
Summary of Proposed Policy Response to HDC Feedback on draft Rudby Neighbourhood Plan 

Strategy: Adopt feedback wherever possible (even if it creates extra work), only reject where it conflicts with community objectives/priorities. 

Policy     Title Observations, Key Issues & Proposed Action 

RNP1  Sustainable Development Minor changes to wording 

RNP2  Design Principles Major Recurring Issue (first occurrence)- overlap with Local Plan policies.  In principle reducing / eliminating the overlap is 
appropriate, and the proposed approach is to do this as far as is reasonable.  This is likely to lead to consolidation of our policies and 
associated justifications.  In general, our policies should have some extra level of local detail or local approach that isn’t included in 
the Local Plan. Typically, generic requirements like “Will provide a safe and suitable access to the site for all” will be covered at Local 
Plan level. In eliminating/reducing the perceived overlap we need to check carefully that anything removed is appropriately 
addressed in the Local Plan and that issues which are particularly resonant with the community are still given sufficient 
emphasis/weight. 
Reduce/eliminate overlap with Local Plan policies per HDC comment. It is important that we do our own review on overlap and 
create an audit trail on what we think can be safely removed without losing local nuances on issues important to the community. 
We now have better visibility on the likely final form of the Local Plan than during our original drafting although there may still be 
changes to it arising in the examination process.  By the time we prepare our submission version the Local Plan should have 
completed its public examination so should be very close to its final form. 
Specific issues on RNP2 - para 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, have strongest local flavour/resonance, also possibly 10 (ref housing needs survey / 
desire to remain in parish etc.)  Possible rewording ‘… demonstrate how they are in conformity with relevant local plan policies and 
the following criteria ….’ 
Major point:  HDC’s stance that higher energy efficiency standards cannot be required is not universally accepted.  Retain criteria 
and bring relevant supporting evidence into justification. 
[May also need to bring design vernacular and biodiversity metric elements forward from later policies] 

RNP3  Housing Provision Merge with RNP4 per HDC comment.   
Generally, we accept HDC recommendations. Note that this & RNP4 are still placeholder policies which will evolve as the 
conversations with Broadacres progress.  Site specific design points should go in the allocation policy, any general design points 
moved into RNP2 if not already there. 

RNP4  Site Specific Policy Merge with RNP3 per HDC comment 
Site specific design points should go in the allocation policy, any general design points moved into RNP2 if not already there. 
It may take some time for HDC to get their biodiversity SPD adopted so we include a recognised metric as interim.  Wording along 
the lines of recognised metric such as DEFRA or any alternative metric adopted in the local plan might work. 

RNP5  Windfall Housing Development Major point: The policy intent is to give support to local residents looking to develop windfall sites for their own needs.  HDC 
feedback is not an objection in principle to the intent but they are pointing out that as drafted the policy isn’t practical to apply – 
we need to find a different (and more effective) way of wording to achieve the policy intent.  Wording in justification about most 



housing needs being met by allocation may need strengthening and/or brought into policy so that there is a test whether Windfall 
is meeting needs not otherwise addressed. 
Major point:  The policy intent is to ensure that mix is conditioned in any outline approval and not left as a reserved matter.  
Possibility to be investigated is whether local occupancy conditions could be applied to a proportion of such developments. 
Major Point:  HDC don’t like the maps defining the current position of the edge of the built form. These provide a clear baseline for 
testing whether applications are (or are not) adjacent to the built form.  This is not a development limit (the Plan would not be in 
conformity with the Local Plan if it was). As set out in the NP, the edge of the built form is dynamic and moves as permissions or 
allocations are made.  Maps to be retained. 

RNP6  Affordable Housing Minor Point: Move 1st para out of policy per HDC suggestions. 
MAJOR POINT: Policy intent is to support development of affordable housing to meet Parish needs and prioritise allocation to local 
residents.  HDC have concerns about local occupancy conditions in policy but consultation evidence is strongly in favour of this 
approach.  It is also consistent with Local Plan housing policy intent which says NP should meet local need (conditions ensure that 
affordable housing is preferentially allocated to locals).  Policy intent must be achieved in some form.  To be discussed with HDC. 

RNP7  Housing in the Countryside Major Point: Review for overlap with our own policies and Local Plan. This policy has local elements #1 carbon emissions – not in 
Local Plan #2 net biodiversity gain – not in Local Plan yet (but should be dealt with in RNP2), #3 references Leven Valley so is locally 
specific #4 as we have not defined views outside of the settlement area this criteria is generic and potentially could be removed. 

RNP8  Rural Economy Major point: generally, adopt suggestion but probably retain a short generic policy that links to economic objectives. Also add 
home working to economic objectives.  Look at merging RNP8 & elements of RNP10 

RNP9  Working from Home Minor point: Policy intent is to support small scale development needed to facilitate homeworking (e.g. extension to provide office 
or studio.)  Potentially could be removed if fully covered by Local Plan or tweaked to make the policy intent more explicit. 

RNP10  Redevelopment of Redundant Buildings in the 
Open Countryside 

Minor Point: Eliminate overlap with Local Plan and merge any residual elements with RNP8.  Generally economic policies are not 
‘hot topics’ for the community 

RNP11  Safeguarding and Improvement of Community 
Facilities 

Minor point: no issues with removing last para as it is in local plan. 
Minor Point The 2nd last paragraph is intended to give policy support for delivery of open space within larger developments rather 
than have developers using ‘buy out’ provisions.  May need some rewording and/or discussion with HDC. 

RNP12  Improvement to Communications Technology Minor point: reword to clarify policy intent is the BATNEEC principle (Best Available Technology, Not Entailing Excessive Cost) 
Minor point: probably ok to remove 2nd para – note permitted development issue so can’t impose mast design requirements.  

RNP13  Parking Provision and Improvements to the 
Highway Network 

Major point: There are probably some parts of this that can be cut, but there are locally specific policy intentions that are not 
covered in the Local Plan e.g. higher level of parking provision, and specific areas where development should not increase demand 
for on-street parking.  These are ‘hot topics’ for the community so need to be retained.  
We did send the draft to NYCC Highways but have not received a response. 
HDC comment “We would also suggest considering how the policy could be less focused on cars and vehicles, to encourage 
sustainable modes particularly walking and cycling” – just not realistic in this location.  Possibly soften with supporting statement 
for transitioning to electric vehicle, support for provisioning of charging infrastructure? 

RNP14  Natural Environment and Landscape Major Point: Look at consolidating RNP14, RNP15 and RNP16 to reduce repetition and reduce overlap with Local Plan 



Minor Point: Agree the first para is a statement of intent so should come out of the policy and go into introduction.  As a style point 
we should probably try to put policy intentions statements in the introduction for each policy/policy group 

RNP15  Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure Minor point: Generic requirements covered by the Local Plan can be removed and residuals merged with RNP14 but must retain 
emphasis on specialness of Leven Valley which is a hot topic for the community.   
Major Point: Policy intent for the trees section of policy is to prevent net loss of trees – need to find a different mechanism that 
works.  Discuss with HDC 

RNP16  The Leven Valley MAJOR POINT: Consolidate with RNP14 & RNP15 but must retain sufficient emphasis on the Leven valley protection with a holistic 
approach to natural environment, landscape, recreation, and heritage issues. 

RNP17  Local Green Space Major Point: All our proposed LGS designations have been through assessment and a lot of community consultation. There is 
strong support for including all the additional sites (and a site rejected by Local Plan) 
Minor Point: We have the core content already written (the LGS assessments).  Although it isn’t a trivial piece of work to create a 
LGS document, it isn’t a massive task so is worth doing.  
Major Point: Process issue which needs discussion with HDC – some variations to LGS boundaries could be handled as a 
supplementary designation via the NP (e.g. the bit of North Green that HDC missed out).   What happens if a proposed site gets 
rejected at Local Plan examination? Could we have another go via the NP? 
MAJOR POINT: The landowner in question only has an ownership share in part of the site so HDC’s decision to remove the entire 
LGS proposal is unreasonable.  Their comment implies that HDC’s position is that landowners have a total veto – this is not how we 
understand policy.  We could accept HDC position on landowner veto and withdraw certain sites for which there is strong 
community support for designation, or we can retain them in the plan and push for HDC to leave it to the examiner to decide.  
Minor Point: Make any clarification tweaks as required when creating separate LGS document etc. 

RNP18  Significant Views Major Point:  The essence of HDC feedback is we need to rework the policy and justification to make the policy practical to use.  
HDC suggestions are constructive. We probably should do some work on it and then discuss with HDC (ideally with Peter Jones) 

RNP19  Protection and Enhancement of the 
Conservation Area 

Major Point: Potentially this could be removed if it is genuine duplicating Local Plan policy.  Linkage to local vernacular (of VDS 
origin) could be moved into the design policy.  If we remove the policy entirely how much of the narrative would be needed?  
Bullets 4,5, 6 and 8 have the most local flavour, but 8 repeats something already covered in the highways policy. Possibly retain a 
skeleton policy and combine with RNP21 

RNP20  Demolition in the Conservation Area Minor point: HDC are probably correct with possible exception of middle bullet point which links to para 233.  Policy intent of this 
part was to raise the bar on using demolition as a solution for inconvenient layouts (room sizes, ceiling heights etc) of a heritage 
building.  Could this aspect be merged with RNP19? 

RNP21  Heritage Buildings & Features MAJOR POINT: Need to prepare NDHA justification for all buildings in the Appendix tables that aren’t registered as listed buildings.  
Minor point: HDC probably correct that this is mostly generic and dealt with at local plan level. Any residual elements could be 
consolidated into RNP19. 

 


