was included as part of the Embleton Far proposal 

• Pond alongside Hundale Gill possible as part of the preferred site 
 

xii. Chapter 11 - Heritage Assets 
 

• Are three policies necessary? 
 

 



xiii. Appendices 
 

• All VDS policies have been mapped against the NP policies 

• Will require further work 
 

xiv. Other Comments 
 

• Critical mass required for a nursing home can be large. 

• Depends whether residential home or nursing home. 

• Smaller care homes are often are for young with special needs as funding is higher. 

• Limit to what the local authority will fund. 

• In Cleveland around 85% do not pay for their residential care; in North Yorks around 
85% pay. 

• Move is away from nursing homes to care at home. 

• 'Design for life' is part of the design brief. 

• Site with conditions needs to be a viable site. 

• Nursing homes tend to be in much larger settlements. 

• Nursing homes in smaller settlements tend to be converted large houses. 

• A very large amount of effort has clearly been put in to get the document to its current 
state. 

• Expecting to rip it apart but not necessary. 
 

The Chair expects to set up a meeting early in the New Year for the SG to work through the 
document. 

 
5. Issues to refer to Rudby Parish Council 
 

The Chair will send the current draft to RPC for comments. 
 
 
6. AOB 
 

There was no other business. 

 

 

7. Date of next meeting 
  

Time & Date:  Monday 7pm, 3rd February 2020  Location:  Chapel Schoolroom 
 

 
 
 


