
1 | P a g e  
 

 
 

 

 

 

The Publication Draft of the Harrogate District Local Plan and the Harrogate 
District Local Plan Publication Draft: Sustainability Appraisal, January,2018 
 
 

26th July - 20th September 2019 Consultation. 
 
 

A Report prepared for the Examination in Public concerning 

 
 
 

THE CASE AGAINST THE PROPOSED DM4 : GREEN 
HAMMERTON/CATTAL BROAD AREA FOR GROWTH 

 
 
 
 

Representations by Keep The Hammertons Green Action Groups 

 



2 | P a g e  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Contents 

           Page No. 
 
1 Introduction          3 
 
2 Schedule of Main Modifications       5 
 
3 Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 2 (SAA 2)     7 
 
4 Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 3 (SAA 3) Main Modifications   13 
 
5 Local Plan Assessment Rationale for sites including Guidance Notes  15 
 
6 Conclusion           16 
 
Appendices 
 
A - Supporting Information – Schedule of Main Modifications    18 
 
C - Richard Humphreys QC Report on Main Modifications Ref MM162a    23 
 
B - Supporting Information – Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 2 (SAA 2)   27 
            



3 | P a g e  
 

Keep The Hammertons Green Action Group (KTHG) submission to Main 

Modifications and Sustainability Appraisal Addendums Consultation 

August/September 2019 

 

This document represents the Action Group’s comments for the consultation on both 

of the above.  

 

1 Introduction 
 

1.1 The KTHG Action Group has been consistent throughout the many stages of 
the process of creating the Harrogate Borough Council (HBC) Local Plan. 

 

1.2 At the outset of our submission, we state that the entire process under which 
the Sustainability Appraisal was re-considered following the Inspector’s letter 
requesting that further work be done is unsound. 

 

1.3 The requirement to build a new settlement is by no means certain, and it is our 
position, set out below, that it is not required. If, however it is required, HBC 
accepts, under its assessment methodology, that the choice of location for 
such a settlement is finely balanced between two leading options, OC12 and 
OC16. 

 

1.4 The Inspector in his letter of 11 March 2019 to HBC required the Council to 
undertake more work on the assessment of the broad locations for growth. 
Given the delicate context and fine balance of the issues, it is wrong that the 
process to re-appraise the sustainability of these options was conducted by the 
same team of officials which had already made their choice and with no 
external, independent voice, audit or oversight to ensure objectivity and 
fairness. During the oral hearings of the Examination in Public of the Plan, the 
chief planning officer said publicly that if she were to re-appraise the potential 
sites for a new settlement she would not change her mind. It clearly 
demonstrates that the process was entered into with prejudice. And, even if 
any bias was unconscious, it must have a bearing that officials are re-validating 
their own work. 

 

1.5 We have a further fundamental concern about lack of transparency in the 
choice of location for a new settlement. It is well known that large parts of 
OC12 are subject to covenants which mean that North Yorkshire County 
Council (NYCC) will benefit by many, many millions of pounds if that land is 
sold for development. 14 HBC elected councillors (including the cabinet 
member for planning and the leader of HBC) are also elected members of 
NYCC and may have a political interest in generating funds for NYCC. Both 
these tiers of local government are controlled by the same political party. 
Nowhere in the process or documentation has this been publicly acknowledged 
and yet it must have had some bearing on the matter.   

 



4 | P a g e  
 

1.6 The OC12 land subject to covenants expire in 2034 the year before the end of 
the local plan. It is no wonder then that this land on the north side of the A59 
between the Whixley Crossroads and Green Hammerton is the focus of being 
in the early phases in the developers application and in the Councils housing 
allocation to deliver 1,080 dwellings within the period of the Local Plan. 

 

1.7 It is our position that the Plan and the Main Modifications and Sustainability 
Appraisal Addendums are unsound. That is because the housing needs of the 
district can be met without recourse to the building of a major new settlement 
within a broad location for growth. We believe that the phasing and delivery 
(MM162a) section of the main modifications document erratum demonstrates 
that the new settlement is not required. 

 

1.8 However, if it is shown beyond doubt that such an approach must be taken 
then there are better alternatives than that chosen at Green Hammerton/Cattal, 
OC12, namely land at Flaxby, OC16. The Sustainability Assessment 
Addendums which confirm OC12 as the location for the new settlement are 
therefore unsound. 

 

1.9 If all of the thousands of hours of work and reams of documentation connected 
with the HBC plan process are distilled, their essence could be stated thus: 

 

1.10 It would be desirable for all substantial development to take place close to the 
main centres of population. That is not possible and so Harrogate Borough 
Council planners believe a new settlement is required in the east-west 
transport corridor. Placing of that settlement is finely balanced between OC12 
and OC16. Harrogate Borough Council planners have chosen OC12 because it 
has access to two railway stations, some capacity in primary schools, limited 
local services and a bus stop. 

 

1.11 It is the KTHG position that the outcome of the revised SA is wrong, but, as 
presented by HBC, OC12 and OC16 score almost exactly the same. The 
approach appears to have been manipulated by HBC to ensure that the original 
outcome is re-confirmed. Critically there has been no attempt to provide 
“weighting” to the criteria. It means that relatively unimportant matters (the 
availability of a bus stop, for example) appear to have the same consideration 
as very serious ones (such as the destruction of large amounts of prime 
agricultural land).  
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1.12 OC16 is in exactly the same transport corridor, has the ready possibility of a 
railway station and is much closer to the “centre of gravity” of the district and its 
ownership/control and proximity to existing infrastructure makes it more certain 
to be delivered. Any objective, rational observer would surely choose that 
location rather than one further from the centres and which is almost entirely 
greenfield and in multiple ownerships, uncertain control, where the services are 
very limited; capacity in schools has been wrongly assessed and where there 
are two small rail stations with limited access on a single track line with no 
certainty of investment. 

 

1.13 Notably, deliverability and viability are not addressed in the SAA. The only 
formal reference to viability remains that in the HBC new settlement 
Background Paper (2017) which reports the findings of the “Whole Plan 
Viability” (WPV) Assessment and at its Paragraph 5.67 it records the 
conclusion from work by its own consultants that: “it was premature to provide 
definitive advice as to the deliverability of these sites [Green Hammerton and 
Flaxby]”.  

 

2 Schedule of Main Modifications 
 

2.1 The Schedule of Main Modifications and its Erratum are unsound. 
 

2.2 The Erratum to the schedule of Main Modification’s section MM162a Phasing 
and Delivery sets out the numerical basis for the justification of a new 
settlement. This is the nexus of the whole Plan. It is accepted that development 
near to the urban centres is desirable and that a new settlement is, in effect, a 
“last resort”. It is also common ground that all the possible broad locations for 
growth will do harm only some of which can be mitigated. Indeed, in the SAA 
scoring for all locations more than 30% of the objectives are red.  

 

2.3 But the numbers in MM162a show there is no need for the new settlement. 
Even allowing for making up the shortfall in the early years, there does not 
appear to be any reason to have the flexibility in the provision of housing at 
such a high level of 21%. 

 

2.4 MM162, paragraph 10.32 makes it clear that HBC believe an excess housing 
provision of 14.4% above the OAN figure of 13,377 gives adequate dwelling 
supply flexibility for this local plan. (An effective requirement of 15,303.) We 
have been advised that, although there is no formula for determining this 
flexibility figure, an excess of 10% would be reasonable. 

 

2.5 The erratum to MM162 (MM162a) identifies a total housing supply of 16,125 
which results in an excess of 20.5%. Of these 16,125 dwellings, 1,080 are 
scheduled to be in the proposed new settlement.  
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2.6 The removal of the 1,080 scheduled for the new settlement would result in a 
supply of 15,045, an oversupply of 12.5%. This exceeds the reasonable 10% 
figure, but is 258 dwellings short for the council preferred flexibility of 14.4%. 

 

2.7 However, not included in these figures is the agreed additional allocation at 
Claro and Deverell Barracks, Ripon. Inclusion of this addition increases the 
oversupply to 25% (see footnote on page 5 of Erratum to main Modifications). 
Removal of the 1,080 of the new settlement reduces this oversupply flexibility 
figure to 16.9%. This is comfortably in excess of the 14.4% preferred level. 

 

2.8 There are other sites where the expected allocation is yet to be determined. 
(Examples include the mixed use sites designated H37, H63, K17 and H88). 
The oversupply will only increase as these are determined. Explained further in 
Appendix A 

 

The figures do not therefore support the stated need for a new settlement. 

 

2.9 It is noted that the figures published are notionally tied to a datum of 31 March 
2018. We have undertaken an analysis of more recently published figures 
(including housing update April 2019 and allocations listed in the Main 
Modifications document). Explained further in Appendix A of this submission. 
We find the resultant housing supply totals to be broadly consistent with the 
percentages arrived at above. That is, flexibility of 27%, or 19% if the new 
settlement allocation is removed. 
 

2.10 There is clearly a belief that increasing the number of allocated sites (the 
flexibility) will somehow ensure that the OAN target is achieved. This is simply 
untrue, the Council already has a very substantial excess of allocations and, 
when considered with the 9,000+ current planning permissions granted there is 
clearly ample supply. The poor Completions figures over the first five years of 
the plan highlight the real issue which is about the speed of development. 

 
The figures do not therefore support the stated need for a new settlement. 

 

2.11 Comments on inconsistencies in housing supply statements. We have 
attempted to understand the figures by following through allocation lists and 
housing trajectory tables published. We would comment that there is generally 
significant inconsistency between listed figures and tabulated trajectories 
published in the same document. Other figures appear, disappear and change 
without any clear explanation. This lack of transparency is unacceptable. 
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2.12 As a consequence of the above points, MM3, relating to amended policy GS2 
should have its third bullet removed [a new settlement within the Green 
Hammerton/Cattal area] and its final paragraph removed [A broad location for 
growth is identified in the Green Hammerton/Cattal area, as shown on the key 
diagram. Within this area a site for a new settlement will be allocated through 
the adoption of a separate Development Plan Document (DPD). The DPD will 
be brought forward in accordance with the development principles outlined in 
Policy DM4].  

 

2.13 Furthermore, MM3 (and its elaboration under SAA Main Modifications section 
4) introduces the idea that there will be no distinction between Primary and 
Secondary Service village for new development. This is a significant change of 
policy to which KTHG objects and on which there has been no proper 
discussion or consultation.   

 

2.14 MM4 Justification to Policy GS2: Growth Strategy to 2035  paragraph 3.19 
should be removed [Land in the Green Hammerton/Cattal area has been 
identified as a broad location for strategic growth at which it is proposed new 
housing, employment and supporting services will be delivered during the plan 
period and beyond through the development of a new settlement. It is 
anticipated that around 1,000 dwellings and five hectares of employment land 
will be delivered by 2034/35. Only a broad location has been identified at 
present: the council will prepare a separate Development Plan Document 
(DPD) to guide the detailed planning of the area, including defining the 
development area. Further information is set out in Policy DM4]. 

 
 

3 Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 2 (SAA 2) 
 

3.1 SAA 2 is unsound. KTHG believes that the foregoing arguments demonstrate 
that the new settlement is not required. However, if it is shown beyond doubt 
that such an approach must be taken then land at Flaxby, OC16, is more 
suitable than that chosen at Green Hammerton/Cattal, OC12.  

 

3.2 The Sustainability Appraisal Addendums which confirm OC12 as the location 
for the new settlement are therefore unsound in the following ways, though this 
is not exhaustive. For ease we concentrate on the main items which 
dramatically alter the picture and which show that OC 12 should not have been 
selected ahead of OC16. 

 

3.3 Non-technical summary 1.8 and Additional Sustainability Appraisal work in 
relation to broad locations for growth background 1.8 
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3.4 Comment: There is over-emphasis on the value of the rail stations at OC12 and 
unfair dismissal of credible rail options at OC16. HBC has provided no 
evidence for the improvement and enhancement of existing rail facilities and 
services and Network Rail has made no commitments in this regard. The 
constraints on the line are well documented and surveys and evidence of 
actual usage of the railway suggest that it will not be a well-used facility. 
Notwithstanding, HBC dismisses the Flaxby promoter’s proposal to re-open 
Goldsborough station and fails to recognise its more suitable location as an 
effective “park and ride” facility (which would be most beneficial for 
Knaresborough and Harrogate local economies) and which is supported in 
principle by Network Rail.  

 

3.5 There is no recognition by HBC of the merit of the co-location of OC16 with the 
already approved Flaxby Business Park which represents the largest 
employment land allocation in the Plan.   

 

3.6 Approach to defining and assessing broad locations for growth 1.11 
 

3.7 Comment: Deliverability is acknowledged as a key test. And yet there has been 
no rigorous assessment of deliverability. OC 16 land is under single control; 
land at OC12 is in multiple ownership/control and includes parcels promoted by 
two rival developers.  

 

3.8 Approach to defining and assessing broad locations for growth 1.12 
 

3.9 Comment: it is incorrect to describe OC12 Green Hammerton/Cattal broad 
location for growth: as previously defined (KTHG emphasis). The map clearly 
shows that additional parcels have been included. Comment also therefore 
applies to Map 2.1. 

 

3.10 We object to the fact that the original broad location for growth in the draft Plan 
- which became OC12 - was simply a set of grid squares on an Ordnance 
Survey map. And yet this SAA identifies specific sites promoted by developers 
and includes additional sites that were never part of the original new settlement 
proposal. Likewise, additional land is included at OC 16 that was not part of the 
original proposal for that development. 

 

3.11 Crucially, the now-larger potential area (combining the various promoters’ land 
offerings) at OC12 is parlayed into a benefit for future expansion while the 
additional land at OC16 is used to weaken its case as it is east of the A1. In 
short, “the goal posts have been moved.”       

 

3.12 Assessments of broad locations for growth Table 2.1 Green Hammerton/Cattal 
broad locations for growth 

 



9 | P a g e  
 

3.13 Comment: Item 4 & 7 (adverse impact of schools and primary school capacity).  
The SAA 2 suggests there is some capacity in both the Hammerton schools to 
accommodate needs in the early stage of the development and that schools 
around Flaxby are, at or near capacity. This determination arises from an 
incorrect assessment made in NYCC's Highways and Education May 2019 
Report. This incorrect assessment is then applied in separate items 4 and 7 in 
the SAA 2.  

 

3.14 The score for OC12 should be red, not dark green (as shown in the Highways 
and Education May 2019 Report) and for Flaxby OC16 it should be Green not 
Red because there is capacity at Staveley Community Primary School. This 
should then change the SAA 2 scoring for OC12 item 4 to Red, and give a 
more positive scoring for OC16. 

 

3.15 Local schools at Kirk Hammerton and Green Hammerton do not have the 
capacity indicated. This point has been raised at each consultation but has 
been ignored. Kirk Hammerton capacity is 14 places lower than that shown on 
central government’s schools’ information service in NYCC Highways and 
Education Report May 2019 and Green Hammerton school has 10 more places 
than indicated but remains oversubscribed due to substantial development in 
the last five years. Furthermore, the report makes no allowance in the forecasts 
for school places taken, at both schools, due to current and planned 
development activity in the villages. Green Hammerton (248) and Kirk 
Hammerton (89) together have 337 new homes under construction and 
planned within the Local Plan period, requiring some 80 additional places. 

 

3.16 The school at Staveley that is being assessed for OC16, has more than 20 
places of additional capacity than indicated. Staveley, has 4 classrooms 
available but only enough children and teachers to run three classrooms due to 
a decline in numbers over the past few years. 

 

3.17 The information provided by NYCC for the Highways and Education report May 
2019 is based on 2016 figures and the report refers to subsequent information 
but does not present this information for consultation or provide any further 
details despite data from the 2018 roll being available on the NYCC website.  

 

3.18 Information provided by NYCC for this report is inconsistent with the data used 
on the various (2018/19) planning applications in the locations of Green 
Hammerton and Flaxby. For example, NYCC Education, when consulted on 
Oakgate’s application (27 February 2019), showed that there is no forecast 
spare capacity at Kirk Hammerton primary school.  With current net capacity 
being 84 and a forecast roll of 84 for 2023/24 there would be no surplus, 
generating a RED score. The true capacity for Kirk Hammerton Primary School 
is 70 so, under the NYCC forecasts for 2023/24 this school will actually be 
over-subscribed by 14 children. 
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3.19 Item 9. Scoring of box 5 should be red as land is almost entirely greenfield – 
only a fractional percentage previously developed.   

 

3.20 Item 10. Scoring of box 3 should be orange as there is clearly poor connectivity 
to routes suitable for cycling and no realistic scope to connect to existing cycle 
routes or create same or for cycling to be a viable option for travel to 
employment and leisure activities. OC12 is surrounded by narrow county lanes 
and the busy, fast moving A59. The summary to this section again overstates 
the value of the railway and there is no evidence to support the suggestion of 
“enhancement” of existing rail facilities. 

 

3.21 Consultation 1.15 
 

3.22 Comment: KTHG did provide a response to this informal consultation but no 
summary or follow up was provided demonstrating a failure to cooperate on the 
part of HBC.   

 

3.23 Assessments of broad locations for growth Table 2.2 Broad location for growth 
at Flaxby 

 

3.24 Comment: Item 6 there is no attempt to introduce the very positive employment 
effects of the approved business park at Flaxby into the scoring. Under the 
Local Plan Assessment Rationale, “walking distance to major area of 
employment” it should score Dark Green. The summary dismisses the 
reopening of the rail station with no evidence.   

 

3.25 Assessment Summaries table 3.1 
 

3.26 If the comments above are translated into the summary table, Item 6a becomes 
dark green for OC16. Item 9d should be red for OC12. Item 10c should be 
orange for OC12. These, combined with the revised scoring for agricultural 
land at OC16 (as noted below in the comments on SAA 3), would alter the 
outcome to the extent that OC12 performs worse than OC16. 

 

3.27 Commentary and conclusions Table 4.1 
 

3.28 6 Local needs met locally 
 

3.29 Comment: There is an over-emphasis on the rail stations at OC12 and no 
refence to the proposal to re-open Goldsborough station at OC16.  

 

3.30 7 Education and training opportunities 
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3.31 Comment: The lack of primary school places at OC16 for the very earliest 
phases of development is highlighted to shore up the argument for OC12. In 
the context of a decision of the magnitude to create a large new settlement this 
should not be a major factor.   

 

3.32 8 Biodiversity and importance of the natural environment 
 

3.33 Comment: HBC acknowledges publicly that OC12 has the most significant 
harm and OC 16 less so and yet this does not seem to have influenced the 
decision to select OC12.   

 

3.34 10 A transport network which maximises access whilst minimising detrimental 
effects 

 

3.35 Comment: Again there is over-emphasis on the value of the rail stations at 
OC12 and unfair dismissal of credible rail options at OC16. HBC has provided 
no evidence for the improvement and enhancement of existing rail facilities and 
services and Network Rail has made no commitments in this regard. HBC 
dismisses the Flaxby promoter’s proposal to re-open Goldsborough station, or 
to recognise its more suitable location as an effective “park and ride” facility 
(which would be most beneficial for Knaresborough and Harrogate local 
economies) and which is supported in principle by Network Rail. There is no 
recognition of the benefit in this context of the already approved substantial 
employment land allocation at Flaxby Business Park.  

 

3.36 11 Minimise greenhouse gas emissions and a managed response to climate 
change. 

 

3.37 Comment: There is no serious proposal to link OC12 to the waste incinerator at 
Allerton. There is a serious proposal to do so at OC16. It is wrong to bracket 
both sites in this regard when OC16 is much more likely to offer this 
greenhouse gas and climate change benefit. There is no prospect of significant 
employment opportunities at OC12 and it will be a car-dependent dormitory 
which can only increase greenhouse gas emissions compared with OC16. 

 

3.38 16 Conditions for business success, economic growth and investment 
 

3.39 Comment: There is no reference to the substantial economic multiplier effect of 
OC16 being co located with the approved Flaxby business park.  

 

3.40 Commentary and conclusions 4.2 
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3.41 Comment: These two bullets note the key points of difference between the 
sites. It is entirely subjective and shows no attempt to weight the different 
sustainability criteria. Yet again, OC12 is favoured because it has two existing 
rail stations and HBC dismisses the proposal to open Goldsborough station at 
OC16. This over reliance on the rail provision argument can only be seen as an 
attempt to shore up the choice of OC12.  

 

3.42 The reality is that the railway, while a useful addition to the transport mix, is not 
well used by residents for travel to work or for leisure and shopping. A 
methodologically and statistically sound survey conducted by KTHG 
established that, in the villages close to OC12,  railway usage was extremely 
low. 4% of respondents utilise the train service on a daily basis. 11% used the 
rail service on a weekly basis, 19% on a monthly basis, 49% stated they 
utilised the service rarely. By contrast, 76% of households used two or more 
cars regularly and 95% of workers used a car to travel to work. There is no 
reason to suppose that will change. In short, the railway argument is not a good 
enough reason to select OC12.  

 

3.43 The wording in the second bullet point is disingenuous. There was considered 
to be enough land in the original Flaxby proposal west of the A1(M) to 
accommodate the full sized new settlement so arguments about future crossing 
of the motorway are redundant. Equally, it is wrong to say that westward 
expansion is limited by Knaresborough being a “short distance from the area”. 
Knaresborough is 2.5 kilometres from the original western edge of the Flaxby 
proposal. Westward expansion is possible into the land shown to be available 
west of Flaxby in Assessments of broad locations for growth Picture (sic) 2.1   

 

3.44 Commentary and conclusions 4.3 
 

3.45 Comment: The first bullet selecting OC12 should be rejected given the 
foregoing arguments.  

 

3.46 In all three sections: Assessments of broad locations for growth; Assessment 
Summaries and Commentary and Conclusions, there is no systematic, 
transparent, engineering approach to translating the colour-coded assessment 
of the 16 objectives into robust, objective and fair outcomes. This is on top of 
the weakness of the Assessment Rational and Guidance Notes (see section 
below) and is further compounded by the lack of “weighting” of the importance 
of the different objectives. 

 

3.47 The assessments have been summarised and conclusions drawn in a prose 
style of writing biased towards shoring up the previously made decision to 
select OC12. We note that under questioning at the public hearing of the 
Examination in Public HBC’s  senior planning officer said that if Flaxby and 
Green Hammerton/Cattal were re-assessed, she would not change her mind 
on the selection of Green Hammerton/Cattal demonstrating a lack of objectivity 
at the outset of this re-appraisal.  
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4 Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 3 (SAA 3) Main Modifications 
 

4.1 SAA 3 is unsound 
 

4.2 In Appendix 2, Proposed Amendments to the Sustainability Appraisal Report, 
2.1 sub-section Assessment of New Settlement Options it is proposed to 
“amend the score of FX3 in respect of agricultural land from orange to N/A to 
reflect the fact that a greater proportion of the site does not fall within any 
agricultural land classification” is critical. It acknowledges publicly that the 
greater part of OC16 is not agricultural land.  

 

4.3 Revised draft policy NE8 says that “The best and most and versatile 
agricultural land (grades 1, 2 and 3a) will be protected from development not 
associated with agriculture or forestry except where it can be demonstrated to 
be necessary.” 

 

4.4 In selecting OC12 as the Broad Location for Growth HBC has allowed the 
persistently weak arguments (see commentary on bullet points below) in favour 
of OC12 to trump an absolutely key policy that good agricultural land should 
not be destroyed.  

 

4.5 Developers’ own assessment is that their development proposals within OC12 
contain some 145 ha of Grade 3 (and better) agricultural land. The developer at 
OC16 indicates that site contains just 48 ha of similar agricultural land.  

 

4.6 The revised wording and meaning in Appendix 2, Proposed Amendments to 
the Sustainability Appraisal Report, 2.1 sub-section Assessment of New 
Settlement Options does not fairly describe the merits or otherwise of OC12 
compared with OC16. The concluding bullet points under 7.10 represents post 
facto “shoring up” of the case for OC12. When the decision between the two 
locations is so finely balanced this matters greatly. 

 

4.7 Bullet 1. The area has direct and convenient access to the Leeds Harrogate 
York rail corridor providing opportunities for sustainable travel via two 
operational rail stations. The scale of development would support the 
improvement and enhancement of existing rail facilities and services, realising 
substantial positive environmental, social and economic benefits. 
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4.8 Throughout the entire process the merits of the two stations connected with 
OC12 has been overstated. Harrogate Borough Council has provided no 
evidence for the improvement and enhancement of existing rail facilities and 
services and Network Rail has made no commitments in this regard. The 
constraints on the line are well documented and surveys and evidence of 
actual usage of the railway suggest that it will not be a well-used facility. 
Notwithstanding, HBC dismisses the Flaxby promoter’s proposal to re-open 
Goldsborough station, or to recognise its more suitable location as an effective 
“park and ride” facility (which would be most beneficial for Knaresborough and 
Harrogate local economies) and which is supported in principle by Network 
Rail. Furthermore, the Assessments of broad locations for growth Table 2.2 
Broad location for growth at Flaxby scores OC16 as Dark Green as it “offers 
the opportunity to provide a new rail station.” 

 

 

4.9 Bullet 2. The area is also located with convenient access onto the A59 for local 
bus services as well as providing accessibility to the highways network. It is 
sufficiently far enough away from the A1(M) to not suffer from noise or 
disturbance from that corridor. 

 

4.10 Sentence one of this bullet applies equally to OC16 and the second sentence 
represents a weak attempt to shore up the argument for OC12. OC16 is well 
screened from the A1(M) by a substantial earth bund and lack of noise from the 
A1(M) is not a credible reason to support the destruction of good agricultural 
land at OC12.   

 

4.11 Bullet 3.  The area provides greater scope to deliver funding for infrastructure 
and wider planning obligations to support the creation of a quality place. 

 

4.12 This is based on the erroneous “headroom” argument in which property values 
at OC16 in the Infrastructure Capacity Study July 2016 (section 7.16) were 
based on lower cost east Knaresborough rather than comparable surrounding 
villages. Property values at both OC12 and OC16 are likely to be similar. 
Further, there is no evidence of proper costing of the substantially more 
demanding infrastructure provision requirements for OC12. 

 

4.13 Bullet 4.  A large area of land has been promoted for development providing 
scope to define the best possible site boundary and inclusion of a necessary 
infrastructure through future comprehensive master planning. 

 

4.14 A large area of land was promoted at CA5 late in the process and with no 
transparency, HBC accommodated the interests of the promoters of 
Maltkiln/Cattal CA5. This is now being presented as a benefit of OC12. There is 
ample scope to “define the best possible site boundary and inclusion of a 
necessary infrastructure through future comprehensive master planning” at 
OC16.    
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4.15 Bullet 5. The area is located close to existing village settlements which provide 
some local services. These could assist in the very early phases of 
development to provide for day to day needs of new residents (albeit over time 
the new settlement will be expected to address its needs through the provision 
of a comprehensive range of new services and facilities). 

 

4.16 These services are minimal and in the case of the western part of OC12 at 
Cattal/Maltkiln are more than 3 kilometres away and already under strain from 
the substantial new building activity already completed in Green Hammerton. 
Knaresborough and its much more substantial services is no more than 3 
kilometres from the western parts of OC16. It could equally be argued that the 
proximity to services at OC12 is the reason why this site risks the coalescence 
(in breach of NPPF) of the four settlements of Kirk Hammerton, Green 
Hammerton, Whixley and Cattal. HBC has chosen the most convenient 
argument to shore up the decision to select OC12 ahead of OC16 

 

5 Local Plan Assessment Rationale for sites including Guidance Notes 
 

5.1 The 16 criteria, the assessment rationale and guidance notes seem to be 
created for use in assessing developments of a much smaller scale. The new 
settlement is of exceptional scale and pressing this assessment rationale into 
service for such large developments is inappropriate.  For example, under 
Quality housing available to everyone site size of the new settlement is 
automatically going to be dark green. Under Conditions and services to 
engender good health, master planning in all new settlements would ensure 
dark green scores. Similarly, under Culture, leisure and recreation activities 
available to all, all new settlements are more than 0.5 ha, indeed the choice of 
this size indicates clearly that the assessment rationale is designed for smaller 
developments. 

 

5.2 Elsewhere there is a complete lack of recognition of the impact of additional car 
usage from any new settlement placed in a rural area. Under Minimise 
greenhouse gas emissions and a managed response to climate change Will it 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and therefore help to tackle climate 
change? The assessment criteria is whether there is a bus stop nearby. It 
completely ignores likely distances to travel to services, to work and for leisure. 
OC12 is 4 road miles further from the centres of population than OC16. Any 
car-based journey undertaken from within OC12 to the centres of population 
will, by definition, create an additional 8 miles worth of emissions. Noting that in 
the existing villages 76% of households use two or more cars regularly the 
failure to assess additional car emissions in a sustainability appraisal is clearly 
unsound. 

 

5.3 There is no recognition in any of the objectives of deliverability and yet this is 
identified as a “key test” for the new settlements. Major concerns – outlined in 
the Infrastructure Capacity Study July 2016 (section 7) – over the substantial 
engineering and costs of bringing in electricity and gas to OC12 are ignored. 
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5.4 Most importantly there is no attempt at “weighting” the objectives or ranking 
them into a scale of importance. This means that assessment of the broad 
locations in SAA 2 part 2 is most subjective. Colour coded scores are parlayed 
into subjective prose to re-confirm a decision already made. There is no 
objectivity, and a more refined and sensitive numerical scoring system that 
adds a relative weight to each objective should be undertaken for this 
Sustainability Appraisal. For this to be sound, a full explanation of how the 
scores are arrived at and the final ranking of each site is determined needs to 
be made clear.     

 

6.0    Conclusion 

 

6.1 KTHG firmly believes that the case for a new settlement has not been 

convincingly made. An evaluation of the current housing commitments and 

allocations within the draft Local Plan show a clear oversupply during the plan 

period without the need for such a damaging new settlement project. 

 

6.2 If however it is shown beyond doubt such an approach is needed, the process 

for Harrogate Borough Council’s selection of OC12 over other alternatives, 

most notably OC16, is unsound. It has been predetermined by an over-

emphasis of the importance of the railways stations, some perceived capacity 

in local primary schools, limited local services and a bus stop. 

 

6.3   The inspector required Harrogate Borough Council to undertake a re-

evaluation of all potential broad locations for a new settlement but this has not 

been done. Instead, deliverability has been judged principally on the 

availability of further land to expand any development beyond what is 

currently proposed. 

 

6.4      A detailed Masterplan for each proposal should be prepared and consulted 

upon before any decision is made on the location for any broad location for 

growth. The resulting Sustainability Appraisal would then demonstrate 

deliverability, practicality, viability, harmful effects off site and true 

sustainability, as well as risk assessing the likelihood of such a plan reaching 

completion without developers abandoning the project early and without key 

infrastructure being completed. An element of enforcing completion of the 

agreed plan is crucial. 

 

6.5 A more refined and sensitive numerical scoring system that adds a relative 

weight to each objective should be undertaken for this Sustainability 

Appraisal. For the Sustainability Appraisal to be sound, a full explanation of 

how the scores are arrived at, and the final ranking of each site is determined, 

needs to be made clear.  
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6.6 The Sustainability Appraisal Addendum July 2019 is not sound for the 

reasons outlined, has not been positively prepared, is not justified nor is it 

compliant with National Policy. It has failed to address the work requested by 

the Planning inspector to adequately assess every potential broad location. 

 

6.7 KTHG objects to the conclusions drawn by Harrogate Borough Council and 

firmly rejects the document as unfit for purpose.    
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Appendix A 
 

Supporting Information – Schedule of Main Modifications 

 

Points on Flexibility 

 

In EXOTH006 the Council justified its desire for a high degree of flexibility as being 

prudent in the light of experience to date. They went on to mention that “a significant 

proportion of permitted housing development lies with the volume/national 

housebuilders and strategic land companies and this capacity lies primarily on larger 

sites. In the recent past a number of larger sites in the district have been slow to 

commence for a variety of reasons, including: 

• The presence of promoters acting as intermediaries often necessitates a two 

stage planning process (intermediaries seeking outline planning consent and 

subsequent purchasers coming forward at later date with a detailed planning 

application). This results in delays, including dealing with conditions placed on 

the outline consent.  

• Landowner expectations and values leading to protracted negotiations.  

• The council’s previous 'belt and braces' approach to the use of planning 

conditions and reserved matters resulting in delays to discharge conditions 

and/or decisions that are difficult to implement.  

• Elements of inefficiency in the planning application process, including 

insufficient focus (historically) on pre-application discussions”  

 

This perfectly summarises the Council’s position; whilst recognising that the issues in 

meeting the OAN lie in delivering what is in the existing pipeline, they continue to pile 

up more and more potential sites. The challenge of encouraging developers to 

progress sites with planning permission is a national one, as highlighted in the 

Independent on 6 September 2019 which stated that the ten biggest housing 

developers “sold 86,685 homes last year, but hold planning permission for 470,068 

other plots of land on which homes have not been built.” Clearly the Council needs to 

put significant focus on addressing the throughput of the supply chain; streamlining 

their own internal processes to reduce the logjam, and interfacing more effectively 

with promoters, developers, landowners etc to commence or accelerate progress on 

existing permissions. An ever larger level of flexibility will not help to achieve the 

OAN objective. 

 

The high level of flexibility is evidenced in the table below, which summarises the 

Local Plan figures, including subsequent modifications. Note that the CD01, CD02 

and CD03 figures have been amended to correct the Completions errors detailed in 

EXOTH006. 
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Table A1 

 
 

A footnote in the Erratum to Schedule of Main Modifications further explains that if 

the yield on the Ripon Barracks is delivered the flexibility will increase to 25%. 

 

Table 2 shows how this is calculated. The increased allocations generated by the 

revised Ripon Barracks amounts to an additional 501 dwellings. This has been 

included in the allocations figure in the second column, with the removal of the New 

Settlement shown in the third column. 

 
Table A2 

 
 

If we assess the latest position, based on the April 2019 Housing Land Supply 

Update (HLSU) in conjunction with the list of modifications in the Main Modifications 

July 2019 (MM), we see in Table A3 an indication that the level of flexibility has 

continued to increase. 
 

 

CD01 CD02 CD02a MM EMM

Jan 18 Aug 18 Jan 19 Jul 19 Aug 19

OAN 13,377 13,377 13,377 13,377 13,377 

Completions 1,035    1,681    1,681    1,681    1,681    

Commitments 5,938    5,841    5,841    5,841    5,841    

Windfall 1,455    1,358    1,358    1,358    966       

Total 8,428    8,880    8,880    8,880    8,488    

Allocations 8,684    8,637    8,637    7,197    7,637    

Total Supply 17,112 17,517 17,517 16,077 16,125 

Flexibility 3,735    4,140    4,140    2,700    2,748    

28% 31% 31% 20% 21%

EMM EMM EMM

Aug 19 +RB +RB -NS

OAN 13,377 13,377 13,377 

Completions 1,681    1,681    1,681    

Commitments 5,841    5,841    5,841    

Windfall 966       966       966       

Total 8,488    8,488    8,488    

Allocations 7,637    8,138    7,058    

Total Supply 16,125 16,626 15,546 

Flexibility 2,748    3,249    2,169    

21% 24% 16%
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Table A3 

  
 

The Completions figure is taken from the April 2019 HLSU (2,135). 

 

The Commitments figure shown uses the latest commitments total from the HLSU 

(5,841), then calculates the increase in commitments since April 2018 by totalling the 

site boxes in MM67-MM160 (2,406) less the commitments from CD02 Housing 

Trajectory pages 39-48 (1,466) and then reduces the result by the number of 

Completions between April 2019 and the HLSU figure (2,135 - 1,681), giving a final 

total: 5,841 + (2,406 - 1,466) - (2,135 - 1,681) = 6,327 

 

The windfall figure is based on the revised 69pa but reduced by one year to reflect 

the latest position. 

  

The net result is increased flexibility of 26%, falling to 18% if the New Settlement is 

removed. 

 

Clearly there is ample flexibility without the New Settlement and this excludes any 

increase from Ripon Barracks allocations, and the other mixed use site H37, H63, 

K17 (circa 726 dwellings). 

 

The April 2019 Housing Supply Update states in paragraph 3.3 that 9,122 

permissions have been granted since the start of the plan period. If we reduce this 

by the March 2019 (paragraph 2.2) Completions figure of 2,135 and the April 2018 

Commitments figure of 5,841 (see above tables) we can see that around 1,100 

further sites have been granted permission (9122 – 2135 - 5841) which do not show 

in the plan as it is based on the position as at April 2018.  

 

Latest Latest

position - NS

OAN 13,377 13,377 

Completions 2,135    2,135    

Commitments 6,327    6,327    

Windfall 897       897       

Total 9,359    9,359    

Allocations 7,637    6,557    

Total Supply 16,996 15,916 

Flexibility 3,619    2,539    

27.1% 19.0%
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If 9,122 permissions have been granted then some 4,255 further permissions will be 

necessary to meet the OAN of 13,377. The total allocations figure shown in the table 

above is 7,637, significantly more than required. 

 

 

 

Review of Five year supply 

 

The figures quoted in MM162a 10.30 are incorrect as the relevant buffer has not 

been included. The correct figure under the Sedgefield calculation should be 851pa 

(5% buffer) or 972pa (20% buffer). The decision to spread the shortfall over five 

years rather than the remaining plan period would appear bold in the light of the 

track record on delivery. It is worth noting that the five year supply figures quoted in 

CD01, CD02 and CD02a contained the same calculation error and therefore 

understated the true annual requirement. 

 

In EXMICQ004 the Council stated at 4.22: “Given these circumstances, it is 

unrealistic to assume the shortfall in housing delivery will be met in the first five years 

and the council consider, therefore, that the use of the Liverpool method to calculate 

the housing supply position over the plan period would ensure that there is a realistic 

prospect of achieving the planned land supply (as required by the NPPF, paragraph 

47) and ensure that the plan is ‘aspirational but also realistic’ (NPPF, paragraph 

154).” 

 

The failure to include the buffer was also evident in EXOTH006, Section A (Dealing 

with the shortfall: Sedgefield or Liverpool) where the figures quoted: 

 

 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24-2034/35 

Liverpool 688 688 688 688 688 688 

Sedgefield 810 810 810 810 810 637 

 

Should be: 

 

 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24-2034/35 

Liverpool 826 826 826 826 826 826 

Sedgefield 972 972 972 972 972 637 

 

Opting for the Sedgefield approach does not seem a very wise move. 

 

The Council recognised the situation in the 2018 Housing Delivery Action Plan: “The 

Council monitor housing land supply on a quarterly basis. The assessment as at the 

end of the first quarter of 2018 saw the housing land supply position exceed five 

years but this was only marginal at 5.18 years and is unlikely to be maintained 

without a sustained increase in delivery rates.”  
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How strange then that having switched to the Liverpool method, spreading the 

shortfall over the remaining plan period in CD01, CD02 and CD02a, they should then 

decide to go for the more aggressive Sedgefield approach. Given that the five year 

supply position can influence decisions to grant permission, surely it would have 

been more sensible to stick with Liverpool until there was an improved supply? 
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Appendix B 

 
Supporting Information –  Richard Humphreys QC Report on Main 

Modifications Ref MM162a 
 

 

Richard Humphreys QC comments to the ‘Erratum to Schedule of Main 

Modifications July 2019’ (August 2019) and Main Modification ref MM162a 

provided on behalf of ‘Keep the Hammertons Green (KTHG) Action Group’. 

 

Summary 

 

This note relates to the ‘Erratum to Schedule of Main Modifications July 2019’ 

(August 2019) and Main Modification ref MM162a therein which is said to replace 

MM162 of the Schedule of Main Modifications (July 2019). 

 

The thrust of this note is that the housing supply figure of 16,125 in the Erratum, 

which will dictate the level of the oversupply of housing land proposed in the LP and 

so ‘flexibility’, is not transparent. It is unclear exactly how this figure has been 

calculated. 

 

Even if this figure is taken at face value, it is clear that there is no need for the 

allocation in this Local Plan of 1,000 dwellings in a new settlement within a Broad 

Location of Growth (LP 10.21 and MM schedule at 3.19). If these 1,000 dwellings are 

deducted from the supply figure of 16,125 it would still leave an oversupply/ flexibility 

of 13.06% above the Objectively Assessed Need of 13,377 which is the level which 

HBC considered appropriate in its Submission Draft LP.  

 

Detail 

 

(i) Main Modification MM162a (August 2019) of the Schedule of Main 

Modifications (which has replaced the now withdrawn MM162) reflects in paragraph 

10.30 the amended housing requirement figure of 13,377 new homes, equating to 

637 dwellings per annum.  

 

Paragraph 10.31 reflects the Council’s Housing Supply Update Note (EXOTH006) 

(25th January 2019) but, as that Update Note recognised, is subject to the 

Inspector’s recommendations as to whether a discount should be included in respect 

of (i) large sites with planning permission and (ii) windfall assumption. 

 

(ii) MM162a recognises that MM162 had not made all necessary amendments to 

paragraph 10.32.  
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(iii) The figure of 16,077 in MM162 apparently sought to reflect the Inspector’s 

provisional recommendation (see letter dated 11th March 2019) that certain 

proposed allocations be deleted; as the SA Addendum 3 Main modifications (July 

2019) – MM66 (p.11) – recognised, the 13 sites there listed “have been deleted from 

the plan”. They total 1,000 dwellings (935 from sites provisionally recommended for 

deletion in the letter of 11th March 2019 and a further 65 dwellings from sites GH9 

and H17 which have also been deleted from Table 10.1 in MM66 (see SA Addendum 

3 (July 2019), p.11 MM66)).  

 

(iv) The figure of 16,077 has now (MM162a), however, been adjusted upwards to 

16,125 (an increase of 48), notwithstanding the deletion of 1000 dwellings nor the 

decrease by 392 in total (28 per annum) in the reliance on windfall.  

 

It is not stated how the shortfall in allocations and windfall has been made up to 

achieve the increase in the total by 48.  

 

It is noted that Table 10.97 in MM162a reflects MM162 save for the windfall 

allowance and hence the residual requirement. Similarly, MM162 reflected the 

figures in the Housing Supply Update Note (January 2019) save for the windfall 

allowance and hence again the residual requirement.  

 

There is therefore a lack of transparency: since the Update Note in January, the 

Council has deleted 1000 dwellings from its draft allocations. MM162a further says 

that the windfall allowance is being reduced by 392. It is therefore not clear what is 

being relied on as the basis for saying that the Plan makes provision for 16,125. 

Have there, for example, been additional planning permissions for residential 

development granted since 31.3.18 on unallocated sites; are some of the mixed use 

sites now included? 

 

(v) SA Addendum 3 Main Mods (July 2019) p.11 MM66 refers to the removal of 

13 different sites from the draft allocations (totalling 1000 dwellings) and to their 

inclusion now (presumably because they have been granted planning permission 

since 31.3.2018) as commitments.  

These changes are reflected in updated tables 10.1 and 10.2 set out at pages 44-52 

of the Schedule of Main Modifications (MM66) (July 2019). They are not, however, 

reflected in Item C in Update Table 10.97 (the Table immediately follows paragraph 

10.32 on page 56 of the Schedule (MM162)), which continues to refer to the position 

as at 31.3.2018. The same applies to MM162a.  

 

Whilst it is sensible to update the position vis-à-vis allocations becoming 

commitments, the update should not be partial: it should at least also include the 

position relating to completions as at 31.3.19. 
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(vi) It is important to be clear, also, as noted at the end of (iv) above, as to 

whether all the permissions granted since 31.3.2018 are referable to sites which are 

draft allocations – or whether some constitute provision additional to that proposed 

by the Plan. It is not clear whether there are any such additional sites and, if there 

are, whether they are included in the figure of 16,125.  

 

(vii) It is noted, too, that page 54 of the Schedule of Main Mods (July 2019) (and 

see, too, page 15 (MM151) of the SA Addendum 3 Main Mods (July 2019)) 

increases the number of dwellings in the mixed use allocation for R25 Ripon, Claro 

Barracks from 540 to 836 dwellings (an increase of 296). It is not clear whether the 

figure of 16,125 includes the figure of 540 or 836. Note 1 at the foot of Table 10.97 

(MM162a) may suggest that the figure of 540 alone is included but the position is 

unclear. 

 

(viii) MM162a - Table 10.97 – E- states that the “residual requirement to find” is 

now 4,889. That figure is derived from completions, commitments, sites which have 

started, prior notifications and windfall allowance. It does not make clear how many 

of the 7,637 dwellings in the draft allocations have yet to be granted permission and 

thus can (theoretically) contribute to that figure of 4,889. 

 

(ix) MM66 updates table 10.1. This amounts to allocations for 4,560 dwellings. 

Table 10.2 (commitments) as amended amounts to 1,580. No total figure for the five 

(5) DM3 mixed use sites is given, though H51 and R25 (as amended) total 690 and 

836 = 1,526.  

 

The total on this basis, therefore, is 7,666 (allocations (4560) + commitments (1,580) 

+ mixed use (1526)). The figure of 7,637 for allocations at E in Table 1.1 is said to 

include 1,000 dwellings for the new settlement. 4,560 + 1,000, however, = 5,560. 

Clarification is therefore needed as to the elements comprising the figure of 7,637. 

 

(x) It will be recalled that the delivery thus far in the plan period has been:  

 

2014/15 - 415 

2015/16 – 306 

2016/17 – 366 

2017/18 – 598 

2018/19 – 236 (April to Sept) 

 

The Council’s now published (April 2019) completion figure for 2018/19 in its 

Housing Land Supply Update is  

 

2018/19- 454 dwellings (full year).  
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There has been a shortfall therefore in each of the first 5 years of the plan period and 

the shortfall as at 31.3.19 has increased from 867 (see paragraph 10.32 of MM162a) 

to 1,050 (as confirmed by HLS Update April 2019). 

 

(xi) The above annual completion figures are to be compared to the annualised 

average requirement of 637 dpa and the current (as at 31.3.19) average annual 

requirement for the remainder of the plan period of 13,377 (OAN) - 2,139  

(completions) = 11,238 divided by [21-5 =] 16 (years) = 702 dpa (702.4 dpa rounded 

down); even before the Council’s expressed intention (paragraph 10.30) that this 

shortfall be met over the next five years (nb the reference in paragraph 10.30 to the 

“first five years” appears to be in error).  

On the basis of that expressed intention, the requirement will be (637 x 5) + 1,050 

(shortfall) + 211.75 (buffer of 5%), divided by 5 (years) = 889.35  dpa (as confirmed 

by the Council’s Housing Land Supply Update (April 2019)). There is no evidence 

that this level of delivery can be achieved. 

As noted at the foot of Table 10.97 (MM162a) in respect of the figure of 16,125, the 

annualised average over the whole plan period is 767 dpa. 

 

(xii) In summary we have the following concerns: 

 

(i) A number of figures require clarification/lack transparency. 

(ii) The Council acknowledges that, even after the deletion of allocations, the 

level of flexibility may be at least 25% ((a) if R25 delivers, as anticipated, the 

increased figure of 836 dwellings, (b) note, however, that no allowance at all has 

been made for any dwellings in 3 of the 5 mixed use allocations). 

(iii) There is therefore no justification for the new settlement to come forward in 

this plan period.  

(iv) Moreover, the continued shortfall in delivery again bears out KTHG’s 

contention that there is insufficient capacity in the building trade to deliver the 

quantum of housing envisaged in the plan period (a point not denied by the HBF at 

the hearings). Indeed the delivery rates historically have not achieved the annualised 

average let alone the now significantly increased annualised average required for the 

remainder of the plan period. It would be inappropriate for the Plan to be adopted on 

the, with respect, ipse dixits of developers/land promoters without further 

consideration of independent evidence of building trade capacity issues. 

 

End. 

 

Richard Humphreys QC - No.5 Barristers Chambers - London  
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Appendix C 
 

Supporting Information – Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 2 (SAA 2) 

 

 

SAA 2 July 2019 Comments on table 2.1 – Mitigation 
 
The potential for mitigation is overstated for OC12.  For example, how could the loss of this 
pleasant and most versatile agricultural landscape be mitigated?  Planting trees would only 
make the loss worse.  Also, highway mitigation is most likely to include dualling the A59.  
Historic environment cannot be mitigated, for example loss of the open landscape around 
roman roads and lookout posts (to prevent ambush). 
 
SAA 2 July 2019 comments on table 3.1 SAA 
 

Objective  Green 
Hammerton
/ Cattal 
(OC12) 

Flaxby 
(OC16) 

Comments OC12 V OC16 

 Score should be, in 
absence of more refined 
and sensitive scoring 
system 

 

1a Housing for everyone LG DG OC16 is a better location for place 
making being closer to urban centres, 
employment and shopping and less 
reliant on private vehicles 
Viability ought to have been properly 
considered here and that is why we 
have downgraded OC12 because of 
the above reasons 

1b Improve energy efficiency LG DG OC16 has the ability to utilise waste 
heat from the Allerton Incinerator 
AmeyCespa support exploring the 
technical feasibility and financial 
viability of using heat and electricity 
from Allerton Waste Recovery Park – 
letter 14/11/18 re planning 
application 17/05234 
OC 12 maximises use of cars. 
 

2a Access to open space DG DG Reviewing this objective does not add 
value to the overall assessment 
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2a Shortfall can be 
accommodated 

  As above and even HBC have 
struggled to make a comment 

2a Impact on existing open 
space 

R  Possible conflict with existing GH 
cricket field at OC12 

3A Safety and security   Reviewing this objective does not add 
value to the overall assessment 

4a Provision of affordable 
housing 

LG DG Better potential access to public 
transport at OC16 than OC12 making 
affordable housing at OC16 more 
effective.                  
Longer commutes from OC12 than 
OC16 may reduce benefits of 
affordable housing. 

4a Potential for mixed uses LG DG OC16 is better because of proximity 
to Flaxby business park, which will 
provide up to 3000 jobs.  Better 
scoring system needed to pick this 
sort of matter out. 

4a Loss of community facilities   Green Hammerton post office sorting 
function already transferred to York. 
The post office and hence the shop 
may close, because of the loss of the 
sorting office at the PO and not be 
available to support early phases of 
OC12. 

4a Adverse impact on schools R O If Knaresborough secondary schools 
cannot cope then busing from OC16 
should be easier to Boroughbridge 
than from OC12. For OC12, The 
Highways and Education report May 
2019 shows an overall deficit in 
primary school places between Green 
and Kirk Hammerton and ‘subsequent 
information’ referred to in this H&E 
report May 2019, Cl. 3.6 is not 
presented for comment.  The NYCC 
information in the report appendix 2 
is based on 2016 data and therefore 
does not take into account the 
subsequent developments and 
approvals. The proposed surplus 
available is much less than estimated 
because the method chosen to 
calculate capacity is flawed. Eg true 



29 | P a g e  
 

capacity for Kirk is 70 not 84. It is 

telling no attempt has been made to 

explain this conflict in the Highways 

and education report.  There is 

however capacity in Staveley of +20% 

which has been incorrectly assessed 

and would benefit OC16 score 

Also note that the H&E report 
appears not to take into account the 
situation for school capacity at OC18 
if the airfield closes.  

5a Accessibility to recreation LG DG OC12 is further from main centres 
with their leisure and recreational 
facilities. 

5b Promote/enhance culture R O OC 16 nearest theatres etc. in 
Harrogate/Knaresborough/Ripon. 

6a Bus R Y Flaxby lies on the Harrogate 
Boroughbridge bus route 21 which 
MM 4 3.13 proposes removing from 
the key bus routes despite it serving 
Manse Farm, Highfield Farm, Flaxby 
business park and potentially OC16.  
Also, existing bus routes to 
Knaresborough could be extended to 
OC16 and would serve Manse Farm, 
Highfield Farm and Flaxby Business 
Park and connect to the Proposed 
transport interchange at OC16.  The 
number 1 routes or a new 1d service 
could serve Manse farm, Highfield 
farm and OC16. 
Harrogate-Boroughbridge is a key bus 
route even if the present service be 
withdrawn. 

6a Rail R O OC16 better long term plans with a 
park&rail.  A new station at OC16 
appears more certain than the 
proposed improvements to Cattal 
station and Cattal level crossing, 
especially within the plan period. 

6a Primary school R R See 4a above 

6a Secondary school R R See 4a above 

6a Doctor's R R  
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6a Shopping facilities R O OC 16 nearest 
Harrogate/Knaresborough/Ripon. 

6a Major employment R DG OC16 adjacent to Flaxby business 
park 

7a Primary school capacity R O See 4a above. If there is any spare 
capacity in local primary schools it is 
likely to be inconsequential. 

8a Biodiversity O O  

8b Tree/woodland cover R LG Considerable screening etc already 
established at OC16 and tree planting 
would further denigrate existing 
landscape. OC12 WX7 would affect 
trees with TPOs. 

8b Site measures 1.25ha DG DG  

8c Promote natural 
environment 

LG LG  

8e Landscape sensitivity R LG  

8e Landscape capacity R O  

9a Contaminated land N LG OC16 will remove more contaminated 
land and non greenfield land 

9b Air quality O O HBC have not addressed air quality 
from aircraft from Linton airfield over 
OC12 which lies under the glide path 
for the airfield.  The airfield is used by 
RAF trainers and fast jets. Even if 
Linton airfield be sold, it may be sold 
as an airfield.  Nor have particulates 
been considered. It must be born in 
mind that electric cars also produce 
particulate matter from motors, tyres 
and brakes. OC12 maximises the use 
of cars. 
 

9c Surface/ground water O N Increased risk of off site flooding in 
Kirk Hammerton not fully addressed, 
OC12 

9c Yorkshire water    

9d Greenfield land O O  

9d Agricultural land class R O Less BMV land used by OC16 and old 
golf course is a non green field site. 
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9e Noise/light pollution R R HBC have not addressed noise from 
aircraft using the runway at Linton on 
Ouse airfield at OC12 which lies under 
the glide path for the airfield.  The 
airfield is used by RAF trainers and 
fast jets.  Even if Linton Airfield is sold 
it may be sold as an airfield. 
Also, recent surface dressing of A59 
has increased noise which need to be 
revisited. 

10a Road/rail congestion R O OC12 will have far greater adverse 
effect on J47 and the A59 E of J47 

10b Provision of public 
transport 

R O OC16 proposes a full transport 
interchange aligned with a new 
station.  Being close to the A1(M) and 
the new business park this is by far 
the better long term solution. 
It would be an easy matter to extend 
Harrogate/ Knaresborough bus 
services to include OC16 and the 
approved business park, taking in 
developments around Manse Farm 
and Highfield Farm en route.  The key 
bus service Harrogate- 
Boroughbridge, route 21, already 
serves Flaxby. OC16 has great 
potential for a good bus service by 
extending existing Knaresborough 
services, which is more useful than 
the rail station.  The importance of 
the rail stations is overstated and the 
statement ‘ there is no substantive 
evidence to suggest that this can be 
delivered in the medium to long term’ 
could be made about most planning 
applications.   
 
Regarding the integrated transport 
proposals at Flaxby.  NYCC LTP4 2016-
2045 3a page 80 says ‘NYCC 
recognises that a key issue for 
continuing rail usage is access to local 
stations. As such we will develop 
options for the following across our 
existing network; • Development of 
“parkway” stations which are easily 
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accessible from a wide rural 
hinterland that could supplement and 
/ or replace existing station facilities’. 
Clearly Flaxby meets this issue better 
than OC12, both for accessibility and 
for transport interchange.  NYCC LTP4 
2016-45 3k page 172 says ‘We will 
review the facilities at each railway 
station in North Yorkshire and work 
with stakeholders to help deliver an 
agreed standard for our stations, and 
identify further opportunities for 
improvement or potential sites for 
new railway stations’.  Provision of a 
new station at Flaxby combined with 
a new transport interchange must be 
the best long term solution to 
maximise the benefit of this 
opportunity. 
 
However, rail services were not 
mentioned in the recent NYCC 
consultation on congestion in H and 
K. only vague ‘improvements to 
stations’, showing the true 
importance attached to rail by the 
local authorities. 
 
Northern railway letter 10/12/18 and 
Network Rail email 21/12/18 support 
a new station on the site of old 
Goldsborough station.  (Planning 
application 17/05234). 
 

10c Cycleways R DG OC12 has no provision for off site 
cycleways.  OC16 proposes cycle way 
to Knaresborough Planning 
application 17/05234. Neither CA5 
nor GH11 propose any cycle routes 
outside their site boundaries. 

10c Footpaths O O  

10d Severance R O OC12 is severed by the A59 and the 
railway from the start.  WX7 is 
severed from the broad location for 
growth by the A59 and Gilsforth Hill 
Road.  The A59 already bridges OC16 
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and there are two crossings of the 
A1(M) and A168 already in place.  
Planning application 18/02240 shows 
the A59 diverted to run alongside the 
railway.  Whilst this removes 
severance for the 3000 homes in that 
planning application it makes the 
severance of the railway more severe.  
The railway severs OC12 much more 
severely than OC16 

10e Improve rail services R O Neither location proposes improving 
rail services directly but OC16 
proposes a full transport interchange 
aligned with a new station.  Being 
close to the A1(M) and the new 
business park this is by far the better 
long term solution. 
OC16 has great potential for a good 
bus service, which is more useful than 
the rail station.  The importance of 
the rail stations is overstated and the 
statement ‘ there is no substantive 
evidence to suggest that this can be 
delivered in the medium to long term’ 
could be made about most planning 
applications.   
 
See 10a and 10b above. 
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11a Greenhouse gas emissions R O OC12 location maximises car use 
MM 4 3.13 The Harrogate to 
Boroughbridge bus route number 21 
should not be removed from the key 
bus routes.  OC16 would lie on this 
route and should be assessed 
accordingly.  The major employment 
site FX4 lies on this route as do the 
Major developments at Manse Farm 
and Highfield Farm, as does the 
Flaxby Business Park. 
OC16 being next to a major approved 
employment site minimises the need 
to travel. 
OC16 being closer to Harrogate, 
Knaresborough Ripon and the A1 
minimises travel compared to OC12. 
OC12 planning application 19/00017 
shows traffic diverted to unsuitable 
roads and encourages rat running 
through Whixley and Kirk Hammerton 
increasing gas emissions. 

11b Renewable energy   OC16 has opportunity to use heat and 
power from the Incinerator 

11c Reduce flood risk O LG Chance of more flooding in Kirk 
Hammerton from OC12 

12a Use of raw materials R R  

12b Efficient land use R O Flaxby uses non green field site and 
lesser quality agricultural land 
 

12c Re-use/recycling of waste R R  

13a Historic environment R O OC16 is already well screened from 
Allerton castle, and supported by 
Allerton Castle, see letter 14/01/19 
from Gerald Arthur Rolph foundation 
re planning application 17/05234. 
OC12 will harm the environment and 
artefacts around the roman roads 
destroying the open aspects of the 
landscape, which matches the roads 
original setting. 
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Master planning should be done 
before any choice is made to fully 
inform any decision which is also 
commented on elsewhere. 
 

14a Accessible services    

14b Development in flood plains    

14c Accessible by public 
transport 

LG DG With a transport interchange, new 
station and bus services extended 
from Knaresborough and Harrogate – 
Boroughbridge kept as a key bus 
route OC16 is the better location. 

14d Regeneration of derelict 
land 

N LG OC16 uses non greenfield land and 
lower quality agricultural land 

14e Re-use of existing buildings R R  

14f Local distinctiveness R O OC16 causes less harm to the 
landscape than OC12. 

14g Mixed use development LG DG The proportion of non housing 
development is small for both but 
OC16 is next to a large business park 

15a Employment opportunities LG DG The proportion of non housing 
development is small for both but 
OC16 is next to a large business park 

15b Employment by public 
transport 

   

16a Economic growth LG DG The proportion of on site non housing 
development is small for both but 
OC16 is next to a large business park, 
which will provide up to 3000 jobs.  
Also, OC16 is best placed for 
benefiting from other developments 
on the A1(M) corridor and in 
Harrogate/Knaresborough/Ripon 
which would themselves benefit from 
the closer location of OC16 than 
OC12. 
OC16 supports draft policy GS5 best. 

 
 
 
SAA 2 July 2019 comments on table 4.1 
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In order for commentary, scoring and conclusions in the SAA to be positively prepared, 
effective, justified and consistent with national policy, careful master plans should be 
produced, a more refined and sensitive scoring system that takes into account cost, 
deliverability, viability, the future potential of proposals and harmful effects off site 
produced and scored.  Also risk assessments considering issues such as deliverability and 
viability should be produced and scored.  Costs and viability need to be produced for 
individual phases and stages.  A numerical scoring system is needed and calculations should 
be presented for consultation. 
Sites previously sifted out should not now be included. For example, WX7 was sifted out 
before being put to consultation.  In addition to any comments that would now be made on 
such sites, it is particularly relevant to show and comment on how the site would be part of 
any New Settlement as for example the WX7 site would be severed from the NS by the A59 
and Gilsforth Hill Road, it has a Great Crested newt colony such that development would be 
contrary to policy NE3, would involve the loss of protected trees, contrary to policy NE7, has 
very difficult access to the existing highway network and would be prominent in the 
countryside, not enhancing the urban fringe, contrary to NE4.  GH9&10 were also sifted out 
because it was detached from Green Hammerton.  The location of OC12 would not alter this 
conclusion.  Historic England also expressed their concern about development around 
Providence House in their letter of 07/01/19 re planning application 18/02240 as follows, 
‘Providence House, Grade II listed The site visit confirmed our concerns regarding the 
urbanisation of the setting of this high status dwelling within its landscape setting. The 
proposed road junctions, infrastructure and housing development would not preserve or 
enhance aspects of the setting of the Grade II listed building that currently contribute 
positively to its significance.’ 
 
SAA table 4.1 

SA 
objective 

comments 

  

1 OC16 has the ability to utilise waste heat from the Allerton Incinerator.  
 
AmeyCespa support exploring the technical feasibility and financial viability of 
using heat and electricity from Allerton Waste Recovery Park – letter 14/11/18 re 
planning application 17/05234 

OC12 maximises the use of cars. 
 

2 Possible conflict with existing GH cricket field at OC12 
 

3  

4 Better potential access to public transport at OC16 than OC12 making affordable 

housing at OC16 more effective. 

Longer commutes from OC12 than OC16 may reduce benefits of affordable 
housing. 
OC16 is better because of proximity to Flaxby business park, which will 
provide up to 3000 jobs.  Better scoring system needed to pick this sort of 
matter out. 
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Green Hammerton post office sorting function already transferred to York. 
The post office and hence the shop may close, because of the loss of the 
sorting office at the PO and not be available to support early phases of 
OC12. 
If Knaresborough secondary schools cannot cope then busing from OC16 should 

be easier to Boroughbridge than from OC12. For OC12, The Highways and 

Education report May 2019 shows an overall deficit in primary school places 

between Green and Kirk Hammerton and ‘subsequent information’ referred to in 

this H&E report May 2019, Cl. 3.6 is not presented for comment.  The NYCC 

information in the report appendix 2 is based on 2016 data and therefore does not 

take into account the subsequent developments and approvals. Any surplus 

available is likely to be v. small and it is telling no attempt has been made to 

explain this conflict in the Highways and Education report.  Therefore, in the 

absence of justification of the statement ‘Green Hammerton/Cattal, where there is 

some capacity in local schools’ OC12 should be red.  

The H&E report appears not to take into account the situation for school 
capacity at OC18 if the airfield closes. 

5 OC12 further from main centres with their leisure and recreational 
facilities. 
OC 16 nearest theatres etc. in Harrogate/Knaresborough/Ripon. 

6 Flaxby lies on the Harrogate Boroughbridge bus route 21 which MM 4 3.13 
proposes removing from the key bus routes despite it serving Manse Farm, 
Highfield Farm, Flaxby business park and potentially OC16.  Also, existing bus 
routes to Knaresborough could be extended to OC16 and would serve Manse 
Farm, Highfield Farm and Flaxby Business Park and connect to the Proposed 
transport interchange at OC16.  The number 1 routes or a new 1d service could 
serve Manse farm, Highfield farm and OC16. 

Harrogate-Boroughbridge is a key bus route even if the present service be 
withdrawn. 
OC16 better long term plans.  A new station at OC16 appears more certain 
than the proposed improvements to Cattal station and Cattal level crossing. 
OC16 proposes a full transport interchange and is nearer the A1. 
OC12 is also bisected by the railway line, but in a much more serious way 
with the risk of development south of the railway not proceeding. 
See 4 above 
See 4 above 
OC16 adjacent to FX4 
OC 16 nearest Harrogate/Knaresborough/Ripon. 
OC16 adjacent to Flaxby business park 

7 See 4 above.  If there is any spare capacity in local primary schools it is 
likely to be inconsequential. But the numbers being used are out of date 
(2016) and there are many flaws in NYCC’s assessment. 
 

8 Considerable screening etc already established at OC16.  OC12 WX7 would 
affect trees with TPOs and general tree planting would further denigrate 
existing landscape. 
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9 OC16 will remove more contaminated land and non greenfield land 
HBC have not addressed air quality or noise from aircraft from Linton airfield over 
OC12, which lies under the glide path for the airfield.  The airfield is used by RAF 
trainers and fast jets.  Even if Linton airfield be sold, it may be sold as an airfield.   
Nor have particulates been considered. It must be born in mind that electric cars 
also produce particulate matter from motors, tyres and brakes.  OC12 maximises 
the use of cars. 

Increased risk of off site flooding in Kirk Hammerton not fully addressed, 
OC12 
Less BMV land used by OC16 and old golf course is a non green field site. 
 Also recent surface dressing of A59 has increased noise which needs to be 
revisited. 
 

10 OC12 will have far greater adverse effect on J47 and the A59 E of J47 
Neither location proposes improving rail services directly but OC16 
proposes a full transport interchange aligned with a new station.  Being 
close to the A1(M) and the new business park this is by far the better long 
term solution. 
OC16 proposes an integrated bus/rail/car interchange and it would be an 
easy matter to extend Harrogate/ Knaresborough bus services to include 
OC16 and the approved business park taking in developments around 
Manse Farm and Highfield Farm en route.  The key bus service Harrogate- 
Boroughbridge, route 21, already serves Flaxby. OC16 has great potential 
for a good bus service by extending existing Knaresborough services, which 
is more useful than the rail station.  The importance of the rail stations is 
overstated and the statement ‘ there is no substantive evidence to suggest 
that this can be delivered in the medium to long term’ could be made 
about most planning applications.   
Regarding the integrated transport proposals at Flaxby.  NYCC LTP4 2016-2045 3a 
page 80 says ‘NYCC recognises that a key issue for continuing rail usage is access to 
local stations. As such we will develop options for the following across our existing 
network; • Development of “parkway” stations which are easily accessible from a 
wide rural hinterland that could supplement and / or replace existing station 
facilities’. Clearly Flaxby meets this issue better than OC12, both for accessibility 
and for transport interchange.  NYCC LTP4 2016-45 3k page 172 says ‘We will 
review the facilities at each railway station in North Yorkshire and work with 
stakeholders to help deliver an agreed standard for our stations, and identify 
further opportunities for improvement or potential sites for new railway stations’.  
Provision of a new station at Flaxby combined with a new transport interchange 
must be the best long term solution to maximise the benefit of this opportunity. 
 
But these were not mentioned in the recent NYCC consultation on congestion in H 
and K. only vague ‘improvements to stations’, showing the true importance 
attached to rail by the local authorities. 
 
 
Northern railway letter 10/12/18 and Network Rail email 21/12/18 support a new 
station on the site of old Goldsborough station.  Planning application 17/05234. 
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OC12 has no provision for off site cycleways.  OC16 proposes cycle way to 
Knaresborough. Planning application 17/05234. Neither CA5 nor GH11 propose 
any cycle routes outside their site boundaries. 

 
OC12 is severed by the A59 and the railway from the start.  WX7 is severed 
from the broad location for growth by the A59 and Gilsforth Hill Road.  The 
A59 already bridges OC16 and there are two modern crossings of the 
A1(M) and A168 already in place.  Planning application 18/02240 shows the 
A59 diverted to run alongside the railway.  Whilst this removes severance 
for the 3000 homes in the planning application it makes the severance 
south of the railway more severe.  The railway severs OC12 much more 
severely than OC16. 

11 OC12 location maximises car use 
MM 4 3.13 The Harrogate to Boroughbridge bus route number 21 should 
not be removed from the key bus routes.  OC16 would lie on this route and 
should be assessed accordingly.  The major employment site FX4 lies on 
this route as do the Major developments at Manse Farm and Highfield 
Farm, as does the Flaxby Business Park. 
OC16 being next to a major approved employment site minimises the need 
to travel. 
OC16 being closer to Harrogate, Knaresborough Ripon and the A1 
minimises travel compared to OC12. 
OC12 planning application 19/00017 shows traffic diverted to unsuitable 
roads and encouraging rat running through Whixley and Kirk Hammerton 
increasing gas emissions. 
OC16 has better opportunity to use heat and power from the Incinerator 
than OC12 
Chance of more flooding in Kirk Hammerton from OC12. 
 

12 OC16 Flaxby uses non green field site and lesser quality agricultural land.  
 

13 OC16 is already well screened from Allerton castle, and is supported by 
Allerton Castle, see letter 14/01/19 from Gerald Arthur Rolph foundation re 
planning application 17/05234 
OC12 will harm the environment and artefacts around the roman roads destroying 
the open aspects of the landscape, which matches the roads original setting. 

Master planning should be done before any choice is made to fully inform 
any decision.  Also commented on elsewhere. 
 

14 With a transport interchange, new station and bus services extended from 
Knaresborough and Harrogate – Boroughbridge kept as a key bus route 
OC16 is the better location. 
OC16 uses non greenfield land and lower quality agricultural land 
OC16 causes less harm to the landscape than OC12. 
The proportion of non housing development is small for both but OC16 is 
next to a large business park. 
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15 The proportion of non housing development is small for both but OC16 is 
next to a large business park. 
 

16 The proportion of on site non housing development is small for both but 
OC16 is next to a large business park, which will provide up to 3000 jobs.  
Also OC16 is best placed for benefiting from other developments on the 
A1(M) corridor and in Harrogate/Knaresborough/Ripon which would 
themselves benefit from the closer location of OC16 than OC12. 
OC16 supports draft policy GS5 best. 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 


