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Report of the Head of Development Management— Community Development Services
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Purpose of the report

To determine a planning application for Proposed Anaerobic Digestion facility
associated access, infrastructure, landscaping and engineering works on land at
Former Skipton on Swale Airfield, Sandhutton, Thirsk, YO7 4EG

The application is considered a significant waste application with an Environmental
Statement and is, therefore, reported to this committee for determination
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SUMMARY

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to
conditions listed below and completion of a Unilateral Undertaking with terms
as detailed in Table 1.

This application seeks full planning permission for the construction and operation of
an Anaerobic Digestion facility with associated access, infrastructure, landscaping,
and engineering works. The site is situated within a former RAF airfield, comprises an
area of approximately 12.69 hectares, and is located to the west of the village of
Sandhutton and north of Skipton on Swale. It is accessed via an existing internal
airfield road connecting to the A167 and the applicant states it is well-positioned to
serve local agricultural operations in the surrounding area.

The most pertinent key issues in the determination of this application are the local
amenity, landscape and the water environment.

The proposed development would process up to 144,000 tonnes per year of
agricultural residues and manures to generate renewable biomethane, recover heat
for on-site use, produce nutrient-rich digestate, and capture carbon dioxide for
beneficial reuse. The proposal is recommended for approval as the application site is
well-located within a former RAF airfield, providing an efficient location close to local
sources of agricultural feedstock, served by existing road infrastructure, minimising
transportation impacts and providing co-locational benefits.

The development would support the local agricultural economy, promote sustainable
waste management, reduce reliance on fossil fuels and provide sustainable
alternatives to synthetic fertilisers and chemical products which would lead to
contributions to net zero targets. Overall, the proposed development is considered
sustainable, and approval is recommended subject to conditions to suitably mitigate
any potential effects.
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Preliminary Matters

Access to the case file on Public Access can be found here:-
https://onlineplanningregister.northyorks.gov.uk/Register/Planning/Display/NY/2025/0
048/ENV

There relevant planning history for this application are detailed below:

o NY/2024/0005/FUL — Storage, screening and crushing of CD& E waste
(retrospective) AHUS Ltd, Skipton Old Airfield, YO7 4EG — Granted 17 October
2024.

o NY/2019/0026/FUL - Change of use of land to a roadstone recycling plant, to
include the erection of a concrete holding bay 2.4 metres high, erection of a
green palisade perimeter fence with a sliding access gate 2.4 metres high, siting
of a mobile crushing plant, (14.79) sq. metre portable cabin for office/wc//welfare
facilities & the provision of 2 car parking spaces. The erection of an acoustic wall
of 5m in height to the south and east boundaries of the development. — Granted
27 September 2022.

o NY/2016/0139/FUL - AHUS Plant Hire Ltd are proposing a change to the existing
use of the B2 general industrial yard and office. AHUS wish to add a recycling
facility in the yard area. The proposal is to bring in excavated street works arising
into the yard where they will be screened into recycled stone for reinstatement of
foot ways and carriageways. — Granted 7 April 2017

Initial consultations were undertaken in May and June 2025, which were followed by
various re-consultations with specific consultees from May to December 2025.
Neighbour notifications were sent on 24 April 2025 and site notices were erected on 6
May 2025. A Press Notice was also published in the Darlington & Stockton Times on
9 May 2025.

Site and Surroundings

The Main Site itself is situated within the former RAF Skipton-on-Swale airfield, which
has been repurposed for a range of existing developments including green waste
composting, inert recycling, a small biomass plant supplying nearby poultry units,
utilities contractors, and other commercial agricultural operations. The site is made
up of a large, flat arable field situated within a predominantly agricultural setting,
delineated by the former airfield’s inner circular road. It is bound to the north by a
private access road, with a small woodland area at the northwest corner. To the
northeast lies North Farm, and to the northwest, Sandy Bank and Four Acres Farms,
which include light industrial and manufacturing uses. To the south and southwest,
the Site adjoins undeveloped land of the former airfield.

Access to the Site is taken from the A167 via the former airfield perimeter road known
as Nitrovit Row, which is connected to a network of local roads, with major routes
including the A61 to the southeast and the A167 to the east, and the A1(M) motorway
approximately 3 km to the west.

The Site is located approximately 0.9 km west of Sandhutton Village and 1.5 km north
of Skipton-on-Swale. The wider area contains several small rural settlements,
including Holme approximately 1.2 km to the northwest, Sinderby 2.3 km to the east
and Howe 1.4 km to the southwest. The nearest residential receptors comprise a
small group of five properties located at the junction of Nitrovit Row and the internal
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airfield road, approximately 550 m southeast of the Main Site. The closest residential
property within the settlement of Sandhutton lies around 940 m to the east.

Two Public Rights of Way (PRoWSs) are located within 1 km of the Site. PRoW
10.124/9/2 runs along the River Swale to the west, and PRoW 10.124/8/1 provides a
connection from the River Swale to the village of Sandhutton to the north.

A small tributary of the River Swale, known as Foss Sike Stell, lies approximately 400
metres to the east of the Main Site, with the River Swale itself situated around 350
metres to the west at its closest point. The majority of the site is located within Flood
Zone 1, although a section of the existing access road lies within Flood Zone 2, and a
small part adjacent to the Foss Sike Stell watercourse falls within Flood Zone 3.

The site is underlain by several geological formations, including the Breighton Sand
Formation (Secondary A Aquifer) which outcrops at the northern end of the main site
and along parts of the access roads. The Alne Glaciolacustrine Formation extends
across most of the site, including the southern half of the main area and the
Sherwood Sandstone Formation (Principal Aquifer) underlies the entire site and
extends beyond its boundaries. A small Source Protection Zone (SPZ 1) lies
approximately 70 m north of the main site, with the proposed access road and gas
pipeline crossing part of this zone

There are no designated heritage assets within the Site boundary, however, there are
five Grade Il Listed Buildings associated with the Sandhutton Village Conservation
area to the east. These are: The Hollies (NHLE 1150822); Methodist Chapel (NHLE
1188876); Glenroyd (NHLE 1188871); Winns Cottage (NHLE 1252485); and Harker
House (NHLE 1150823). There are four further Grade Il Listed Buildings within the
village of Skipton-on-Swale located approximately 1.5 km to the south. These are:
Church of St John the Evangelist (NHLE 1294512); Skipton Hall (NHLE 1150825);
Skipton House (NHLE 1188901); and Skipton/Swale Bridge, which is recorded under
two listings (NHLE 1150824 and NHLE 1315548).

Lastly, the proposal is located approximately 3.8 km northwest of the boundary of
RAF Topcliffe aerodrome and 10 km southeast of RAF Leeming aerodrome.

A plan showing the site location of the application can be found in Appendix A, a
proposed site plan can be found in Appendix B and a proposed landscape strategy

plan in Appendix C attached to this report.

Description of Proposal

This application seeks full planning permission for an Agricultural Anaerobic Digestion
(AD) facility with associated plant, equipment, landscaping and engineering works.
The total site area is approximately 12.59 hectares. The facility would process up to
144,000 tonnes per year of manures and agricultural residues. Through anaerobic
digestion, the plant would generate biogas, which would be upgraded to biomethane
and injected into the national grid via a dedicated pipeline. A secondary by-product,
digestate, would also be produced to be used as a fertilizer. The proposal is
anticipated to produce up to 90,000tpa of solid digestate and 50,000tpa of liquid
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digestate. The Environmental Statement notes that the annual gas output of the site
would be sufficient to provide heating for approximately 8,760 households.

Through carbon capture technology the AD would enable the site to separate, liquefy,
and upgrade up to 18,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per year to a
food-grade standard. It is also anticipated that the site would produce up to 17,000tpa
of ammonium sulphate, which would be made available as a sustainable alternative
to the ammonium sulphate produced by the chemical industry.

The AD facility would operate continuously, 24 hours a day, seven days a week.
Deliveries and collections would take place between 07:00 and 19:00 on weekdays
and between 07:00 and 13:00 on Saturdays, with no deliveries on Sundays. The
average number of HGV movements would be 95 per day (48 in and 48 out), rising to
118 per day at peak periods. Peak operational movements are predicted to occur for
approximately 60 days per year.

Access to the site would be taken from the A167 to the east, using the existing former
airfield road up to the main development area. The junction with the A167 would be
widened to improve visibility, with additional passing places created along the access
road to enable safe two-way HGV movements. The internal road within the main site
would include 19 parking bays for staff, contractors and visitor and parking for up to 8
heavy good vehicles with 2 weighbridges with an associated gatehouse.

The proposed development would include a range of buildings, tanks and
infrastructure associated with the anaerobic digestion process (heights included). Key
components would include a two-storey office building (6.6 metres); a storage and
processing building (14.5 metres), ammonia stripping and boiler building (14 metres),
four buffer tanks (7.3 metres), liquid feedstock reception building (7.3 metres), 4
digester tanks (16.5 metres), a weighbridge building (4.7 metres), an odour control
system (18.5 metres), liquid CO, storage tanks (5 metres), a flare (12 metres) and
two combined heat and power (CHP) units (11 metres).

The site would also include three covered digestate lagoons, each providing
15,000m3 of storage capacity, formed from earth banks with a maximum height of 5m,
with impermeable membranes forming a fully enclosed primary containment for the
liquid digestate. Additionally, the site would have a 2,700m? open rainwater
pond/lagoon which would collect surface water runoff to use in the process plant.

The proposed landscaping scheme would include extensive planting to screen and
integrate the development within the surrounding landscape. Structural planting
would be established along the north-western and eastern boundaries, with the
eastern planting positioned on a 3-metre-high bund for additional screening. Further
scrub and intermittent tree planting would be created along the northern boundary,
with individual trees and grassland around the southern edge of the office building
within the main site area. Along the Foss Sike Stell watercourse, grassland,
hedgerows and trees would be planted to provide screening from Sandhutton Village.
Existing hedgerows to the south and southwest would be strengthened with new
trees, and native hedgerow planting would be provided at the A167 site entrance to
compensate for hedgerow loss.
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The biomethane produced by the facility would be transferred via a buried pipeline to
a connection point with the National Transmission System located to the east of the
main site. A connection compound would be installed to the east of the site
comprised of a hardstanding area accommodating kiosks housing connection valves
and associated instrumentation, enclosed by post and rail fencing and served by two
potential access tracks for maintenance vehicles. Only one of the two options would
be taken forward during development. Maintenance Access Route 1 would create a
short gap in the existing hedgerow to the northeast of the site next to the NTS to
facilitate vehicular access to the compound. NTS Maintenance Access Route 2 would
be a new track formed from permeable aggregate surfacing following an alignment
10m east of the Foss Sike Stell.

Construction and commissioning of the development are anticipated to take
approximately 18 months, with normal working hours between 08:00 and 17:00
Monday to Friday (including bank holidays) and 08:00 to 13:00 on Saturdays.

The proposed development would predominantly feature a green and grey colour
palette.

This report is accompanied by a series of supporting plans, including the Location

Plan (Appendix A), Proposed Site Plan (Appendix B), and Landscape Strategy Plan
(Appendix C).

Planning Policy and Guidance

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that all
planning authorities must determine each application under the Planning Acts in
accordance with Development Plan so far as material to the application unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

Adopted Development Plan
The Adopted Development Plan for this site is:

-Minerals and Waste Joint Plan, adopted 2022
-Hambleton Local Plan, adopted 2022

The North Yorkshire Local Plan

The North Yorkshire Local Plan No weight can be applied in respect of this document
at the current time as it is at an early stage of preparation

Guidance - Material Considerations

Relevant guidance for this application is:

National Planning Policy Framework 2024 (NPPF)
National Planning Practice Guidance
National Planning Policy for Waste 2014 (NPPW)

Consultation Responses
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7.1.

The following consultation responses have been received and have been
summarised below.

ClIr. Gareth Dadd: provided a response requesting for the application to be referred
to committee due to it having an Environmental Statement and in the public interest.

Sandhutton Parish Council: provided a response raising concerns on the potential
impacts on local residents and the surrounding environment. These include the scale
and monitoring of HGV movements and their effects on congestion, noise, road
safety and highway condition; the potential for light pollution affecting nearby
residents and wildlife; operational and traffic-related noise; and the need to strictly
control operating hours to prevent additional disturbance. Concerns were also raised
about the visual impact of the development on the local landscape and for there to be
effective monitoring of the construction. The consultee additionally sought
clarification on compliance monitoring and enforcement, including the remedial
actions the planning authority would take in the event of breaches relating to traffic,
noise, lighting or other agreed mitigation measures.

The consultee also included a list of 31 detailed questions from local residents, which
were addressed in order to alleviate any outstanding or specific concerns raised.

Hambleton - Conservation Officer: At the time of writing this report, no consultation
response has been received.

Health and Safety Executive (Waste): At the time of writing this report, no
consultation response has been received.

NYC Principal Landscape Architect: provided a response noting that there are
several trees to the east side of the site running along Foss Sike Stell which partially
screen part of the site. The consultee is satisfied that the proposed scheme could
adequately screen the site, subject to a detailed landscaping scheme being secured
by condition and planting undertaken in the first available planting season. They also
advised that existing trees should be accurately plotted on a plan, with the layout
adjusted to accommodate root protection areas and additional planting in line with
BS5837.

A follow up response was sent to the consultee to confirm the wording of a draft pre
commencement condition including the requests made, the consultee confirmed that
the wording would cover the points raised.

NYC Ecology: provided a response noting the documents included in the application
and that although the proposal is EIA development, ecology had been scoped out of
the Environmental Statement. They state that the site is generally of low ecological
value, comprising arable cropland, narrow field margins, and existing surfaced tracks.
They include that while some small-scale hedgerow removal would be required, this
would be compensated by more extensive new planting, resulting in a significant net
gain for hedgerows and that no designated nature conservation sites are considered
likely to be affected by the proposal.

In terms of the Ecological Assessment Report, the consultee notes that the document
identifies few risks to protected/important species and that there may be some loss of
habitat for farmland birds. They welcomed the proposal to manage four Skylark plots
on off-site arable land as reasonable and proportionate compensation. It its further
stated that these four plots, designed to support nesting within winter-sown crops,
should be maintained annually for the duration of the development in the general
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area of the airfield, though not necessarily in the same location. The response also
highlighted the importance of pollution control measures during construction,
particularly to protect Foss Sike Stell and the downstream River Swale. They state
that a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted
and incorporates the relevant ecological mitigation measures outlined in the
Ecological Impact assessment (EclA). As such, no further condition to secure a
CEMP is required from an ecological perspective.

In terms of Biodiversity Net Gain, the consultee confirms that the submitted BNG
report predicts uplifts of 19.35% for habitat units and 127.58% for hedgerow units,
exceeding requirements, and confirming that BNG delivery would take place entirely
on-site, with the proposals considered appropriate to the site’s context. They state
that as BNG would be considered significant and that BNG should be secured for a
minimum of 30 years via condition or legal agreement. The consultee noted that a
local authority monitoring fee would apply for this application which after further
discussion with the ecology team would be secured by a Unilateral Undertaking (UU).

As the BNG would be significant there is a requirement for a Habitat Management &
Monitoring Plan (HMMP), the consultee notes that although the draft Plan has been
submitted, it would need to be resubmitted alongside a Biodiversity Gain Plan (BGP)
and a finalised Biodiversity Metric to satisfy the BNG deemed condition prior to
commencement. They state that the draft HMMP is generally acceptable, aside from
some minor comments. They questioned the rationale for separating detailed habitat
creation and management prescriptions into a distinct Landscape Management Plan
and suggested combining the documents to avoid duplication and simplify
referencing.

The applicant forwarded a technical note for an alternative for breeding bird provision
to secure an alternative to the proposed off-site skylark plots. In response the
consultee commented on the alternative ecological mitigation proposals on the 14
August 2025, ultimately raising no objections to the alternative proposals (Barn Owl
box within the red line boundary), subject to details of the Barn Owl box being
included within the Habitat Management & Monitoring Plan and grassland being
managed to provide potential Skylark nesting and foraging habitat. Lastly the
consultees recommend a condition to adhere to the recommendations for ecological
mitigation set out in sections 4.5 to 4.8 of the Ecological Assessment Report by
Stantec (V.2), dated August 2025.

NYC Archaeology: provided a response noting that the Environmental Statement
includes a chapter on cultural heritage supported by an archaeological desk-based
assessment and geophysical survey. The consultee states that the surveys identified
features consistent with post-medieval agriculture and the former airfield, which are
considered to be of low archaeological interest. Including that it is unlikely that further
archaeological investigation would add significant understanding. The team supports
the proposed protocol for dealing with unexpected archaeological remains, which
was agreed would be implemented through condition.

NYC Arboricultural Officer: At the time of writing this report, no consultation
response has been received.

NYC Public Rights of Way Team: provided a response stating that following their
comments in response to the EIA Scoping report, they have since met with the
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applicant to discuss these and are satisfied that the concerns outlined have been
addressed.

A further response stated that the construction access would be via the private
airfield road rather than the public footpath, meaning the footpath would remain
largely unaffected during construction. They note the applicant originally proposed
using the footpath but welcome the change, and while limited vehicle movements
may occur along it during operation, they understand these would be infrequent.

Highway Authority: Provided a response noting the documents reviewed and their
understanding of the proposed development, including consideration of the Vehicular
and Emergency Access arrangements, site access proposals, parking provision, and
Transport Assessment. Within the ‘Vehicular Access and Emergency Access/site
access proposals’ section they state that the improvements to the existing access
junction with the A167, include junction widening, amendments to the southern kerb
radii and the provision of carriageway give-way and centreline markings. They state
that these improvements would be subject to a S278 agreement with the LHA and
would require a road safety audit.

They consider that the proposed development would not constitute a severe impact
on the operation of the local highway network. Therefore, the consultee states as the
impact of the proposals is not expected to be severe, the proposal is considered to
be in accordance with the NPPF.

In terms of the ‘Construction Traffic Management Plan and Routing strategy’, the
consultee states that the applicant should liaise with them should the route become
unavailable. They include that the site logistic plan indicates 48 parking spaces and
that this should be increased and conditioned to ensure adequate parking for
personnel during the peak construction phase. They therefore recommend an
amended ‘Construction Traffic Management Plan’ to be submitted.

Initially, the LHA recommended three conditions relating to: Visibility splays at the
A167/Nitrovit Row junction (MHC-05), Delivery of off-site highway works (MHC-07);
and Submission of a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) prior to
commencement (MHC-15A).

Following this response, the applicant liaised with the highway officer to discuss the
wording and timing of these conditions were reviewed. The applicant requested that
conditions MHC-05 and MHC-07 be amended so that the required works are
delivered prior to occupation rather than prior to commencement, to reflect the
construction sequencing and site access requirements. The applicant also
considered that a number of the items listed as needing consideration in the
requested (MHC-15A) condition had already been considered in the submitted
documents.

Having reviewed the amended details and confirmed that their previous concerns
had been addressed, the LHA issued a final response recommending four conditions:

1.Visibility Splays at A167/Nitrovit Row Junction — required prior to occupation, 2.
Delivery of off-site highway works at the A167/Nitrovit Row Junction - required prior
to occupation, 3. Nitrovit Row Passing Places - required prior to occupation and for
the development to be carried out in accordance with the submitted Construction
Traffic Management Plan.
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Environmental Health Officer (Hambleton): provided a response stating that the
application has considered the impact on amenity and the likelihood for a nuisance.
They further recommend conditions restricting construction and demolition to 08:00—
17:00 on weekdays and 08:00-13:00 on Saturdays, with only low-noise, non-HGV
activities allowed outside these hours. For the construction management plan to be
implemented during all phases of construction and demolition work. For the lighting
design scheme and odour management plan to be implemented and maintained for
the life of the development. For feedstock deliveries and product transport to only
take place between 07:00-19:00 on weekdays and 07:00-13:00 on Saturdays, with
none on Sundays or Bank Holidays.

Scientific Officer: provided a response stating that the submitted assessments
appropriately considers both construction and operational air quality impacts. The
officer stated that construction dust and emissions from Non-Road Mobile Machinery
(NRMM) had been addressed, with mitigation measures secured through the
Construction Environmental Management Plan and compliance with relevant
emissions standards for nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter.

The officer further confirmed that operational impacts from the CHP units and back-
up boilers were assessed on a worst-case basis and that predicted concentrations of
nitrogen dioxide and sulphur dioxide at all identified sensitive receptors would be
negligible and not significant. On this basis, no objection is raised, subject to
conditions requiring implementation of the CEMP and the submission of a site-
specific Dust Management Plan, to be submitted prior to commencement and limited
to the construction phase only.

The officer further confirmed that the Phase 2 Ground Condition Assessment
demonstrates very low risk, and that no remediation is required. A condition has been
recommended to address procedures for any unexpected contamination encountered
during construction.

Environment Agency York: provided a response that the site lies partly within Flood
Zones 2 and 3 the proposal would only meet the NPPFs requirements in relation to
flood risk if the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and its mitigation measures are
conditioned. In terms of ground water protection, the consultee states that due to the
previous use of the site as an airfield, there is a high risk of contamination that could
pollute the nearby River Swale and Sherwood Sandstone aquifer during construction.
The consultee states that the Environmental Statement shows risks to controlled
waters can be managed and that the proposal is only acceptable if conditions are
implemented requiring a remediation strategy to be carried out by a competent
person.

The consultee initially raised concerns about contamination and drainage details.
Following further submissions and clarifications from the agent and applicant, the
consultee agreed to remove the previously recommended conditions.

The final recommended conditions include if unexpected contamination is found
during development, work must stop until a remediation strategy is submitted and
approved and then implemented as agreed. The second condition states that
infiltration drainage systems are not allowed unless approved and should be
supported by a risk assessment for controlled waters.

They finish their response by stating that the site already has an environmental
permit for an active open windrow composting site and that there is no indication to
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suggest that any sensitive receptors would be additionally affected by the installation
of an AD facility.

A re-consultation response was received in regard to the details sent regarding a
Phase 2 Ground Condition Assessment and a Foundation Works Risk Assessment.
They stated that they had no changes to the advice previously requested and further
requested to understand why fire-fighting agents such as PFAS and PFOS were not
considered as a potential contaminant and were not included in the sampling.

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust: At the time of writing this report, no consultation response
has been received.

Natural England: provided a response stating that they do not object based on the
plans submitted. They consider that the proposed development would not have
significant adverse impacts on statutorily protected nature conservation sites or
landscapes. They state that the proposal does not appear to involve the loss of over
20ha of best and most versatile (BMV) land, so they do not offer detailed comments
on land quality but advise that any grant of planning permission should be made
subject to conditions to safeguard soil resources, including the provision of soil
resource information in line with the Defra guidance.

They further recommend following British Society of Soil Science guidance to
safeguard soil resources and are open to further discussion if significant loss of BMV
land is identified. They additionally include general information regarding Sites of
Special Scientific Interest Impact Risk Zones and when to consult them as well as
general advice on the consideration of protected species and other natural
environment issues.

The Lead Local Flood Authority: provided a response stating that the site lies to
the east of the River Swale and is fully within Flood Zone 1 with an overall low risk of
surface water flooding, and they add that there is a band of higher risk on the south-
east boundary of the site. They state that the applicant has supported this with a
detailed Flood Risk Assessment and hydraulic modelling, and that mitigation has
been applied through raising the electrical controls above the design flood level. They
consider this acceptable.

The consultee initially recommended refusal due to insufficient information. They
required updated drainage drawings with pipe sizes, attenuation volumes, overflow
swale, filter drains and gravel trenches, confirmation of lagoon volume, micro-
drainage calculations for the 1in 1, 1 in 30 and 1 in 100 year plus climate change
events, an updated exceedance flow plan overlain on a topographic map including
the pumping station, and an updated maintenance plan including the lagoon and
pumps with duty/standby arrangements. A re-consultation response was received
confirming that the updated Flood Risk Assessment addresses their previous
concerns which are now acceptable. They recommended for a condition to be
attached to be in accordance with the Flood Risk Assessment.

Yorkshire Water Services Ltd: provided a response stating that to supply the site
with the requested 12 litres per second, significant off-site main laying would be
required at the developer’s expense. Early engagement with Yorkshire Water's North
Network Engineering team is advised to ensure timely delivery. No observations
were made in relation to wastewater, as no connection to the public sewer is
proposed.
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Swale & Ure Drainage Board: provided a response stating that surface water is
proposed to be managed on site and that separate discussions are ongoing with the
developer regarding consent for a pipeline crossing under Foss Sike Stell. On this
basis, the Board confirmed it has no comments to make on the application at this
time. Following clarification, the consultee confirmed that separate consent would be
required in addition to planning permission. The consultee advises that Section 23
consent will be required for the proposed pipe crossing, which must be installed at
least 1.5 metres below the hard bed, and Section 66 consent will be required for any
works within 9.0 metres of the bank, including consideration of the proposed access
track. Depending on methodology, temporary works consent may also be needed,
and groundwater impacts during installation must be addressed. They note that
surface water consent does not currently apply.

Ministry of Defence Safeguarding Organisation: noted that the proposed
Anaerobic Digestion facility lies within the statutory height and birdstrike safeguarding
zones surrounding RAF Topcliffe and RAF Leeming, and within the safeguarding
zone for the North WAM Network technical site.

The consultee states that the development will not infringe the critical airspace of the
aerodromes and that the submitted Bird Hazard Management Plan, which monitors
and disperses gulls if more than 20 are present, adequately mitigates potential
birdstrike risks. The MOD also confirms that the development will not impact the
technical site safeguarding zone protecting the North WAM Network installation.

The consultee however expresses concern that cranes or lifting plant exceeding 25
metres during construction could temporarily obstruct microwave link performance.
They therefore require a condition for a construction management strategy detailing
the location, height, and schedule of any tall equipment to ensure the North WAM
Network is not affected. The MOD states that it has no objection provided this
condition is included and emphasises that any variations to the development
parameters may affect MOD safeguarding requirements, requiring further
consultation.

A re-consultation response was received in response to the revised Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) to take into account the consultees
comments. The MOD states they have no objection to the application and required
for the CEMP to be adhered to during the construction phase.

National Grid Electricity Transmission: provided a response stating that there are
no National Grid Electricity Transmission assets affected in the area. They further
noted that their response only covers National Grid Electricity Transmission assets
and that we should consult National Gas Transmission separately if required.

National Gas transmission: provided a response stating that they have no objection
to the proposal which is in close proximity to a High-Pressure Gas Pipeline Feeder,
provided that the no development, construction or landscaping is permitted within the
operational easement without formal written approval from National Gas
Transmission. They added that they would not object to the application on the basis
that the develop is engaging closely with the consultee to ensure all relevant safe
working requirements would be implemented.
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Local Representations

10 local representations have been received of which 1 is in support and 9 are
objecting. A summary of the comments is provided below, however, please see
website for full comments.

Support:

- Support for the proposal to build and operate a biofuel plant at the location.

- The plant will provide a critical facility for the remediation of agricultural wastes in
North Yorkshire poultry supply chain.

- The location is considered optimal due to existing agri-industrial infrastructure in
the surrounding area.

Objections:
- Concerns with increased traffic, HGV numbers and road safety.
- Noise and Vibration impacts from HGVs passing through Skipton on Swale.

- Request for council investment in traffic calming measures to offset increased
HGV traffic impacts.

- Air quality and dust impacts during construction, operation and HGV emissions.
Included

- Structural damage risk to the listed Skipton Bridge due to increased heavy
vehicle use.

- Concerns with the proposals routing strategy.

- Concerns that the Transport Assessment underestimates the true impact of
HGVs, treating them as equivalent to cars and omitting assessment of noise,
pollution, and infrastructure damage.

- Odour impacts from anaerobic digestion operations, including digestate handling
and storage.

- Light pollution including operations during darker hours.

- Loss of agricultural land.
- Impacts to Ecology due to proximity of the river to the proposal.

- Visual impact on rural landscape and open countryside.

- Concerns with the potential risk of contamination to surface and groundwater
from the storage and handling of ammonia-based compounds, inadequate
containment or failure of lagoon liners, and the potential mobilisation of pollutants
through existing drainage infrastructure associated with the former airfield.

- Concerns have also been expressed regarding the lack of suitable emergency
measures and the cumulative risk of water pollution incidents.
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- Concern that the pre-consultation carried out was inadequate, with villages
including Skipton on Swale and Baldersby excluded from the original pre-
consultation.

Environment Impact Assessment (EIA)

The applicant has provided an Environmental Statement (ES) with the application in
accordance with the requirements of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. In line with the requirements of the Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 Regulation
19 (3) the notification of the application with an Environmental Statement was sent to
the Secretary of State.

The Environmental Statement establishes the existing environmental conditions of
the site and its surroundings as the baseline from which the potential effects of the
proposed development have been assessed. The ES includes chapters relating to the
assessments undertaken for various topics and the Applicant has commissioned
technical reports from expert consultants to assess the impact of the proposed
activities on the site area and its locality. The Environmental Statement chapters in
relation to:

-6 - Air Quality and Odour

-7 - Noise and Vibration

-8 - Archaeology and Heritage

-9 - Landscape & Visual

-10 - Climate Change

-11 - Flood, Drainage & Hydrology

-12 - Cumulative Impact Assessment

-13 - Impact Interactions

-14 - Schedule of Mitigation and Monitoring

These topics are considered appropriate for the development proposed.

Overall, the Environmental Statement concludes that the development can be
delivered without any substantial environmental impacts subject to suitable strategies
to mitigate any potential effects.

It is considered that the Environmental Statement is acceptable in regard to the Town
and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 as a
whole and specifically in regard to Regulation 18 (5) it is considered in this instance
that the Environmental Statement has been prepared by competent experts as
outlined in the documents submitted to the council. In regard to regulation 4(5) of the
same legislation it is considered that the Council has or has access as necessary to
sufficient expertise to examine the environmental statement in this instance.

Main Issues
The key considerations in the assessment of this application are:
1. Principle of development

2. Local Amenity (Views, noise and vibration, Odour and Air quality, Lighting,
cumulative impacts)
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Landscape

Ecology

Highway Matters

Flood risk and Drainage

Archaeology and Heritage

Auviation

. Climate Change

10. Consideration of other representations

©ooN kW

ASSESSMENT

Principle of Development

As outlined in this report, the application proposes an Anaerobic Digestion (AD)
facility at the former Skipton on Swale Airfield. This section assesses whether the
principle of such development is acceptable.

As stated within the submitted Environmental Statement, the suitability of the site was
influenced by four main factors: high local livestock density, proximity to the National
Transmission System (gas pipeline), proximity to the strategic road network, and the
site’s suitability for commercial development and supporting infrastructure.

Policy W01 of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (MWJP) (2022) is relevant to the
determination of this application, as point 1 supports proposals that contribute to
moving up the waste hierarchy through i) the minimisation of waste and ii) the
increased re-use, recycling, or composting of waste. Point 2 follows up by stating that
for large scale recovery of energy from waste, those in excess of 75,000 tonnes of
annual throughput capacity, ‘will only be permitted in line with Policy W04 and where
any heat generated can be utilised as a source of low carbon energy, or where use of
heat is not practicable, the efficient recover of energy can be achieved’.

The nature of the AD as stated in the proposed development section of this report,
would process up to 144,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) of feedstock material
comprising manures, agricultural residues, and agricultural product to which would in
turn minimise, reuse and recycle waste to generate energy. Although Policy W01
refers to the need for compliance with Policy W04 for large-scale energy recovery
facilities, provided it has surpassed its 75,000-throughput threshold, Policy W04
specifically addresses the management of Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste.
The proposed AD facility would process agricultural feedstock of various sources and
therefore falls outside the scope of Policy W04, and instead aligns more appropriately
with Policy W06 (Managing agricultural waste) which will be expanded in the
subsequent paragraphs. Nevertheless, the development aligns with the rest of the
objectives of Policy W01 point 2 by ensuring the efficient recovery of low-carbon
energy through the sites operations, upgrading of biogas to biomethane and its
injection into the National Transmission System. Partial alignment also exists through
the use of two on-site combined heat and power (CHP) units, which, as stated within
the submitted documents, would provide energy for the proposed development and
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be fuelled by outsourced natural gas. The heat generated during their operation
would be recovered and reused within the site’s offices and staff facilities. This is
supported by Policy D11 of the MWJP points ii), iii) and vii), which seeks to minimise
greenhouse gas emissions through energy-efficient design and operation, reduce
waste generation from new development, and ensure energy-from-waste facilities
operate efficiently with provision for combined heat and power and beneficial use of
heat on or off site.

Policy W02 of the MWJP, specifically point 1 can be taken into consideration as it
states that support will be given to sites and proposals for the additional waste
management capacity needed to help achieve net self-sufficient capacity to the level
expected in the area by 31 December 2030. This aligns with the support provided by
Policy RM6 of the Hambleton Local Plan, which encourages and supports renewable
and low-carbon energy installations such as this proposal, where it can be
demonstrated that all potential adverse and cumulative impacts, which would be
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, can be made acceptable. These
impacts will be explored throughout the report.

Additionally, paragraph 161 of the NPPF, which supports the transition to net zero by
2050, stating that the planning system should help to ‘shape places in ways that
contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimise vulnerability
and improve resilience; encourage the reuse of existing resources, including the
conversion of existing buildings; and support renewable and low carbon energy and
associated infrastructure’. Paragraph 164 of the NPPF which focuses on how new
development should be planned for taking into consideration the effects of climate
change, highlights in point b) that new development should help reduce greenhouse
gas emissions. The proposal is considered to be supported by paragraph 161 and
164 of the NPPF, the nature of the process of the proposal plays a crucial role in
processing organic waste, which as stated within the Environmental Statement, is
one of the most efficient processes in capture and treatment of biomethane and
carbon dioxide from organic waste, which would help contribute to reducing the UK’s
greenhouse gas emissions from waste, whilst minimising vulnerability, improving
resilience and encourage the reuse of existing resources of the local area.

Paragraph 165 of the NPPF, while focused on plan-making in regard to increasing the
use and supply of renewable and low carbon energy and heat, encourages identifying
opportunities for development to draw energy from decentralised, renewable, or low-
carbon sources. In this case, the proposed AD plant would serve as such a system,
contributing to the supply of renewable low-carbon energy for other developments.
The proposal therefore aligns with the aims of the paragraph.

Paragraph 168 a) of the NPPF adds that when determining planning applications for
all forms of renewable and low carbon energy developments and their associated
infrastructure, applicants should not be required to demonstrate the overall need for
renewable and low carbon energy, giving significant weight to the benefits associated
with renewable and low carbon energy generation and the proposal’s contribution to a
net zero future. It is considered that full weight can be given to this policy, as the
proposal aligns with its objectives to support renewable and low-carbon energy
generation. While it is recognised that the process can result in emissions, including
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, the Environmental Statement confirms
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that approximately 18,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) of carbon dioxide equivalent
(CO2e) would be captured through the operation of the Proposed Development,
contributing positively to net zero targets.

The proposal would remediate approximately 144,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) of
feedstock, which would according to the ES generate enough renewable gas to
supply heating for around 8,760 households annually. It would also produce as stated
up to 90,000tpa of solid digestate and 50,000tpa of liquid digestate, an organic
alternative to industrial, synthetic fertiliser, helping enrich soil and reduce the need for
artificial inputs. In addition, the proposed development as stated within the ES would
generate approximately 17,000tpa of ammonium sulphate, which would be made
available as a sustainable alternative to the ammonium sulphate produced by the
chemical industry, supporting circular economy principles.

The proposed AD facility further aligns with Policy W06 by providing capacity for
managing agricultural waste from multiple agricultural holdings. This is consistent with
the locational and site identification principles for waste developments outlined in
Policies W10 and W11, against which the proposal is assessed given the site is not
allocated for waste development within the MWJP, which is explored below, and
contributing to advancing waste management up the waste hierarchy in accordance
with Policy W01 as already elaborated.

Policy W10 of the MWJP sets out locational principles for the provision of waste
management capacity. Point 3 of the policy supports proposals for development of
waste management capacity at new sites compatible with the requirements of Policy
W11 and located as close as practicable to the source/s of waste to be dealt with.
Sub point a) states that priority is given for facilities which are intended ‘mainly to
serve localised needs for waste management capacity in more rural parts of the Plan
area, including agricultural waste, where they are well located with regard to the
geographical area the facility is expected to serve’.

In this case, the documents submitted identify one of the four main reasons for the
site’s location and suitability as the high livestock density in the surrounding area.
They further note that feedstocks for the AD plant and biogas production would be
sourced locally wherever possible to minimise transportation emissions. The applicant
has provided details of the feedstock catchment area, noting that there are five
operating poultry farms surrounding the site, collectively housing over 170,000 birds
annually, with the operator managing a further 17 farms within 50 miles. The
applicant is in discussions with this operator to allow the Sandhutton Biofuel Plant to
process poultry manure from the Airfield and the wider region. The applicant is also
working with the same integrator to manage supply chain manure in the Wye Valley
Catchment Area, having previously received planning permission for a similar facility
in the south of England. This ensures the facility serves the local agricultural
community and aligns with the locational principles of Policy W10 by meeting
localised waste management needs.

In relation to Policy W11 point 3), which guides the siting of waste management
facilities involved in energy recovery including AD plants, the policy expresses a
preference for previously developed land, industrial and employment land, or existing
waste management sites, with additional support for locations offering co-locational
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benefits. Although the proposed facility is situated on agricultural land, it lies within
the wider boundary of a former RAF airfield which provides suitable land due to its
generally levelled topography and served by an existing internal road infrastructure
which provides suitable access for associated agro-industrial traffic, reducing the
site’s sensitivity and enhancing its suitability for development.

The proposal would also include improvements to the existing junction of the former
airfield access road with the A167, which would be widened to providing additional
space for vehicle exit and entry and provide improved visibility. Three additional HGV
passing places would be constructed on the existing access road between the main
site entrance and the site access. This would benefit not only the operation of the AD
plant but also improve safety and functionality for surrounding agricultural and
industrial uses. These enhancements, alongside the availability of existing roadways
within the site, offer a clear co-locational benefit in terms of improved transport
functionality and infrastructure efficiency. Furthermore, when assessed against the
broader criteria of Policy W11, the site performs well in relation to physical,
environmental, amenity and infrastructure constraints, which will be explored in depth
throughout the report. The site is also not subject to cumulative impact concerns from
other waste facilities or other development exiting or approved as considered in the
ES cumulative Impact Assessment. Taken together, these factors support the
conclusion that the site aligns with the overall intent of Policy W11, even if it does not
fully meet the preferred locational categories.

These locational and identification principles for managing agricultural waste
developments also exist within the Hambleton Local Plan through Policy EG7. This
policy states that employment generating development will only be supported in
locations outside the main built form of a defined settlement in the settlement
hierarchy where it involves, d) other proposals specifically requiring a countryside
location. The proposed development which would employ seven Full Time Equivalent
(FTE) workers during the operation of the development is situated in the countryside
to be as close as practicable to the sources of waste it will manage, reflecting the
geographical area it is intended to serve and primarily addressing localised
agricultural waste needs in rural areas. The policy further states that where new
buildings are required, where possible they should be in close proximity to an existing
group of buildings and should not detract from the existing buildings nor the character
of the surrounding area. In this case, the proposal would be located within the vicinity
of other agricultural and industrial facilities in the former RAF airfield, sharing the
existing road infrastructure present on site. The sites siting, form, scale, design and
external materials are considered to be acceptable to its locations as explored
throughout the report. It is therefore considered that the proposed development is
aligned with this policy.

Policies SO01 and S02 of the MWJP aim to protect identified surface mineral resources
and their buffer zones from non-mineral development. They permit other development
only where it would not sterilise the resource, where prior extraction is feasible, where
the mineral is no longer economically viable, or where the need for the proposed
development clearly outweighs the need to safeguard the mineral. In this case, the
application has been supported by a Mineral Resource Assessment, which provides
sufficient justification that the site is not viable for mineral extraction. Furthermore,
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there is an adequate landbank for sand, gravel, and brick clay, demonstrating that the
proposed development is fully compliant with Policies SO1 and S02 of the MWJP.

Further relevant NPPF paragraphs include 85, 87, 88, 89 and 169. . Paragraph 85
encourages support for economic growth and productivity. The proposed AD facility
supports these principles by managing agricultural waste and generating renewable
energy, thereby creating conditions for local land-based businesses to invest, expand
and adapt. Paragraph 87 highlights the need to address the locational requirements
of different sectors. The facility is well-located in relation to the sources of waste it will
manage, addressing the specific locational requirements of agricultural waste
recovery infrastructure. Paragraph 88 supports sustainable growth and diversification
of rural businesses. The proposal would contribute to the sustainable growth and
expansion of rural business through the implantation of the development.

Paragraph 89 recognises that sites to meet local business and community needs in
rural areas may need to be found beyond existing settlements and in locations not
well served by public transport, but such development should be sensitive to its
surroundings, avoid unacceptable impacts on local roads, and exploit opportunities to
make the location more sustainable. Although located beyond existing settlements,
the site selection is justified by its close proximity to agricultural operations, and it
would form part of the former RAF airfield, thereby exploiting existing infrastructure.
Furthermore, the proposal includes access improvements that will enhance road
safety in the area and help make the location more sustainable, without causing
unacceptable impacts on the local highway network, Finally, paragraph 169 of the
NPPF expects applications outside identified suitable areas for renewable energy to
demonstrate that the proposed location meets the criteria used in identifying suitable
areas. Taking into account the reasoning behind the site selection identified
beforehand (high local livestock density, proximity to the National Transmission
System (gas pipeline), proximity to the strategic road network, and the site’s suitability
for commercial development and supporting infrastructure), it is considered that the
proposals is aligned with paragraph 169 of the NPPF.

In accordance with Policy DO1 of the MWJP, Policy S1 of the Hambleton Local Plan
(2022) and paragraph 8 and 11 of the NPPF, the proposal is considered to represent
a sustainable form of development. It would deliver environmental benefits through
renewable energy generation and waste recovery, support local employment and
rural economic activity, and therefore accords with the presumption in favour of
sustainable development set out in local and national policy.

The NPPF does not contain specific policies relating to waste management. However,
the NPPW sets out the national framework for waste planning and includes the
requirement for appropriate waste infrastructure to be available. The proposal is
therefore considered to be consistent with the NPPW as it seeks to ‘secure the re-
use, recovery or disposal of waste without endangering human health and without
harming the environment’. The proposed scheme would also provide modern
infrastructure and sustainable development, in line with paragraph 1 of the NPPW.

Paragraph 7 of the NPPW states that, when determining waste planning applications,

waste planning authorities should only expect applicants to demonstrate the
guantitative or market need for new or enhanced waste management facilities where
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proposals are not consistent with an up-to-date Local Plan. In such cases, waste
planning authorities should consider the extent to which the capacity of existing
operational facilities would satisfy any identified need.

The Waste Management Plan for England (WMPE) states that in England, the waste
hierarchy is both a guide to sustainable waste management and a legal requirement,
enshrined in law through the Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2011, as
amended by the Waste (Circular Economy) (Amendment) Regulations 2020. The
hierarchy gives top priority to waste prevention, followed by preparing for re-use, then
recycling, other types of recovery and last of all disposal (e.g. landfill). As a result of
the Resources and Waste Strategy, there has been a shift towards waste prevention
though creation of policies which document and set a standard to create a more
circular economy, such as waste prevention through policies to support reuse, repair,
and remanufacture activities.

The WMPE acknowledges the need to grow our circular economy by moving waste
up the waste hierarchy and minimise the types and amounts of waste reaching the
lower tiers of recovery and disposal in order to reduce carbon emissions from the
waste sector. Planning Practice Guidance similarly supports the priority in driving
waste up the hierarchy.

Taking the above into account, it is considered that the proposed development is
acceptable in principle. The proposal aligns with Policies W01, W02, W06, W10,
W11, S01, S02, D01 and D11 of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (2022); Policies
S1, EG7 and RM6 the Hambleton Local Plan (2022); and the aims and objectives of
the National Planning Policy Framework (2024) and the National Planning Policy for
Waste (2014). It is considered the development would contribute positively to
sustainable rural growth, provide renewable energy infrastructure, and manage
agricultural waste in a manner consistent with the waste hierarchy and the
presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Local Amenity

The Main Site is located approximately 0.9km west of Sandhutton and 1.5km north of
Skipton-on-Swale. Other nearby settlements include Carlton Miniott, Holme and
Sinderby. The application has been submitted with various documents which take into
account the different effects associated with the proposed development. These are
expanded below.

Noise and Vibration

Sandhutton Parish Council and local representations have raised concerns regarding
noise impacts from HGVs passing through Skipton on Swale, while representations
have also objected to potential vibration impacts.

In terms of noise and vibration, potential impacts have been addressed under
Chapter 7 of the Environmental Statement (ES), with impacts assessed for both the
construction and operational phases. The assessment considered residential
receptors with high sensitivity to noise and vibration located within 800m of the Main
Site. The intervening land between the Site and the nearest receptors consists of
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open fields and storage areas, with the closest residential properties situated at
Nitrovit Row, approximately 550m to the southeast.

Policy D02 of Minerals and Waste Joint Plant (2022)(MWJP) permits waste
development where it can be demonstrated that there would be no unacceptable
impacts on amenity, including from noise, vibration and cumulative effects. In this
regard, the submitted Environmental Statement states that proposed mitigation during
construction would include restricting activities to between 08:00 and 17:00 on
weekdays (including bank holidays) and 08:00 to 13:00 on Saturdays, with no works
taking place on Sundays. A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
would also be implemented to minimise noise and vibration from plant, machinery
and vehicles, supported by good site working practices. In addition, the operational
buildings would be fitted with cladding, insulation and internal division walls to reduce
noise escaping. Many external items of equipment would be containerised or fitted
with noise-reduction measures, and shutters at the reception building would remain
closed during operations to minimise breakout noise associated with vehicle arrivals
and departures.

Secured through condition, during operation the site would operate 24 hours a day,
with HGV movements limited from 7:00am to 7:00pm on weekdays (excluding bank
holidays) and 7:00am to 1:00pm on Saturdays. Manned operations would take place
between 7.00 am and 7.00pm, 7 days a week.

The assessment assumes that the construction activity would occur along the access
road 125m to the north of the closest property along Nitrovit Row, demonstrating a
worst-case scenario. Taking the assessments and proposed mitigation into account,
the ES has predicted that the construction phase would result in effects that are likely
to be between ‘minor’ to ‘negligible’. In terms of the changes in noise levels as a
result of construction traffic show that the changes in noise levels due to the changes
in road traffic are likely to be ‘negligible’ at all noise sensitive receptors. The closest
access road upgrade works to the Nitrovit Row residences which would involve the
creation of a new passing place, approximately 100m north from the nearest
residential receptor has been assessed to have an effect of ‘minor’ significance in
relation to noise impacts.

For the operational phase, noise from onsite plant and equipment, on-site vehicle
movements, and off-site delivery traffic have been assessed in line with recognised
guidance. Noise from site operations is predicted to have a ‘negligible’ impact at the
identified receptors and is considered ‘not significant’. The assessment notes that the
existing access road currently accommodates moderate traffic flows of approximately
629 vehicles per day (five-day average) including 118 HGVs, at an average speed of
20mph. Following completion of the proposal, the assessment concludes that noise
from additional traffic for the operation of the site would have a negligible impact on
sensitive receptors and would not be significant in EIA terms.

The Environmental Health Officer has reviewed the application and raised no
objections, recommending that construction and operational working hours to be
secured by condition, alongside a condition requiring the approved Construction
Management Plan to be implemented throughout all phases of construction. The
EHO also notes that the Environment Agency, by way of the Environmental Permit,
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would ensure compliance to prevent noise nuisance during operation. Details of the
wording of conditions including the Construction Environmental Management Plan,
hours of construction and waste importation, number of HGV movements and their
records have been discussed with the EHO who is happy with their wording. In
addition to these, a condition requiring the use of noise attenuation on mobile plant,
machinery, and vehicles would be implemented to further reduce noise impacts
during operational hours.

Taking into account the above information and the representations concerning
impacts from noise and vibration from HGVs passing through Skipton on Swale, it is
considered that the negligible predicted noise and vibration impacts during
construction and operation, supported by the technical evidence and robust
mitigations measures that would be secured through condition, including those
recommended and reviewed by the Environmental Health Officer, demonstrate that
the development would not cause unacceptable impacts on amenity and therefore in
accordance with Policy D02 of the MWJP. Policy E2 of the Hambleton Plan (2022)
similarly seeks to ensure that a high standard of amenity is maintained, as well as
ensuring that there are no significant adverse impacts in terms of noise.

It is considered the proposal therefore demonstrates alignment with the NPPF (2024),
including paragraph 135, which seeks to create places that are safe and promote
health and well-being with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users;
paragraph 187, which seeks to prevent development from contributing to, being put at
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of noise
pollution; and paragraph 198, which requires development to be appropriate for its
location, taking into account the likely and cumulative effects of pollution on health
and living conditions, and ensuring that potential adverse impacts from noise are
mitigated and reduced to a minimum.

QOdour and Air Quality

Sandhutton Parish Council and local representations have raised concerns in regard
to air quality and dust impacts during construction, operation and HGV emissions. In
terms of odour, impacts from AD operations, including digestate handling and
storage.

In terms of odour and air quality, potential impacts have been addressed under
Chapter 6 of the Environmental Statement (ES) and the submitted Odour
Assessment, supported by a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
and an Odour Management Plan (OMP). These documents consider impacts during
both the construction and operational phases. A study area of 3 km from the Site was
used, identifying 21 human receptor locations, with the nearest located at Nitrovit
Row Cottages approximately 550m from the Main Site.

For air quality, the principal risk during the construction period would be emissions of
dust and fine particulate matter associated with construction activities, off-site traffic,
and on-site Non-Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM), as well as debris tracked onto the
roadway. Although the impacts of construction dust emissions on local air quality
have been scoped out of the assessment as they are judged to be ‘not significant’,
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mitigation measures have been identified and would be included in a Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).

The main air pollutants of concern during the operational period as stated within the
ES are NO2 and sulphur dioxide (SO2) emissions associated with proposed
combustion plant at the Main Site. The energy strategy of the proposal during
operation would comprise of two onsite combined heat and power (CHP) units and
two back-up boilers. A detailed assessment of the impact of combustion emissions
from the proposed stacks was carried out to assess the potential risk for human
receptors in the local area. The assessment details that the predicted impacts on
NO2 and SO2 concentrations were found to be negligible at all 21 existing sensitive
receptors. Therefore, the impact of operational combustion emissions associated with
the Proposed Development have been considered within the documents to be ‘not
significant’ and would therefore require no mitigation measures.

With regard to odour, a predictive qualitative assessment of the odour effects from
the Proposed Development was undertaken. Given the nature of the feedstocks and
processes, there is a potential risk of odour impacts at sensitive receptor locations in
proximity to the Proposed Development. Odour control units as stated within the
assessments are proposed for both the main Reception Building and the digestate
lagoons. These units would control and minimise odour emissions from the main site.
All feedstock reception and handling would take place in an enclosed building
maintained under negative pressure, with the building air extracted to the main odour
control unit. The ES states that odour control units would be designed to achieve
required emission concentrations, as set by the European Parliament.

The assessments undertaken for odour demonstrates that effects at receptor
locations would be ‘negligible’, with the overall effect of the proposal on amenity at
sensitive receptor locations considered to be ‘not significant’, therefore further
mitigation was not considered to be required. The ES further adds that the Proposed
Development would be operated in accordance with an Environmental Permit
(regulated by the Environment Agency) which would ensure that operational
procedures minimise odour generation through the implementation of an Odour
Management Plan (OMP). The OMP submitted within this planning application sets
out detailed operational controls, including the enclosure of feedstock deliveries,
maintenance of negative pressure within buildings, treatment of extracted air through
biofilters, and procedures for monitoring and responding to complaints.

Taking the ES and supporting assessments as a whole, the effects on both air quality
and odour are predicted to be negligible, subject to mitigation secured through the
Dust Management Plan (within the CEMP), the CEMP and the submitted OMP.

The Scientific Officer has reviewed the Environmental Statement and confirms that
the assessment has appropriately considered both construction and operational
impacts. They state that the construction dust and emissions from Non-Road Mobile
Machinery (NRMM) have been addressed, with mitigation included in the submitted
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). They note that NRMM must
adhere to relevant emissions standards for nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter.
They add that the operational impacts from the CHP units and back-up boilers were
modelled on a worst-case basis and predicted concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and

OFFICIAL



10.43.

10.44.

10.45.

10.46.

24

sulphur dioxide at all sensitive receptors were found to be negligible and not
significant. On this basis, the Scientific Officer raises no objection, subject to
conditions requiring implementation of the CEMP and DMP. Although a dust risk
assessment has been carried out, with mitigation measures detailed within table 5.2
of the CEMP, a specific Dust Management Plan (DMP) has not been provided as
stated within the CEMP. Therefore, a DMP has been conditioned to be submitted and
reviewed by the council prior to the commencement of the development.

The Council’'s Environmental Health Officer has not raised any objection and has
recommended for conditions concerning the implementation of the CEMP during all
phases of the construction and demolition work and the Odour Management Plan for
the lifetime of the development.

Taking into account the above information and the representations concerning air
quality, dust, and odour impacts during construction and operation, including those
arising from HGV emissions and digestate handling and storage, it is considered that
the proposal is acceptable and in accordance with Policy D02 of the MWJP provided
that there would be no unacceptable impacts. The assessments carried out have
demonstrated that predicted impacts would be negligible at all at all 21 existing
sensitive receptors identified, which would be further mitigated and controlled through
the use of the submitted Odour Management Plan and a Construction Environment
Management Plan (CEMP).

Although a dust risk assessment has been carried out, with mitigation measures
detailed within table 5.2 of the CEMP, a specific Dust Management Plan (DMP) has
not been provided as stated within the CEMP. Therefore, a DMP has been
conditioned to be submitted and reviewed by the council prior to the commencement
of development, in order to address representation concerns and for the development
to be considered acceptable in terms of air quality, as well as to ensure appropriate
control of dust emissions during construction. Policy E2 of the Hambleton Plan
(2022) similarly seeks to ensure that proposals do not result in adverse impacts on
amenity, including those arising from air pollution, contamination dust and odour, as
well as with Policy D14 of the MWJP which states that development would be
permitted where there are no unacceptable impacts on the intrinsic quality of air,
including its management and protection.

The proposal additionally aligns with Policy RM4 of the Hambleton Local Plan which
seeks to protect and improve air quality within the district. It states that ‘development
would only be supported where the location of the proposed development does not
adversely affect a special area of conservation, special protection area or Ramsar site
within or close to the local plan area by way of increased air pollution. This includes
increases in traffic on roads within 200m of them’. In this case the, there are no
European, internationally or nationally designated nature conservation sites present
on or within 5km of the Site including, Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Local
Nature Reserves, National Nature Reserves, Ramsar sites, Special Areas of
Conservation, Biosphere Reserves or Special Protection Areas. The nearest statutory
designation is the River Ure Bank, Ripon Parks SSSI, located approximately 7.6km
southwest of the Site. The policy further states that ‘where mitigation measures are
necessary the proposal would only be supported where they will be implemented and,
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as necessary, maintained’. In this case as stated above, conditions would be
implemented and maintained.

Lastly, Policy S1 seeks to ensure that development makes a positive contribution
towards the sustainability of communities and ensuring that they have a healthy, safe
and attractive living and working environment as well as taking available opportunities
to improve air quality. The proposal is considered to make a positive contribution by
generating renewable energy and reducing reliance on fossil fuels. The use of
digestate as a natural fertiliser offers an alternative to raw manures and artificial
fertilisers, helping to improve soil health and reduce environmental impacts. Through
this displacement of polluting energy sources, the development supports
improvements to local environmental conditions, including air quality. This is
considered to align with paragraph 124, 135 and 187 of the NPPF (2024), which
collectively promote the effective use of land while safeguarding and improving the
environment, ensuring safe and healthy living conditions, creating places that are
inclusive and promote well-being with a high standard of amenity, and prevent
proposals from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of air and wherever possible, help to
improve local air conditions.

Lighting

Sandhutton Parish Council and local representations have raised concerns in regard
to light pollution including operations during darker hours.

In terms of lighting, impacts for the construction and operation of lighting have been
addressed under the Lighting Assessment and the Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP). These have been based on the following residential
receptors surrounding the site: Sinderby (2.3km W), Ainderby Quernhow (1.7km SW),
Skipton on Swale (1.5 km S), Woodland Lake Lodges (2.1 km SE), Nitrovit Row (600
m SE), Sandhutton (1km E), Breckenbrough House (1.2km NE) and Swaletree House
Farm (2.3km N).

As identified in the Lighting Assessment and CEMP, during construction, task lighting
would be limited to agreed working hours and operated only for the duration of each
task, with lighting switched off when no longer required. Lighting would be designed
to minimise upward light spill through the use of dark-sky considerate fittings, low tilt
angles, and warmer colour temperatures. Where appropriate, low light or infrared
flood lighting will be utilised in conjunction with CCTV, and security and access
lighting would be controlled by photocell and presence detection systems. Vehicle
circulation areas without pedestrian movement would remain unlit and instead use
reflective markers to indicate routes and crossings. Temporary or portable task
lighting would avoid extreme tilt angles, with preference given to a greater number of
low output luminaires positioned correctly rather than fewer high output fittings.

In terms of operational lighting as identified within the external lighting layout of the
proposal (Appendix B) ( Ref 331201627-1300-001 Rev.02 dated January 10 2025) ,
lighting would be controlled by photocell and time switches to ensure lighting is only
active during periods of low ambient light. No lighting would be installed within the
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landscaped boundaries of the site, which would act as a visual screen and mitigate
potential glare.

With the implementation of these measures, the impact of lighting from the proposed
development within both the construction and operational phases would be negligible
to minor adverse for all receptors.

The Environmental Health Officer (EHO) has been consulted on the matter and has
not raised any concerns, instead recommending for the Lighting Assessment (Ref
331201627- Rev.1 dated March 2025) to be implemented and maintained for as long
as the site is in use. Following discussions with the Environmental Health Officer, and
subsequent discussions with the applicant, it was agreed to vary a previously
considered condition. An additional condition to require external lighting to be limited
to downward-facing fittings outside the operational hours of 07:00 to 19:00, and
switched off when not in use, would be secured.

Taking into account the above information and the representations concerning Light
pollution including operations during darker hours, it is considered that the proposal is
acceptable and in accordance with Policy D02 of the MWJP, provided that there
would be no unacceptable impacts as assessments carried out have demonstrated
that the predicted impacts would be negligible to minor adverse for all receptors after
the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Lighting Assessment.
To further address concerns raised regarding light pollution, the additional lighting
condition would ensure appropriate control of illumination during darker hours. This is
further considered to be in accordance with Policy E2 of the Hambleton Plan (2022)
which seeks to ensure that a high standard of amenity is maintained, and that
adverse impacts including obtrusive light are made acceptable.

The proposal further aligns with paragraph 135 of the NPPF, which seeks to create
places that are safe and promote health and well-being with a high standard of
amenity and paragraph 198 of the NPPF, which requires development to be
appropriate for its location, taking into account the likely and cumulative effects of
pollution on health and living conditions, and limit the impact of light pollution from
artificial light on local amenity.

Cumulative effects

The potential for cumulative impacts arising from the development in conjunction with
other schemes has been considered.

Policy D02 of the MWJP (2022) requires development to demonstrate no
unacceptable impacts on the amenity as a result of cumulative effects arising as a
result of a number of sites operating in the locality. This is further stated within
paragraph 198 of the NPPF (2024), which seeks to ensure that new development is
is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely cumulative effects of
pollution on health and living conditions.

In this regard, the Environmental Statement has included a cumulative assessment of

other developments in the surrounding area. This review considered major schemes
within 3 km of the site boundary and other EIA developments within 5 km, to
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determine whether any significant combined effects might arise alongside the
proposed development. It was concluded that developments beyond these distances
would be unlikely to result in significant cumulative effects.

Six planning applications were identified for consideration in the cumulative
assessment. The assessment identified the potential for combined effects should
these developments proceed alongside the proposal. The assessment found that
during both construction and operation, no additional significant effects would occur
beyond those already identified. The ES states that in EIA terms, the cumulative
impacts are therefore considered not significant. Based on this specific technical
assessment, it is considered that there would be no cumulative impacts and therefore
acceptable and in accordance with Policy D02 of the MWJP (2022) and paragraph
198 of the NPPF (2024).

Other Policy Considerations

Representations have been received raising concern that the pre-consultation was
inadequate, with villages including Skipton-on-Swale and Baldersby excluded from
the original process.

MWJP Policy D02 (2) states that applicants are encouraged to conduct early and
meaningful engagement with the local community and to reflect the outcome of those
discussions in the design of the proposal. In this respect the application is in
accordance with this matter, as seen within the ‘Statement of Community
Involvement’ document. The applicant carried out extensive consultation with the
local area, comprised initially of leaflets distributed to residents within a 3km radius of
the site, where 663 forms were distributed (from which 29 were completed). A public
event was held at Sandhutton Village Hall on the 4 March 2025, attended by 60
people who had the opportunity to ask questions about the development. In addition,
a dedicated website and email address were set up to allow residents to submit
comments on the proposal. In terms of stakeholder engagement, the applicant held a
meeting with Sandhutton Parish Council to present the proposed development, where
the Parish representative of Skipton-on-Swale also attended. Emails were also sent
to Councillors representing wards in the surrounding area to give them the
opportunity to learn more about the proposal. Lastly, the applicant held a meeting
with the residents of the Nitrovit Row Cottages to give them the opportunity to ask
guestions about the proposed development and to provide feedback. This level of
engagement is therefore considered to have appropriately taken the representations
into account.

The design and visual appearance of the proposed development, as detailed in
Section 5 of this report, has been considered in the context of the site and its
surroundings, including the former RAF Skipton-on-Swale airfield, existing agricultural
and industrial operations, and nearby residential receptors. The layout, scale, height,
and choice of a green and grey colour palette have been selected to integrate the
development into the wider landscape and minimise visual intrusion, while the
separation from surrounding properties ensures there would be no overshadowing,
overbearing effects, or loss of privacy. The proposal therefore aligns with the
objectives of Policy E1 (Design), particularly points a, b, ¢, and h, by achieving a high
standard of design and Policy E2 points a) and b of the Hambleton Local Plan. The
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proposal is further aligned with paragraphs 135 and 139 of the NPPF, which state
that development should function well, enhance the overall quality of the area, and be
visually attractive, and that proposals which are not well designed should be refused.

Considering Policy D02 of the MWJP, which requires that proposals avoid
unacceptable impacts on the amenity of users of the public rights of way network, and
Policy IC3 of the Hambleton Local Plan, which states that proposals would be
supported where it is demonstrated that the routes of any rights of way and their
associated amenity value will be protected or diverted with no loss of recreational or
amenity value. The proposal during its construction and operation is not considered to
cause any impacts that would affect the amenity value in the long term for PROW
10.124/9/2 and 10.124/8/1. As stated in the submitted documents, works near the
adjacent prow would be carried out under specific assessments that adequately
addresses the need to ensure public safety during the works, including all necessary
signage and segregation measures to meet legal requirements for the public safety.
This is supported by the Public Rights of Way Officers comments. It is therefore
considered to be in accordance with Policy D02 of the MWJP and Policy IC3 of the
Hambleton Local Plan. This is line with paragraph 105 of the NPPF (2024) which
states that decisions should ‘protect and enhance public rights of way and access,
including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users.’

Taking into consideration the information provided, it is considered that the proposed
development in regard to amenity would be acceptable and in accordance with
Policy D02 and D14 of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (2022), Policy S1, E1, E2,
IC3 and RM4 of the Hambleton Local Plan (2022) as well as paragraphs 124, 129,
135, 139,187 and 198 contained within the NPPF (2024).

Landscape and Visual Impact

As described in the site and surroundings section of this report, the site lies within the
former RAF Skipton-on-Swale airfield in a predominantly agricultural setting
characterised by open farmland, scattered farmsteads, with small rural settlements
including Holme, Sandhutton, Sinderby, Howe and Skipton-on-Swale nearby. Access
is taken from the A167 via Nitrovit Row which features a small row of cottages in
close proximity. The Main Site comprises a large, flat arable field delineated by the
former airfield’s inner circular road, with intermittent hedgerow to the east, scrub
vegetation to the north, and a small woodland block to the northwest providing a level
of visual screening.

The Site also includes land identified for the creation of access routes to serve a
proposed National Transmission System (NTS) compound located approximately 400
metres northeast of the Main Site. The nearest of these routes (Maintenance Access
Route 2) would follow the line of Foss Sike Stell, which forms the western edge of an
arable field, running from its north-western corner southwards to meet Nitrovit Row.
The second route (Maintenance Access Route 1) would extend east to west from the
A167 along Cradock Row, which is also recorded as a Public Right of Way
(10.124/8/1). This route follows the northern boundary of the same arable field before
connecting with the proposed NTS compound at Foss Sike Stell. The Environmental
Statement notes that this existing farm track is observed to be in a relatively poor
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condition. Sandhutton Conservation Area lies approximately 1km east of the Main
Site, and approximately 65m south of the proposed Maintenance Access Route 1.

The proposal is supported by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)
contained in Chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement, together with the submitted
Landscape Strategy Plan and draft Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan
(HMMP) as well as other associated plans and documents.

The landscaping mitigation planting measures proposed, as detailed within the
Environmental Statement and on the submitted plan titled ‘Sandhutton Biofuel Plant
Landscape Strategy Plan, reference KM/JRM. Rev D, dated 27 August 2025’,
includes structural landscape planting on the north-western boundary of the site
comprising native species, measuring between 20-30 metres in width and
approximately 200 metres in length (once established), extending southwest from the
existing woodland copse. Further structural landscape planting is proposed along the
eastern boundary, between 20-50 metres in width and around 300 metres in length
(once established), placed on a 3-metre-high bund to provide additional visual
screening. Scrub planting with intermittent trees is proposed on the northern
boundary, measuring between 20-30 metres in width and approximately 80 metres in
length. Individual tree planting within an area of species-rich grassland is proposed
on the southern edge of the office building. Along the Foss Sike Stell watercourse,
planting would comprise wildflower grassland, hedgerow and tree planting over a
length of 350 metres to provide screening from Sandhutton. Planting along the
existing field boundary, approximately 250 metres south of the main site would
strengthen the existing hedgerow with additional hedgerow tree planting over a length
of around 300 metres to support screening of views from the south and southwest.
Finally, native hedgerow planting is proposed at the site entrance on the A167 over a
length of approximately 100 metres to compensate for hedgerow loss. This would be
managed and monitored through the submitted and conditioned Landscape
Management Plan (LMP), provided in Appendix 9.7 of the ES, which would be
combined with the draft Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan (HMMP), which
sets out the requirements for the successful establishment and ongoing management
of the proposed planting.

As outlined within the Amenity section of this report, lighting impacts have been
assessed through the Lighting Assessment and the Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP), which would be secured by condition. Lighting during
both construction and operation would be designed to minimise visual and
environmental impacts, with measures including dark-sky compliant fittings, time and
motion controls, and the exclusion of lighting within landscaped boundaries to
maintain screening and reduce glare. In terms of the overall design and colour
scheme, the proposed development would predominately feature a green and grey
palette as set out in the Environmental Statement (Table 3.1: Parameters of Key Main
Built Elements) and detailed further in the submitted Site Plan (Ref: 2025-uk-026 Rev
4, dated 21 August 2025).

Taking this landscape strategy into account, the LVIA assessed potential effects

during both the construction and operational phases of the development as well as
the effects once mitigation planting would become established.
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Landscape Effects

In terms of landscape effects during the construction phase, the LVIA identified a
major adverse and significant level of effect on the landscape character and features
of the site, as a result of the fundamental change from agricultural land to the built
form of the proposed development. The Landscape Character Area (LCA) 20 Swale
Floodplain and PRoW 10.124/8/1 would experience a moderate adverse with a
significant level of effect as a result of the resurfacing/widening work to improve
Maintenance Access Route 1. A minor adverse, and not significant level of effects
has been predicted for Landscape Character Type (LCA) 24 River Floodplain, due to
change within the footprint of the Site to accommodate the Proposed Development.
All remaining landscape receptors were predicted to experience either a short-term
negligible level of effect (LCT 25: Settled Vale Farmland, LCA 17: Thirsk Settled
Farmland) or no change (LCA 21: Topcliffe Floodplain) in relation to construction of
the Proposed Development.

In terms of landscape effects during the operational phase, the LVIA identified a
moderate adverse and significant level of effect on the landscape character and
features of the site due to the change from agricultural land to predominantly built
form. The assessment states that while the new elements would reflect the agri-
industrial character present in the surrounding area, their larger scale would limit the
degree of mitigation at this stage. Landscape Character Type (LCT) 24: River
Floodplain, Landscape Character Area (LCA) 20: Swale Floodplain, and the PROW
were predicted to experience minor adverse and not significant effects, reflecting
reduced visibility of underground pipeline elements and completion of footpath
improvements. A negligible adverse, long-term, permanent, and not significant level
of effect was predicted for LCT 25: Settled Vale Farmland and LCA 17: Thirsk Settled
Farmland, while no change was predicted for LCA 21: Topcliffe Floodplain.

The LVIA also considered residual effects once mitigation planting would become
established. By Year 15, the assessment identified no significant effects on
landscape receptors. A minor adverse and not significant level of effect was
predicted for LCT 24: River Floodplain, LCA 20: Swale Floodplain, and PROW. A
negligible adverse not significant level of effect was predicted for, LCT 25: Settled
Vale Farmland, and LCA 17: Thirsk Settled Farmland. And no change level of effect
was predicted for the remaining landscape receptors, namely LCA 21: Topcliffe
Floodplain.

In terms of cumulative landscape effects, the assessment identified that there is
potential for both the proposal and committed developments to be constructed at the
same time, resulting in increased short-term activity in the local area. However, given
the baseline conditions of an agri-industrial landscape, this would not result in any
perceivable incremental change. Once it would be operational, no significant
combined adverse effects on landscape character are stated to be expected.

Visual Effects
It should be noted that the LVIA identifies potential visual receptors as people living,

working or visiting within the study area, including residents of nearby settlements
and isolated farmsteads, users of the local road network, and users of the Public
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Rights of Way (PRoW). Fourteen representative viewpoints were assessed, including
residential receptors at settlements such as Sinderby, Holme, Ainderby Quernhow,
Howe, Skipton-on-Swale, Sandhutton and Nitrovit Row (ranging from approximately
350m to 2.3km from the Site), as well as users of local roads and PRoWs in the
vicinity.

In terms of visual effects during the construction phase, the LVIA found that effects
would vary depending on proximity and visibility. Moderate adverse short-term effects
were identified at a small number of viewpoints with clear views of the Site and
construction activity. A wider group of receptors would experience only minor or
negligible adverse effects, which are not significant in EIA terms, while several
viewpoints were predicted to experience no change. The PROW as stated above,
would experience some effects, it should be noted that the that as stated within the
Construction Environmental Management Plan, ‘any works in proximity would be
carried out under specific risk assessment and method statement that adequately
addresses the need to ensure public safety during the works, including all necessary
signage and segregation measures to meet legal requirements for the public safety.’
Overall, visual construction phase impacts are assessed as short-term, with effects
confined to a small number of locations closest to the Site.

In terms of visual effects during the operational phase, the LVIA identified moderate
adverse effects at two viewpoints where clear views of the Site would remain before
planting became fully established. At these locations, receptors may also experience
indirect effects from increased vehicle movements during peak operational periods.
Minor or negligible adverse effects, were predicted at several other viewpoints,
including those where operational traffic would be perceptible. The remaining
receptors were assessed as experiencing no change. In terms of cumulative effects,
the LVIA considered other developments within 3km of the Site and concluded that
visual effects would be similar to those identified for this proposal: moderate adverse,
short-term effects during construction (if built concurrently), and minor adverse during
operation.

The LVIA also considered residual effects once mitigation planting would become
established. By Year 15, the assessment concludes that no significant visual effects
would remain. Minor adverse effects are predicted at a small number of viewpoints,
while negligible adverse effects are anticipated at others. The remaining receptors
would experience no change. Although noticeable effects would arise for visual
receptors, particularly during the construction period, these would reduce over time
as the mitigation proposals establish and the development becomes more integrated
into the surrounding landscape. Overall, once planting has matured, the development
is not expected to give rise to any significant visual effects.

The NYC Landscape Team stated within their original response that they would be
satisfied that the scheme is sufficient to screen the site, subject to securing a detailed
landscaping scheme by condition. The consultee further included that existing trees
should be accurately shown on a plan, with the layout adjusted to allow tree
protection and additional screen planting, showing root protection areas and tree
protection measures to BS5837, and for the planting to be undertaken in the first
available planting season. The response further advised that the offsite landscaping
shown would have to be secured via a legal agreement. It is noted that, as the red
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line boundary of the site has now been revised to include this offsite landscaping, no
further action requiring a legal agreement would be necessary.

A re-consultation response was received following an email sent setting out a pre-
commencement condition wording. This wording addressed the consultee’s
comments regarding a detailed landscaping scheme, the layout of existing trees, and
tree protection measures. The consultee confirmed that the proposed wording would
cover their initial comments.

Natural England as stated within their response, considered that the proposed
development would not have significant adverse impacts on statutorily protected
nature conservation sites or landscapes. Furthermore, they state that the proposed
development does not appear to lead to the loss of over 20ha ‘best and most
versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land.

The Environmental Health Officer and Prow team raised no concerns in regard to
visual effects, with the latter noting that the public footpath would remain relatively
unaffected during construction and with limited and infrequent vehicle movements
once the site would be operational.

Sandhutton Parish Council has raised concerns regarding the visual impact of the
proposed structures on the local landscape, while local representations have raised
concerns about the impact on the character and appearance of the countryside and
the wider rural landscape, including its openness. Taking into account the above
information and the representations received, it is acknowledged that the proposed
development would result in a change from a flat arable field situated within a
predominantly agricultural setting to an agricultural AD facility with associated
accesses and infrastructure, leading to impacts on the local landscape character.

Although these impacts would predominantly be between the first 15 years, with
noticeable effects upon landscape and visual receptors, particularly during
construction, during the opening year of the Proposed Development, effects on
landscape receptors would reduce, with landscape character and receptors
experiencing utmost a moderate adverse level of effects, which will diminish as the
screening matures.

By year 15, following successful establishment of the mitigation proposals shown on
the Landscape Strategy Plan (reference KM/JRM. Rev D, dated 27 August 2025),
which would be further refined through a detailed landscaping scheme to be secured
by condition, as discussed with the NYC Landscape Consultee, the proposed planting
would grow over time to provide a gradual improvement in the level of screening and
integration of the development within the surrounding landscape. As a result, effects
would be further reduced, with receptors experiencing minor adverse effects,
negligible adverse effects, or no change.

Taking this into account, and having considered the representations received, the
perception of openness and landscape character would be largely retained, as the
site would continue to read as part of its surroundings, which is made up of dispersed
farm and commercial units. The development would appear as a contained site,
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surrounded by natural features within a wider open landscape, which would ensure
that the overall openness and rural character of the countryside is preserved.

Considering the above information, the application is considered to be in accordance
with Policy D02 (1) of the MWJP (2022), which requires waste development to
demonstrate that there would be no unacceptable impacts on local communities,
including from visual intrusion, disruption to the public rights of way network and
cumulative effects. Taking into account the representations received, the application
is further considered to be in accordance with Policy D06 (1) of the of the MWJP, as it
would not give rise to harmful effects or unacceptable impacts on landscape quality or
character. Appropriate mitigation measures would be secured by condition, including
the Landscape Strategy Plan, provision of a Habitat Management and Monitoring
Plan (HMMP), Detailed Landscaping Scheme (to be agreed pre-commencement of
the development), Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), Lighting
Assessment, and other supporting plans and documents. In accordance with point
3(2) of policy D06 of the MWJP, it is not considered that the proposal would result in
adverse impacts on tranquillity or dark night skies, as the submitted schemes secured
by condition would ensure a high standard of design and mitigation. These measures
would have regard to the landscape character, wider landscape context, visual
impact, and setting of the site, while also delivering landscape enhancements through
the overall design.

In addition, the proposal further aligns with the relevant landscape and design policies
of the Hambleton Local Plan (2022), including Policies S5, E1, E4 and E7. In
accordance with Policy S5, the proposal is not considered to harm the character,
appearance, intrinsic beauty or distinctiveness of the countryside in which it is located
as brought up in the representations. The proposal also meets the aims of Policy E1
(Design), particularly points a), b), ¢) and h), by achieving a high standard of design
that integrates successfully with its surroundings in both form and function, while
reinforcing local distinctiveness. The submitted plans and assessments demonstrate
that the development would contribute positively to local character, identity and
distinctiveness through its form, scale, layout, height, density, visual appearance and
the use of appropriate materials, planting and landscaping.

The proposal is also aligned with Policy E4 (Green Infrastructure), points a) and f),
which seek to protect existing green infrastructure and secure net gains in provision.
The design incorporates and enhances existing green infrastructure features as an
integral part of the scheme, provides a landscaping scheme that integrates the
development with adjoining land and protects and enhances the public right of way
network. Furthermore, the proposal aligns with Policy E7 (Hambleton’s Landscapes),
points a), b) and c), which supports proposals which take into consideration the
openness of Hambleton’s landscapes and conserve and enhance the natural
landscape and its character, including rural areas notable for their remoteness,
tranquillity and dark night skies. The proposal is further aligned and supported by the
policy by seeking to conserve and enhance existing trees, hedges and woodland that
would be affected by the proposed development. Therefore, in light of the
representations received and subject to mitigation, the development accords with
these policies and would not have a significant adverse impact on the landscape.
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These policies are consistent with the approach set out in paragraphs 129,135,139
and 198 of the NPPF. Paragraph 129 d) and e) and 187 of the NPPF support the
desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting, securing well-
designed and attractive places, and protecting and enhancing valued landscapes. It
also recognises the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, seeking to
ensure that development contributes to and enhances the natural and local
environment. Paragraphs 135 and 139 emphasise the importance of high-quality
design that is sympathetic to local character and landscape setting, reinforces local
distinctiveness, and ensures that development that is not well designed should be
refused. Lastly, paragraph 198 b) and c) require that new development is appropriate
for its location, taking into account the likely effects, including cumulative effects, on
the natural environment and the sensitivity of the site and its surroundings. This
includes protecting tranquil areas and limiting the impact of light pollution on
intrinsically dark landscapes.

It is therefore considered that, taking into account the representations received and
the above assessment, the proposal would be capable of being accommodated within
the wider landscape without resulting in unacceptable impacts, in accordance with
Policy D02 and D06 of the MWJP (2022), Policy S5, E1, E4 and E7 the Hambleton
Local Plan (2022) as well as national policy contained within the NPPF.

Ecology

The Sites redline boundary covers three distinct areas: the main development area
(the Main Site), the road access routes, and the National Transmission System (NTS)
route and NTS compound. The Main Site, which would accommodate the proposed
development, is currently undeveloped and contains no built structures. According to
the Agricultural Land Classification (ALC), the land is categorised as high-quality
‘Best and Most Versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land, comprising of Grade 1 (6.81 Ha),
Grade 2 (2.52 Ha), Grade 3a (2.17 Ha), and non-agricultural land (0.39 Ha).

The Environmental Statement includes that the desk study indicates that there are no
European, internationally or nationally designated nature conservation sites present
on or within 5km of the Site including, Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Local
Nature Reserves, National Nature Reserves, Ramsar sites, Special Areas of
Conservation, Biosphere Reserves or Special Protection Areas. The nearest statutory
designation is the River Ure Bank, Ripon Parks SSSI, located approximately 7.6km
southwest of the Site.

A small tributary to the River Swale, known as Foss Sike Stell, lies approximately 400
m to the east of the Main Site, with the River Swale itself located around 350 m to the
west at its closest point. The proposed pipeline route would cross below Foss Sike
Stell, using horizontal directional drilling (HDD) to avoid direct impacts, with no works
undertaken within 10 metres of the top of either bank, other than landscaping and
planting.

Key submitted documents include the Ecological Assessment Report, Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and the Biodiversity Net Gain Report
(BNG) and draft Metric as well as other supporting plans and documentation including
the Soil Management Plan. The applicant has also submitted a draft Habitat
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Management and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for review by the NYC ecology team. A
finalised HMMP would need to be re-submitted alongside a Biodiversity Gain Plan
(BGP) and a completed Biodiversity Metric to satisfy the BNG ‘deemed condition’
prior to commencement of works.

The Ecological Assessment Report identifies that while the site lies within an
Important Invertebrate Area, habitats on site are of limited ecological value. The Foss
Sike Stell adjacent to the NTS compound would not be directly affected, with potential
indirect impacts controlled through a CEMP. The report notes that the site may
support breeding birds, bats and aquatic invertebrates, but it is unlikely to support
significant populations, with impacts avoided through construction design and
mitigation, which would include a barn owl nest box, skylark grassland and sensitive
lighting. Overall, the assessment states that no significant ecological impacts are
anticipated.

The CEMP sets out specific measures for protecting ecology and biodiversity during
construction. These include maintaining a 10-metre offset from the Foss Sike Stell
with Heras fencing or similar installed to create a buffer zone, pre-commencement
surveys for badgers within the works areas, carrying out vegetation removal ideally
outside the bird breeding season (March—August), and where removal during the
breeding season is necessary, a qualified ecologist would check for nests prior to
clearance, with works delayed if nesting birds are present. To prevent impacts on
habitats, all excavations would be infilled or covered at night to prevent animals from
falling in, with ramps provided where necessary. Fencing would be installed around
retained habitats, including root protection zones, to prevent damage during
construction, and to protect watercourses, silt barriers would be installed as required
to prevent sediment run-off and pollutants from entering the Foss Sike Stell and the
River Swale.

The Biodiversity Net Gain Report states that the scheme design and final landscape
strategy has, where possible, avoided adverse impacts to high and medium
distinctiveness habitats. Some loss of medium distinctiveness habitats, specifically
hedgerows, would be unavoidable for the proposal, and would be therefore mitigated
through the creation of additional lengths of hedgerow. In terms of the pipeline that
would be installed under the Foss Sike Stell, this would be installed without impacting
the watercourse or riparian habitat within 10 metres. Furthermore, while no
enhancement of retained habitats are proposed, areas of wildflower grassland,
woodland and scrub planting would be created, along with new lengths of species-
rich hedgerow through the site area. The BNG report identifies that the proposed
development would therefore deliver a 24.49% net gain for habitats, a 592.12% net
gain for hedgerows, and 0% for watercourse units. To achieve the required 10% BNG
for watercourse units (0.27 units), these would be purchased from a third-party offsite
provider.

The NYC Ecology team confirmed within their original response that the site is of low
ecological value and that it would be compensated by more extensive new planting,
resulting in a large BNG uplift for hedgerows. In terms of the Ecological Assessment
report, the consultee welcomed the proposal to manage 4 Skylark plots to
compensate the loss of habitat for farmland birds. It should be noted that in response
to the applicant’s later withdrawal of the proposed Skylark plots, the ecologist noted
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that the replacement Barn Owl box, although not directly addressing the loss of
Skylark habitat, would be accepted due to the low ecological impacts overall. The
alternative was accepted subject to inclusion of the measure in the HMMP and
management of grassland to provide potential Skylark nesting and foraging habitat.
The consultee has no issue with the CEMP as it incorporates construction-phase
ecological mitigation measures recommended within Ecological Assessment report.

In relation to the Biodiversity Net Gain Report and draft Metric, no objection was
raised either before or after the revisions, with the ecologist confirming that the
scheme would amply meet requirements. It was emphasised that BNG must be
secured for 30 years by condition or legal agreement, with discharge of the pre-
commencement condition requiring submission of a finalised metric, a Biodiversity
Gain Plan and a HMMP, within which minor corrections were identified.

In their final response, it was highlighted that due to the scale and complexity of BNG,
the Council would need to review multiple monitoring reports over the 30-year period,
and that it is therefore appropriate to levy a local authority monitoring fee. Following
discussions this would be secured through a Unilateral Undertaking (UU). Further to
this, a condition to adhere to the recommendations for ecological mitigation set out in
sections 4.5 to 4.8 of the Ecological Assessment Report was recommended.

Natural England has not objected to the development as it is hot expected to harm
protected sites or involve loss of over 20ha of best and most versatile land.

The local representations received in relation to this application raise concerns about
the loss of agricultural land and the potential contamination of nearby watercourses,
which could lead to ecological consequences. No objections have been raised by
consultees on these grounds, and the submitted documents demonstrate that the
development has been appropriately assessed in regard to ecological impact.

The Ecological Assessment Report and associated documents demonstrate that the
Proposed Development would not result in any significant adverse effects on
designated sites, protected species, or habitats, subject to the implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures set out in sections 4.5 to 4.8 of the Ecological
Assessment Report, which NYC Ecology has further reinforced should be secured by
condition. Furthermore, the applicant has demonstrated that the scheme can achieve
an uplift of 24.49% for area habitats and 592% for hedgerows, which would meet the
statutory 10% requirements. The proposal is therefore considered to be in
accordance with point 1 of Policy D07 of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (adopted
2022), with no impacts identified to the level of protection provided to international,
national, and locally designated sites as outlined in parts 2) to 8) of the policy. Itis
also consistent with Policy E3 of the Hambleton Local Plan (2022), which requires all
development to demonstrate a net gain for biodiversity, as well as points a, b and c,
as the proposal has mitigated and compensated for the loss of biodiversity, has
demonstrated proportionate long term maintenance arrangements and has
demonstrated the need for the proposal to be located at the site.
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Although cumulative effects on ecology have not been specifically focused on, the
Environmental Statement has considered cumulative effects from other aspects, the
most relevant in this case being air quality, noise and vibration, flood drainage, and
hydrology, which represent the main pathways through which ecological receptors
could be affected. The cumulative assessments undertaken demonstrate that during
the construction and operation of the Proposed Development there would be no likely
significant effects as a result of the construction and/or operation of other approved or
reasonably foreseeable developments yet to be developed. During construction, the
CEMP includes measures to control dust, noise, surface water, and pollution. It also
incorporates ecological protection measures, such as habitat buffers along the Foss
Sike Stell and timing of vegetation clearance, ensuring that no likely significant
cumulative effects on ecology would occur. During Operation effects would be
appropriately managed through planning conditions and compliance with wider
environmental permits. Additionally, the landscape strategy, which introduces new
native planting, grassland, and hedgerows, would strengthen ecological connectivity
within the local area and help offset any minor residual effects. Taking into account
the representations made in regards to potential contamination of nearby
watercourses, it is considered that these measures ensure that the proposal would
not give rise to unacceptable cumulative impacts on biodiversity or geodiversity, in
accordance with point 8 of Policy DO7 of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (2022).

The above policy points are supported by paragraphs 125, 187 and 193 of the NPPF,
which emphasise the importance of protecting and enhancing the natural
environment, , securing measurable net gains for biodiversity, and integrating
opportunities for habitat creation and ecological connectivity. NPPF paragraph 193
further establishes that where significant harm to biodiversity cannot be avoided,
mitigated or compensated, planning permission should be refused.

In conclusion, taking into account the representations received, concerns regarding
potential ecological harm and the contamination of nearby watercourses have been
carefully considered. These matters have been assessed through the submitted
Ecological Assessment, Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP),
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) Report and Soil Management Plan, all of which
demonstrate that appropriate safeguards are in place to prevent pollution, protect soil
resources, and secure measurable biodiversity gains. No objections have been raised
by statutory consultees, including Natural England or NYC Ecology, who are satisfied
that the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures secured by condition are
sufficient to avoid significant adverse effects. It is therefore considered that the
development would be capable of being accommodated within the site area without
resulting in unacceptable ecological impacts, in accordance with Policy DO7 of the
Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (adopted 2022), Policy E3 of the Hambleton Local
Plan (2022), and national policy contained within the NPPF.

Best and Most Versatile Land

The Main Site, as stated is currently undeveloped and contains no built structures
and comprises a total of 11.5 hectares of best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural
land, including Grade 1 (6.81 Ha), Grade 2 (2.52 Ha), Grade 3a (2.17 Ha), and non-
agricultural land (0.39 Ha). It is acknowledged that part of the site would be
permanently taken out of agricultural production, resulting in the irreversible loss of
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BMV land in land-use terms. This has resulted in local representations raising
concerns on the loss of agricultural land.

Taking this into account, Natural England was consulted and provided a response
raising no objection. Their response confirmed that the proposed development is not
expected to harm protected sites or result in the loss of more than 20 hectares of best
and most versatile agricultural land. However, they advised that conditions should be
imposed to safeguard soil resources, in accordance with Defra and British Society of
Soil Science guidance. In this regard, the application was submitted with a Soil
Management Plan, which sets out procedures for soil stripping, bunding, and off-site
trenching. These measures, as detailed in Chapters 5 and 6 of the document, would
be secured through condition to safeguard soil resources.

In relation to the use of agricultural land, the proposal has been assessed against
Policy D12 of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (2022) and Policy S5 of the
Hambleton Local Plan (2022), both of which seek to protect Best and Most Versatile
(BMV) agricultural land from unnecessary and irreversible loss.

Policy D12 recognises that where development of BMV land is justified, proposals
should prioritise the protection and sustainable management of soils the possibility for
the long-term potential to recreate agricultural land. In this regard, the submitted
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), which would be secured by
condition, confirms that all topsoil and subsoil would be stripped, stored within a
designated area and reused on site. In considering the representations received in
relation to the potential loss of agricultural land, the accompanying Soil Management
Plan (SMP) which would be secured under condition, sets out detailed measures for
soil stripping, bunding and reinstatement, ensuring that soil resources are protected
in accordance with Natural England’s guidance. These measures ensure that
although part of the site would be permanently taken out of agricultural production,
the soil resource itself would be retained and managed appropriately, minimising the
loss of soil quality and avoiding the sterilisation of surrounding farmland.

Hambleton Local Plan Policy S5 similarly provides that where the benefits of
development justify a loss of farmland, “areas of the lowest grade available must be
used except where other sustainability considerations outweigh agricultural land
quality considerations”. In this regard, the proposal has sought to limit development to
the minimum necessary area and to avoid unnecessary encroachment into
surrounding farmland. The site’s location on a former airfield, within an established
area of waste and commercial agricultural operations, provides a suitable context for
the development and avoids the need to use less underdeveloped countryside.
Having regard to the representations, the limited loss of BMV land is therefore
justified by the wider sustainability benefits of the scheme, including the generation of
renewable biomethane and the production of digestate as a sustainable fertiliser.
When considered alongside the proposed soil protection and management measures,
the development is considered to be in accordance with Policies S5 and D12.

The above policy points have also been considered in the context of national planning
policy. Paragraph 125(a) and (b) recognises that undeveloped land can perform
multiple functions and encourages proposals that deliver multiple environmental
benefits, including habitat creation, public access and wider ecosystem services. In

OFFICIAL



10.114.

10.115.

10.116.

10.117.

39

this case, the site’s soil protection measures and the development’s proposed use
including renewable biomethane and digestate as a sustainable fertiliser mean the
development would provide multiple land-use benefits alongside existing agricultural
use. On balance, the proposal aligns with the intent of paragraph 125, as it supports
multiple beneficial uses of the land and contributes to wider environmental and
resource-use objectives, with soils managed through the conditioning of the CEMP
and SMP.

Paragraph 187(a) requires that decisions contribute to and enhance the natural
environment by protecting and enhancing soils. In this case, the development
includes a Soil Management Plan and CEMP, both of which set out how soils will be
stripped, stored and reused, with topsoil and subsoil retained on site. These
measures, secured by condition, are designed to avoid degradation of the soll
resource and are consistent with the aim of protecting soils. While there is no soll
enhancement, the approach taken is proportionate and meets the policy in terms of
protection. On this basis, the proposal is considered to align with paragraph 187(a).

Paragraph 187(b) requires that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance
natural and local environment by “recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of
the countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services —
including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural
land,”. As stated, the proposal would result in the permanent loss of a portion of
Grade 1, 2 and 3a land and therefore does not enhance BMV land. Instead, it seeks
to protect the soil resource on-site through the measures set out in the Soil
Management Plan and CEMP. In the planning balance, the loss is limited in scale,
would be mitigated through secured measures and Natural England has not raised
any concerns. Given the site’s context and the wider public and environmental
benefits of the scheme, the conflict with paragraph 187(b) is acknowledged but
considered to be outweighed by the above.

Overall, the limited loss of BMV land is considered acceptable in the context of the
proposed mitigation measures and wider benefits of the scheme.

Highway Matters

The application is accompanied by a Transport Assessment and Construction Traffic
Management Plan as well as other associated documents and plans. These state that
the proposed development would be accessed and left via the internal airfield road
towards the existing airfield access point (also known as Nitrovit Row), turning onto
the A167, continuing to the roundabout junction with the A61 and then following the
A61 to the A1(M), as shown on figure 15 (Proposed Routing Strategy) within the
Transport Assessment document. These all-form part of the Primary Route Network
(PRN) and are all classified as A roads, which would provide the most appropriate
and direct access road for all construction and operational traffic associated with the
proposed development. The majority of operational traffic movements are anticipated
to be undertaken by a 16.5m articulated HGV, with some smaller HGVs. As stated
within the Transport Assessment the proposed routing strategy would follow a
number of key principles, including complying with the 7.5t environmental weight
restrictions that are in operation on local roads within the vicinity, maximising the use
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of established HGV routes including the North Yorkshire timber transportation
network and avoiding the need for operational traffic routing through Sandhutton or
Thirsk.

The AD facility would operate 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Delivery
operations to and from the site would take place between 07:00 and 19:00 Monday to
Friday (excluding bank holidays), 07:00 and 13:00 on Saturdays and no operations
on Sundays. The development is forecast to generate on average 88 two-way HGV
trips per day which would equate to 7-8 two way trips per hour. The proposal would
also require accommodating peak seasonal demand which is driven by periods
suitable for spreading liquid digestate, primarily in the spring between February and
late April, and after the summer harvest (August and September). At seasonal peaks,
traffic demand would rise to a maximum of 118 daily HGV trips for a period of up to
60 days. The development site would provide 19 car parking bays, including 1 x
electric charging port and HGV parking/waiting areas and weighbridges before
providing a route to the loading and unloading areas.

The Transport Assessment concludes that the additional trips generated by the
proposed development can be safely accommodated within the existing highway
network and would not result in a severe impact on its operation. Overall, the
assessment confirms that the development would not give rise to any significant
residual effects on the surrounding local highway network. The assessments further
states the improvement works required to accommodate the additional two-way HGV
movements associated with the Sandhutton Biofuel Plant. These works include
widening and formalising the junction with the A167 to allow safe two-way HGV
access, widening the access road from the junction to the first bend to the internal
access road, and providing three additional passing places along within the airfield
internal road.

In terms of construction, a CTMP has been prepared to guide traffic and site logistics
during the 18-month construction phase. It sets out the development proposals for
access, trip generation and routing, and confirms that construction would generate an
average of 30 two-way HGV trips per weekday, rising to 60 two way movements at its
peak (expected between months 7 and 11). This would result in a 7.7% increase in
the existing HGV movements on the A61, an 18% increase in current HGV
movements on the short section of the A167 and a 25% increase in HGV movements
on the airfield access road. In terms of construction hours, these would take place
between 08:00-17:00 Monday to Friday and 08:00-13:00 on Saturdays, excluding
bank holidays.

The CTMP also outlines additional traffic management measures to be implemented
to minimise disruption and maintain safety throughout construction, these include
following the permitted route set, pre-booked delivery slots with an off-site HGV
holding point, on-site security checks, controlled entry and exit, designated staff
parking, wheel washing and load covers, dust suppression, and regular road
cleaning. Further provisions cover temporary traffic management during junction
works, protection of footway users, tree protection fencing, and compliance checks to
ensure safe and orderly operations throughout construction. The document concludes
that by implementing the identified measures, the traffic generated by the
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construction of the proposed development could be carried out without significant
impact on the local highway network.

The Highway Authority stated within their response that in terms of vehicular access,
emergency access/site access proposals, parking provision, the transport
assessment and the limited seasonal peak demand that the proposed development
would not constitute a severe impact on the operation of the local highway network.
The consultee further states that they consider the proposal to be in accordance with
paragraph 116 of the NPPF (2024). Following the review of the CTMP and routing
strategy, the consultee recommended for the Construction Traffic Management Plan
submitted to be secured throughout the construction of the proposal, and three prior
to occupation conditions to be attached. These are 1. Visibility Splays at A167/
Nitrovit Row Junction, 2. Delivery of off-site highway Works secured through Section
278 agreement and 3. Delivery of off-site Highway Works (Nitrovit Row Passing
Places).

In addition to these conditions, controls would be imposed on construction hours,
delivery and waste importation hours, the number of HGV movements (including peak
movements) and the requirement to maintain records of HGV activities.

Sandhutton Parish Council and local representations have raised concerns relating to
traffic, HGV numbers road user safety and the proposed routing strategy. There has
also been a request for council investment in traffic calming measures to offset
increased HGV traffic impacts. Lastly concerns have been raised on specific points
including that the Transport Assessment focuses narrowly on road capacity,
underestimates the impact of HGVs by treating them as cars, and does not consider
wider issues such as air quality, noise, and effects on heritage assets. Taking into
account the specific points raised, the assessments submitted have not been
objected by the consultee, who has confirmed that the increases in traffic can be
accommodated within the existing network and would not give rise to a severe
impact. Whilst there would be an increase in HGVs compared to the existing
movements, when set against the overall level of traffic, the impact has been judged
to not constitute a severe impact on the operation of the local highway network. Wider
issues raised, including noise, air quality and heritage, are addressed in other
technical reports and assessed in the relevant sections of this report.

Taking into account the above information including consultee comments and the
representations made, it is considered that the proposed development is in
accordance with Policy D03 of the MWJP (2022). Alternatives to road transport are
not practicable in this rural location, and therefore HGV routing has been designed to
use the Primary Route Network and avoid sensitive local settlements. It should be
noted that the routing agreement would be secured through a Unilateral Undertaking
legal agreement. The existing road network as stated and confirmed by the consultee
has sufficient capacity to accommodate the level of traffic generated without resulting
in unacceptable impacts, and improvements to the A167 junction and internal access
road will ensure safe and suitable two-way access for all vehicles. The development
would also provide appropriate on-site arrangements for manoeuvring, parking and
loading/unloading. These would be secured through the submitted documents and
conditions.
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10.126. Point 2 of Policy D03, relating to accessibility and sustainable travel, has been
addressed in the applicant’s submitted assessments. These assessments conclude
that, given the site’s location, access by public transport would not be a likely method
of transport and it would be unlikely that staff would access the site on foot. The
Transport Assessment has been prepared having regard to national and local
guidance on travel planning and, in this context, the objectives of a Green Travel Plan
have been considered within the assessment itself. In order to support sustainable
transport, the Transport Assessment notes the provision of an electric vehicle
charging point and cycle storage on site. As these facilities are not identified within
the submitted plans or elevations, a condition has been secured for their delivery and
design to be provided prior to the occupation of the site. On this basis the proposal is
considered to comply with both parts of Policy D03 of the MWJP.

10.127. The proposal is considered to further comply with Policy IC2 of the Hambleton Local
Plan, which requires development to demonstrate a safe and efficient transport
system supporting sustainable development. In relation to part (a), the existing
highway network route proposed can satisfactorily accommodate the traffic generated
by both the construction and operational phases as stated within the assessments
and the consultee response, With regard to part (b), proportionate improvements
would be made, including the widening and formalisation of the A167 junction and the
provision of passing places along the internal access road, which would be secured
by condition. For part (c), as stated, a cycle storage and an electric vehicle charging
point would be provided on-site to encourage sustainable travel and would be
secured by condition. With regard to part (d), the Local Highway Authority has been
consulted and raised no concerns about the capacity or safety of the proposed
routing strategy. As the route mainly uses the local highway network before joining
the AL1(M), no unacceptable impact on the Strategic Road Network are anticipated. In
accordance with part (e), highway safety would not be compromised as safe physical
access can be provided to the proposed development through the proposed
improvement and recommended conditions. In relation to part (f), adequate provision
for servicing and emergency access has been incorporated into the site layout and
would be secured through the proposed improvements and recommended conditions.
Lastly, part (g) is addressed through sufficient parking provision for staff, HGVs, and
other users to ensure safety, accessibility, and amenity.

10.128. The proposal is further aligned with paragraphs 115, 116, 117 and 198 of the NPPF
(2024). These require that development provides safe and suitable access, maintains
sufficient highway capacity without unacceptable impacts, and promotes inclusive
and sustainable transport options such as EV charging and cycle facilities. In this
case, the Transport Assessment, CTMP and proposed highway improvements
demonstrate that the development would operate safely within the capacity of the
local network. Furthermore, in accordance with paragraph 198, the proposal is
considered appropriate for its location, taking into account the likely effects including
cumulative impacts on the surrounding area.

10.129. Taking into consideration the information provided, it is considered that the proposed
development in regard to highway impacts would be acceptable and in accordance
with Policy D03 of the MWJP (2022), Policy IC2 of the Hambleton Local Plan (2022)
as well as national policy contained within the NPPF (2024).
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Flood Risk and Drainage

The Main Site, which contains all the proposed infrastructure, is predominantly
located within flood zone 1. A small tributary of the River Swale, known as Foss Sike
Stell, lies approximately 375 m to the east of the Main Site, with the River Swale itself
situated around 400 m to the west at its closest point. The majority of the site is
located within Flood Zone 1, although a section of the existing access road lies within
Flood Zone 2, and a small part adjacent to the Foss Sike Stell watercourse falls within
Flood Zone 3.

As outlined in Section 4: Site and Surroundings, the site is underlain by several
geological formations, including aquifers and associated superficial deposits.

Key submitted documents include the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Surface
Water Drainage Strategy contained within it, as well as other supporting plans and
documentation such as the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP),
Phase 2 Ground Condition Assessment, and Foundation Works Risk Assessment.

During construction, surface water drainage would be carefully managed through a
series of control measures outlined in the Construction Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP). A rainwater attenuation lagoon would be constructed early to manage
runoff throughout construction and operation, supported by silt removal equipment to
de-silt water before directed into the lagoon and/or offsite. There would be wheel
washing facilities and controlled vehicle inspection areas. The gas pipeline crossing
under Foss Sike Stell would use Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) to avoid
disturbance to the watercourse, with all works undertaken in consultation with the
Lead Local Flood Authority. Construction methods and control measures such as
appropriate piling techniques would be subject to appropriate dewatering risk
assessments as required. Additional measures including a Flood Management Plan,
Emergency Pollution Response Plan and a Sediment Management Plan would be
included within a revised CEMP which would be secured under condition and
provided prior to the commencement of the development to further secure the site.
Lastly method statements would be produced to ensure that surface water quality is
not adversely impacted during the construction process.

The Flood Risk Assessment identifies fluvial flooding as the main source of potential
risk, however, the hydraulic modelling confirms that any flooding in these areas would
present a ‘Very Low Hazard’ and would be short in nature, lasting approximately four
hours during a 1 in 100-year event. The site would not be at risk from tidal flooding,
and surface water flood risk is considered low. As such, the FRA concludes that the
requirements of a sequential approach within the red line boundary are met. It further
notes that the sustainability benefits of locating the development at this site outweigh
the limited flood risk associated with the access roads, and therefore they consider
the Sequential Test passed.

The Flood Risk Assessment outlines the mitigation strategy proposed to ensure that
development remains safe and does not increase flood risk elsewhere. All built
development, including plant buildings, would be protected by raised kerbs above the
design surface water flood levels. The NTS compound would be unmanned, with non-
sensitive equipment and raised electrical kiosks above the design flood level.
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Operators would register with the Environment Agency’s Flood Warning Service and
implement appropriate access management during temporary inundation events.
Ground levels within the floodplain would not be raised, and access improvements
would be constructed at grade. And lasty, the surface water drainage strategy
proposed (Titled ‘Appendix F- Depth Map for 100 year 30 Min + 45% CC Event’, Rev
1, dated 15 July 2025) located within appendix F of the revised FRA, would capture,
store, and reuse runoff from the site, supported by permeable surfacing and filtration
features, ensuring that flood risk downstream is not increased. Pollution control
measures would be included within the strategy for the Main Site, which would ensure
that the water quality of the wider water environment is protected. Appropriate
sustainable drainage measures would also be incorporated to the existing access
road and the NTS compound and its access track, which would help to treat water
quality.

A Foundation Works Risk Assessment (FWRA) has been submitted in order to
address the potential risks from piling works at the Site. The results indicate that with
appropriate selection of piling techniques and/or ground improvement methods and
associated control measures the potential risks associated including penetrative
ground improvement are considered to be Low or Very Low for all pollution scenarios.
Remediation measures to mitigate any potential risks to the groundwater are
therefore not deemed necessary and general best practice measures included within
the CEMP would be followed.

The ground condition assessment investigates the potential sources of contamination
such that informed decisions in relation to the geoenvironmental risks on site in
relation to the proposed development can be made. It concludes that in general, the
risks are generally ‘Very Low’, with the consideration of construction works within the
SPZ, including potential impacts on the Sherwood Sandstone aquifer, considered to
be low. Therefore, no further action in relation to further ground investigations or
remediation is stated to be required to facilitate the proposal, with the adoption of best
practices, notification of unexpected contamination and for the CEMP to be followed.

The Environmental Statement concludes that the construction, operational, and
cumulative effects on surface water, groundwater, and flood risk are all ‘not
significant’ following mitigation, with no significant residual or cumulative impacts
expected.

The Environment Agency recommended for the inclusion of two conditions, requiring
for the proposal to be carried out in accordance with the Flood Risk Assessment, and
for unexpected contamination to be reported. The Lead Local Flood Authority
reviewed the submitted documents and found the proposal acceptable and
recommended that the development be carried out in accordance with the submitted
Flood Risk Assessment to ensure the scheme is built to the approved drainage
design, prevent increased flood risk, and provide adequate and sustainable drainage
in the interests of amenity. Yorkshire Water Services and the Swale & Ure Drainage
Board raised no objections. Full information on consultee responses can be found
within section 7 of the report.

Local representations have raised concerns relating to the protection of the water
environment, particularly given the site’s proximity to the River Swale. Specific points
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include the potential risk of contamination to surface and groundwater from the
storage and handling of ammonia-based compounds, inadequate containment or
failure of lagoon liners, and the potential mobilisation of pollutants through existing
drainage infrastructure associated with the former airfield. Concerns have also been
expressed regarding the lack of suitable emergency measures and the cumulative
risk of water pollution incidents.

In addition to the submitted documents addressing these matters, the representation
relating to the water environment was referred to the applicant for a formal response.
The applicant confirmed that the facility has been designed in accordance with CIRIA
C736 guidance, incorporating double-skinned tanks, concrete bunding, leak detection
systems, and secondary containment measures. All surface water runoff would be
collected and reused on-site, with no discharge to external drainage networks, and all
odorous or ammonia-bearing materials would be fully enclosed and controlled under
negative pressure with multi-stage treatment. The applicant also confirmed that the
site’s surface water management system operates independently of any infrastructure
used by neighbouring residents and businesses, and that the Environment Agency
would regulate operational emissions and emergency planning through the
Environmental Permit.

Taking into account the above information, including consultee comments and the
representations made, it is considered that the proposed development is in
accordance with Policy D09 (points 1, 2, and 4) of the MWJP , with point 3 further
expanded below.. As the development would not result in unacceptable impacts on
surface or groundwater quality, supplies, or flows and would incorporate mitigation
measures to manage surface water, reduce flood risk, and protect the wider water
environment. Further to support this the submitted Flood Risk Assessment, Surface
Water Drainage Strategy, and supporting documents demonstrate that the proposal
would be designed and managed to prevent increased flood risk and safeguard the
surrounding water environment, including the Sherwood Sandstone aquifer, SPZ and
the Foss Sike Stell watercourse. Mitigation measures would also be secured through
conditions requiring development to be carried out in accordance with the submitted
documents as well as a condition ensuring that any unexpected contamination is
reported. These measures are further considered to be in accordance with point v) of
Policy D11 of the MWJP and consistent with the principles of the NPPF outlined in
paragraphs 181, 182 and 187 e) of the NPPF.

The proposal has also been assessed against Policies RM2 (Flood Risk) and RM3
(Surface Water and Drainage Management) of the Hambleton Local Plan (2022).
Given the submitted details and associated mitigation measures, the development is
considered to accord with these policies as it would be safe for its lifetime, not
increase flood risk elsewhere, and incorporate sustainable drainage measures
appropriate to the scale and nature of the proposal.

A small proportion of the application site lies within Flood Zones 2 and 3, associated
primarily with ancillary infrastructure, including the NTS and access roads, giving rise

to consideration of whether the Sequential Test is required.

The relevant policies to the above include, Policy D09 of the MWJP, which states that
permissions on sites not allocated in the Joint Plan, where relevant, would be
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determined in accordance with the Sequential Test and Exception Test for flood risk
set out in national policy, with development which would lead to an unacceptable risk
of, or be at an unacceptable risk from, all sources of flooding not permitted. Policy
RM2 (Flood Risk) of the Hambleton Local Plan reflects this approach at the local level
and requires flood risk to be managed by applying the sequential test and, where
necessary, the exception test in accordance with national policy. The NPPF (2024)
requires development in areas at risk of flooding to follow a sequential, risk-based
approach to ensure that development is directed to locations with the lowest
probability of flooding (paragraphs 170-175). The Exception Test is only required
where development is necessary in higher-risk areas and cannot be located
elsewhere (paragraphs 177-179).

In considering whether there were any reasonably available alternatives, the
application assessed other locations as part of its site selection process. As stated
within the Environmental Statement, two site options within the Former Airfield were
considered against their four main considerations. These include livestock density,
proximity to the National Transmission System gas pipeline, access to the strategic
road network and site suitability for commercial development and infrastructure.
Alternative Site 1 was ruled out due to its proximity to sensitive receptors such as a
crematorium and fisheries, while Alternative Site 2 was rejected because of its close
proximity to residential properties in Sandhutton, visual prominence, and potential
amenity impacts, despite it being in immediate proximity to the gas pipeline and the
A167 for access. The ES states that the Main Site, although furthest from the gas
pipeline, benefits from being the furthest from sensitive residential receptors, having
existing screening planting, and being located within an established agri-industrial
area. It also has good access to the strategic road network and limited nearby
sensitive receptors. Overall, the site best met the key requirements while avoiding the
constraints identified at the alternative sites.

Taking into account the above, paragraph 170 of the NPPF requires that
inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding be avoided by directing
development to areas at lowest risk and, where development is necessary, that it be
made safe for its lifetime without increasing flood risk elsewhere. Paragraph 173 of
the NPPF states that a sequential, risk-based approach should be taken to individual
planning applications in areas known to be at risk of flooding. In this case as stated
within the FRA, the development adheres to this approach, as the proposed biofuel
plant buildings and main operational infrastructure have been proposed to be located
entirely within Flood Zone 1 (low probability of flooding). Only limited, ancillary
infrastructure associated with the National Transmission System connection and
access arrangements would be located within areas of higher flood risk. These are
the small NTS compound area and the proposed maintenance access routes, which
would lie within Flood Zone 2 (1%-0.1% chance of flooding in any given year), with
only a small extent within Flood Zone 3 (1%+ chance of flooding in any given year),
resulting from proximity to the adjacent Foss Sike Stell watercourse.

The location and layout of these elements within Flood Zone 2 and 3 are constrained
by the existing pipeline and watercourse alignment. As stated in this report, the NTS
compound would include the required infrastructure to connect the gas produced from
the proposed biofuel plant to the national gas grid via the NTS high pressure gas
main. Therefore, as stated by the applicant in their supplementary note, the NTS
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compound is necessarily located in the proposed position due to the existing
alignment of the pipeline and the Foss Sike Stell, not making it possible to avoid the
areas of increased flood risk. In line with paragraph 170 of the NPPF, which states
that where development is necessary it must be made safe for its lifetime without
increasing flood risk elsewhere, the NTS compound would be unmanned and contain
only non-sensitive equipment, with electrical kiosks raised above the design flood
level. The compound would be designed with an appropriate drainage strategy to
ensure no increase in flood risk and would only be accessed for scheduled
maintenance visits.

Furthermore, it should be noted that key consultees have raised no objections
regarding this matter and, while finding the proposal acceptable, have recommended
that development be carried out in accordance with the submitted Flood Risk
Assessment to ensure no increase in flood risk and to provide appropriate and
sustainable drainage. With recommended condition 27, preventing any raising of
ground levels within Flood Zone 3, further limiting potential issues in these areas. As
such, the ancillary infrastructure cannot be considered inappropriate or vulnerable
within the proposed site.

It is acknowledged that the absence of a formal Sequential Test in this case conflicts
with national and local flood risk policy. Policy D09 of the Minerals & Waste Joint Plan
and Policy RM2 of the Hambleton Local Plan explicitly require that unallocated
development proposals within areas at risk of flooding are subject to the Sequential
Test. In addition, paragraphs 172 and 174 of the NPPF require development to be
directed away from areas at highest risk of flooding through the application of the
Sequential Test, with paragraph 175 stating ‘The sequential test should be used in
areas known to be at risk now or in the future from any form of flooding, except in
situations where a site-specific flood risk assessment demonstrates that no built
development within the site boundary, including access or escape routes, land raising
or other potentially vulnerable elements, would be located on an area that would be at
risk of flooding from any source, now and in the future (having regard to potential
changes in flood risk).’

Notwithstanding this conflict, and for the reasons set out previously in this report, it is
considered that the proposal remains acceptable when assessed against the
development plan as a whole and in the overall planning balance. The proposed
biofuel plant buildings and main operational infrastructure are located entirely within
Flood Zone 1, which represents the lowest probability of flooding. Only limited,
ancillary infrastructure associated with the National Transmission System connection
and access arrangements would be located within areas of higher flood risk, namely
the small NTS compound and sections of the maintenance access routes within
Flood Zones 2 and 3, arising from their proximity to the Foss Sike Stell watercourse
and the need for the proposed location due to the limitations set beforehand.

Having regard to paragraphs 181 and 182 of the NPPF in this context, the proposal is
supported by a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment and drainage strategy which
demonstrate that flood risk would not be increased elsewhere and that any residual
risks can be safely managed. The National Transmission System compound as
stated has been designed to be flood-resilient, would be unmanned, contain only non-
sensitive equipment, and incorporate appropriate mitigation measures, including
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raised electrical infrastructure and a proportionate drainage strategy, with access
limited to infrequent maintenance visits only.

On this basis, while the proposal conflicts with flood risk policy due to the absence of
a Sequential Test, that conflict is considered to be outweighed by the limited extent
and nature of development within higher flood risk areas, the constraints imposed by
existing infrastructure, and the mitigation proposed. The application is therefore
considered acceptable in flood risk terms.

Taking into consideration the information provided which demonstrate that the
development has been appropriately assessed in relation to flooding, drainage, and
the overall impact on the water environment, and noting that relevant consultees,
including the LLFA, Environment Agency, Yorkshire Water Services, and the Swale &
Ure Internal Drainage Board have not raised objections, instead recommending
conditions to ensure the scheme’s acceptability, it is considered that the proposal
would not result in unacceptable flood risk or drainage impacts. While it is
acknowledged that the absence of a formal Sequential Test gives rise to a conflict
with elements of Policy D09 and RM2 and relevant national policy, that conflict is
considered to be limited in scope and weight for the reasons set out above. When
assessed against the development plan as a whole, and subject to the recommended
conditions, the proposal is therefore considered acceptable in flood risk and drainage
terms and in accordance with Policy D09 and D11 of the Minerals and Waste Joint
Plan (adopted 2022), Policy Policies RM2 and RM3 of the Hambleton Local Plan
(2022). as well as national policy contained within the NPPF.

Historic Environment

A Historic Environment Desk-Based Assessment and accompanying geophysical
survey were undertaken to inform the Environmental Statement. The assessment
confirmed that there are no World Heritage Sites, registered battlefields, or registered
parks and gardens within the 1km Study Area used, and no Designated Heritage
Assets located within the Site boundary. However, there are six Designated Heritage
Assets located within the 1km Study Area. These comprise of one Conservation Area
and five Grade Il Listed Buildings all associated with the village of Sandhutton. These
are: The Hollies (NHLE 1150822); Methodist Chapel (NHLE 1188876); Glenroyd
(NHLE 1188871); Winns Cottage (NHLE 1252485); and Harker House (NHLE
1150823). The ES does further state that while not located within the Conservation
Area, the PRoW is intrinsically tied to the village as a historic route.

Although not identified within the ES study area, there are another 4 Grade Il Listed
Buildings within the village of Skipton on Swale. These are: Church of St John The
Evangelist (NHLE 1294512) , Skipton Hall (NHLE 1150825) , Skipton House (NHLE
1188901) and Skipton /Swale Bridge which although reference the same bridge
contains two different identifications which are NHLE 1150824 and NHLE 1315548
respectively. These are located approximately 2 km from the application site.

A geophysical survey of the Main Site was also undertaken to map features of

archaeological interest. From the evidence of the geophysical survey, it was
considered that any as yet unknown remains within the Main Site would most likely
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be of low to medium value. These findings set the context for assessing impacts on
heritage significance.

The Environmental Statement identifies that during construction, groundworks and
landscaping would cause direct impacts on low-value archaeological remains and
temporary visual effects on the Sandhutton Conservation Area and former RAF
Skipton-on-Swale airfield. With the exception of temporary visual effects on the
Conservation Area, which are considered ‘moderate’ and therefolre ‘significant’ during
construction due to the adjacent public right of way (10.124/8/1), all other effects are
‘slight’ adverse and ‘not significant’. Operational effects would be limited to minor
changes in landscape character and setting, with impacts on the Conservation Area,
listed buildings, and former airfield considered ‘slight’ adverse and ‘not significant’.

The mitigation measures proposed in the Environmental Statement during both
construction and operation, include routing HGVs to avoid Sandhutton Conservation
Area and undertaking an archaeological investigation and recording if remains are
revealed, preserving any nationally important finds where necessary. Furthermore,
the proposed landscaping includes structural planting along the north-western and
eastern boundaries of the Site, scrub planting to the north, and individual tree planting
throughout the Site. Additional planting is proposed along the Foss Sike Stell
watercourse, together with supplementary hedgerow trees to reinforce screening from
the south and south-west. This scheme of planting would further screen the Site from
its historic surroundings, aiding in the mitigation of impacts to setting caused by the
proposed development.

The NYC Archaeology team reviewed the application details and raised no objection
to the proposal, stating that the desk-based assessment and geophysical survey
were considered suitable, identifying only low-value anomalies linked to post-
medieval agriculture and the former airfield, with no features of archaeological
significance. The consultee states that further archaeological work is unnecessary,
and support was given for the inclusion of a protocol to address any unexpected
remains during development, which has been included as a condition within the
decision notice. The Hambleton Conservation Officer was also consulted; however no
comments have been received at the time of writing.

The local representations received in relation to this application raise concerns about
the effect of the proposal on the listed Skipton Bridge, noting that the historic
structure is already subject to ongoing damage and maintenance, and that additional
HGV traffic and weight would cause further deterioration and harm to its heritage
significance.

Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
requires that for development which affects a listed building or its setting special
regard be paid in the exercise of planning functions to the desirability of preserving a
Listed Building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest
which it possesses.

Policy D08 of the MWJP states waste developments would be permitted if it

conserves and, where possible, enhances the area’s heritage assets and their
settings, with emphasis is placed on conserving elements that contribute most to the
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area’s distinctive character and sense of place. Further stating proposals causing less
than substantial harm to a heritage asset are to be permitted if public benefits
outweigh the harm.

Policy S7 of the Hambleton Local Plan (2022) states that Hambleton’s heritage
assets will be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance, with proposal
for development that may affect a designation or non-designated heritage asset
subject to policy E5. Policy E5 states seeks to ensure that development conserves
heritage assets and their settings in a manner proportionate to their significance with
any harm clearly justified and outweighed by public benefits, with preservation or
mitigation required where possible.

Paragraph 212 of the NPPF states that great weight should be given to the asset’s
conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be)
irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or
less than substantial harm to its significance. The assets identified and their
importance have been considered during the application process and considerable
weight has been given to their conservation. Paragraph 213 of the NPPF states that
any harm or loss of the importance of a designated heritage asset, whether due to
alteration, destruction, or development within its surroundings, must be supported by
clear and convincing justification. Paragraph 215 of the NPPF states that where a
development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a
designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of
the proposal

In terms of the eastern conservation area and designated heritage assets located
within the 1km study area associated with the village of Sandhutton, the proposal
would not result in any physical alteration to these buildings or to the Conservation
Area itself. While temporary visual effects would exist during construction, these
would be limited to views from the adjacent public right of way that links to the
Conservation Area. The effects were assessed as moderate and significant only
during the construction phase, reducing to slight adverse and not significant during
operation. The proposed mitigation measures, including routing HGVs to avoid
Sandhutton and providing structural planting to screen views, would effectively
maintain the character and setting of the listed assets. In accordance with the NPPF,
the following policy tests have been considered:

1. Less than substantial harm has been identified to the heritage significance of a
designated asset (paragraph 215 of the NPPF). In this case, the harm arises from
temporary visual effects during the construction phase, which are assessed as
moderate in magnitude but are short-term, reversible, and limited to views from the
adjacent public right of way. During the operational phase, the degree of harm would
be substantially reduced as a result of separation distance, landscaping and
structural planting, such that any residual harm would be minor and at the very end of
the scale.

2. Great weight must be given to the conservation of the heritage asset,
regardless of the level of harm (paragraph 212). This principle has been applied
throughout the assessment process, and the asset’s significance has been afforded
appropriate weight.
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3. Any harm must be clearly and convincingly justified (paragraph 213). The
justification for the identified harm lies in the limited scale and visibility of the
proposed development, the existing context of built infrastructure in the area, and the
mitigation provided through landscape screening and design.

4. Where less than substantial harm is identified, this must be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal (paragraph 215). In this instance, the public
benefits include the provision of local capacity to manage agricultural waste, support
for the rural agricultural economy, the generation of renewable low-carbon energy,
contributions to energy security and net zero objectives, and the delivery of both
direct and indirect economic benefits, including local employment.

Taking these factors into account, it is considered that the very minor level of harm
identified is clearly justified and is outweighed by the public benefits of the proposed
development. The proposal is therefore consistent with the principles of paragraphs
212, 213 and 215 of the NPPF and complies with Policy D08 of the MWJP and Policy
S7 and E5 of the Hambleton Local Plan. Furthermore, having paid special regard to
the desirability of preserving the listed building and its setting, as required by Section
66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, it is
considered that the proposal would preserve the significance of the heritage assets.

In terms of the four Grade Il Listed Buildings within the village of Skipton-on-Swale,
including the listed bridge identified in representations, the proposal does not involve
any physical works to the listed buildings, the bridge, or their imnmediate settings. The
development site is located approximately 2 km away and is not visible from the
village due to distance, existing intervening vegetation, and proposed screening to
the south. Consequently, the proposal would not affect the settings of these
structures. While public concerns regarding HGV movements are acknowledged, the
Highway Authority has reviewed the proposed vehicle routing and has not identified
any capacity, safety, or structural issues associated with the bridge or the local
highway network. Given the absence of direct or indirect visual or physical impacts
and having paid special regard to the desirability of preserving the listed building and
its setting, as required by Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990, it is considered that the proposal would not cause any
harm or loss to the significance of the bridge or the listed assets within the village of
Skipton-on-Swale, in accordance with Policy D08 of the MWJP, Policy S7 and E5 of
the Hambleton Local Plan, and the NPPF which give great weight to heritage
conservation.

In conclusion, taking into account the assessment, mitigation measures, consultee
feedback and having paid special regard to the desirability of preserving the listed
building and its setting, as required by Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the proposal would conserve the significance and
setting of heritage assets within the surrounding area. As no harm has been
identified, there is no requirement to weigh public benefits against harm. Overall, the
development is considered to comply with the relevant heritage protection objectives
of the MWJP, Hambleton Local Plan, and the NPPF.
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Aviation

The proposal is located approximately 3.8 km Northwest from the boundary of RAF
Topcliffe aerodrome and 10 km Southeast from RAF Leeming aerodrome. Due to its
location the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) Safeguarding Team which
represents the Ministry of Defence (MOD) was consulted. The MOD confirmed that
the proposed development would not infringe aerodrome critical airspace, technical
site safeguarding zones, or increase birdstrike risk due to the submitted Bird Hazard
Management Plan which would be secured under condition.

The consultee did have concerns during the construction phase regarding the
proposed lifting plant exceeding 25 metres, potentially affecting WAM Network
signals. These concerns were addressed through the submitted Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), which restricts equipment to below 25m.
The MOD confirmed that adherence to the CEMP meets their requirements. The
CEMP would be conditioned and would form part of the decision notice. The
consultee therefore did not object to the proposal.

Based on the submitted details and proposed condition suggested to mitigate the
concerns identified, it is considered that the proposal would not result in any adverse
impacts on the RAF Topcliffe and RAF Leeming aerodromes as well as the statutorily
safeguarded technical site for the North Wide Area Multilateration (WAM) Network,
and is therefore deemed acceptable and in accordance with Policy RM6 of the
Hambleton Local Plan (2022) which supports renewable and low carbon energy
proposals where it is demonstrated that all potential adverse impacts, including
cumulative impacts and those on aircraft, radar and telecommunications are, or can
be made, acceptable.

Climate Change

The application has been submitted with a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment
and a Climate Change Risk Assessment (located within the ES Chapter 10, Climate
Change, Appendices) in order to assess the likely significant effects of the Proposed
Development on the environment in respect of climate change. The assessments
consider both the impact of the Proposed Development on climate change (through
greenhouse gas emissions during construction and operation) and the potential
impacts of future climatic changes on the Proposed Development itself.

Based on the information provided within these documents and In line with the Finch
ruling decision in the Supreme Court in June 2024, the construction process of the
proposal would generate greenhouse gas emissions from materials, transport,
equipment, and waste. Direct emissions under the developers control (Scope 1),
would include fuel use on site. There would also be Indirect emissions from electricity
used on site (Scope 2), and upstream emissions from material, transport, and waste
(Scope 3). These emissions would be partially mitigated by reusing excavated soil,
retaining trees and hedgerows, and implementing efficiency measures in the CEMP.
Despite these measures, the Environmental Statement has assessed it would have a
moderate adverse effect, which in EIA terms is considered a ‘significant’ effect.
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During operation, the development would produce direct emissions on site (Scope 1)
from fuel and the AD process including from emergency flaring. There would also be
Indirect emissions from electricity used on site (Scope 2), and upstream emissions
from operational materials (Scope 3). These emissions would be offset through
carbon reduction measures, including capturing, upgrading and compressing carbon
dioxide produced by the AD process, reducing manure emissions, reusing heat, and
harvesting rainwater. This as stated within the Environmental Statement results in a
net reduction of greenhouse gases, providing a significant beneficial effect exceeding
net zero targets and requirements.

The assessment also considers the effects of future climatic changes on the
Proposed Development, including extreme weather events and gradual changes in
temperature and rainfall. The assessments identify potential minor-moderate adverse
effects for ecology and landscape planting as a result of droughts, heatwaves, and
changing seasonal conditions. These would be managed through appropriate
landscape and ecology management plans, reducing residual effects to minor
adverse and not significant as stated within the ES.

In conclusion, although construction would cause a temporary but notable adverse
impact, the long-term operation of the Proposed Development would deliver
substantial benefits. Overall, the scheme would make a positive contribution to
lowering greenhouse gas emissions and advancing the move toward a low-carbon
system. This is in accordance with Policy D11 of the MWJP, which requires large-
scale waste developments to include a climate change assessment demonstrating
consideration of climate impacts and implementation of mitigation and adaptation
measures where necessary. Further accordance can be found in Policy S1 of the
Hambleton Local Plan (2022), which seeks development that enhances the
environment and mitigates and adapts to climate change, including minimising
greenhouse gas emissions and making efficient use of natural resources. Finally, the
application is supported by point k of Policy E1 of the Hambleton Local Plan, as the
Site’s location and design enable effective climate change mitigation, including
minimised energy consumption.

Consideration of other representations

The potential risk of fire, as raised in representations, has been discussed with the
applicant. Representations highlighted previous incidents at the existing fuel
production facility on site, including a recent fire where additional water supplies were
required to assist in firefighting.

No concerns have been raised by any of the statutory consultees consulted in respect
of fire safety or water provision for fire-fighting purposes. It is therefore considered
that adequate measures have been incorporated into the design to ensure the
proposal would not give rise to an unacceptable risk of fire.

In response to the representations received, the applicant has confirmed that the
proposed Sandhutton Biofuel Facility would utilise ‘wet’ AD technology, meaning the
primary feedstock inventory consists substantially of water, therefore the fire risk is
much lower than a wood chipping facility. In addition, the design incorporates a
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rainwater attenuation pond, which will permanently retain sufficient water for fire-
fighting purposes if required.

As stated in the Transport Statement various improvements to the access route will
be carried out as part of the Proposed Development to improve the access from the
A167 and also to improve parts of the former airfield access road to better enable
two-way vehicle movements. This includes widening and formalising the junction with
the A167 to allow safe two-way HGV access, widening the access road from the
junction to the first bend to the internal access road, and providing three additional
passing places along within the airfield internal road. This ensures that vehicles,
including emergency services, can appropriately and safely access the site.

Taking into consideration the proposals design and proposed improvements it is
considered that the proposal would be acceptable and in accordance with Policy D02
of the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan (2022) which requires that proposals
demonstrate that there would be no unacceptable impacts on local amenity including
as a result public health and safety. It also accords with Hambleton Local Plan
(2022), Policies E2, RM6, and IC2, which collectively emphasise the need for
development to create safe and sustainable environments, avoid significant adverse
impacts on health, or amenity, and provide suitable access for emergency services.
The proposal is further considered to align with paragraphs 124, 129, 135, 187 and
198 of the NPPF (2024) which collectively ensure that new development is well-
designed, safe, healthy, and sustainable, protects the environment, promotes high-
guality amenity, and is appropriate for its location taking into account potential
impacts on health, living conditions, and the wider environment.

Draft National Planning Policy Framework (December 2025)

The Government began a consultation exercise on a new draft of the NPPF. The
consultation exercise is currently underway.

The overarching sustainable development objectives (paragraph 8) and the
presumption in favour of sustainable development (paragraph 11) remain unchanged
in meaning. Policies supporting economic growth (paragraphs 85—89) continue to
emphasise investment and productivity, while climate change and energy policies
(paragraphs 161, 164—-165, 168 and 169) continue supporting for the transition to net
zero and the delivery of renewable energy development. In relation to design and
amenity (paragraphs 124, 129, 135-139), the policies are restated and continue to
require well-designed development which achieves a high standard of amenity.
Landscape protection (paragraphs 129, 135, 139, 187 and 198) and ecological
safeguards (paragraphs 125, 187 and 193) also continue to prioritise biodiversity and
the protection of valued natural environments. The highway section (paragraphs 115—
117 and 198) maintains the requirement for safe and suitable access and mitigation
of transport impacts. Flood risk policies (paragraphs 170-175, 177-179, 181, 182
and 187) continue to mitigate flooding and its impacts and retain the sequential and
exception test framework. Heritage policies (paragraphs 212, 213 and 215)
continuing to require great weight to be given to the conservation of heritage assets.
The draft includes a new reference to wildfire risk, however provided this does not
apply to the current proposal, the section dealing with fire risks remains unchanged.
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Whilst draft proposed changes to national policy can be treated as a material
consideration, officers are of the view that given that this is only subject to
consultation and represents no change from current policy, no more than negligible
weight should be given to the suggested change/ changes.

Obligations under the Equality Act 2010

Under Section 149 of The Equality Act 2010 Local Planning Authorities must have
due regard to the following when making decisions: (i) eliminating discrimination,
harassment, and victimisation; (ii) advancing equality of opportunity between persons
who share a relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; and
(iii) fostering good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it. The protected characteristics are age
(normally young or older people), disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and
maternity, race, religion or belief, sex, sexual orientation.

Given the substantial scale of the site and the works involved with the development, if
approved, the development is considered to have an impact on amenity of a nature
and duration that is potentially likely to affect older and younger people, people with
disabilities or people who are pregnant, if factors are not mitigated to protect the local
amenity.

Therefore, in order to ensure that the Council fulfils its duty under Section 149 of the
Equality Act and is consistent with MWJP Policy D15: Planning obligations it needs to
be ensured that if planning permission is granted, the decision notice includes
conditions which require the impacts on those residents with the aforementioned
protected characteristics to be mitigated as much as possible, taking into
consideration their specific requirements and needs.

Unilateral Undertaking

The HMMP, which would be secured through condition, sets out the management
and monitoring requirements for a period of 30 years following completion of the
habitat creation and enhancement works, including the methodology and frequency of
reporting to the local planning authority.

Due to the scale and complexity of the BNG measures, the local planning authority
will need to review multiple monitoring reports over the 30-year period. In line with the
Council’s guidance, a local authority monitoring fee of £2,522 has been identified to
cover the costs of reviewing and assessing these reports over the 30-year period.

The UU will ensure that the monitoring fee is payable to the local planning authority to
fund ongoing assessment, providing assurance that the biodiversity benefits are
delivered and maintained in accordance with the approved plans and statutory
requirements.

The Unilateral Undertaking will also secure a Local Routing Strategy for both the

construction and operational phases of the development. The Routing Strategy
identifies the approved routes for Heavy Goods Vehicle movements to and from the
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Site via the A167, A61 and A1(M), and includes measures to manage arrivals outside
of allocated delivery slots through the use of a designated HGV Holding Area.

The Routing Strategy includes provisions to ensure that all contractors and operators
are informed of the approved routing and holding requirements, together with
monitoring and enforcement measures such as driver information and training,
disciplinary procedures, and community liaison and reporting. The Strategy also
provides flexibility to respond to closures, restrictions or temporary traffic
management by requiring compliance with any diversion routes specified or signed by
the Highway Authority.

Securing the Local Routing Strategy through the Unilateral Undertaking ensures that
construction and operational traffic is appropriately managed to minimise impacts on
the local highway network and surrounding communities.

The following Heads of Terms have been agreed with the applicant for this
applications.
Table 1
Category/ Contribution Amount & Trigger
Type
Ecology Habitat £2,522 monitoring fee payable to the Local Planning
management Authority.
and monitoring
fees Trigger: Upon commencement of the 30-year habitat
management period, following completion of the
habitat creation and enhancement works.
Highways Traffic Routing To be maintained throughout the lifetime of the
Agreement and development.
Traffic
Management.

It is considered that the above Unilateral Undertaking Heads of Terms are necessary,
directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind
to the development and as such complies with the Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) Regulations 2010.

PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION

Under the provisions of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004, the starting position for the determination of this planning application is the
‘Development Plan’. The decision must be made in accordance with the extant
policies of the development plan, unless there are material considerations, including
the NPPF and merging plans indicate otherwise. The assessment of material
considerations within the overall ‘planning balance’ has been considered in Section
10.0 of this report.
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There are a range of policies in the ‘Development Plan’ to which due regard must be
had and the proposal has been assessed against the development plan policies and
national policy and guidance. The relevant policy documents of the ‘Development
Plan’ are set in Section 6.0 of this report. In considering the relationship of the
proposals to the ‘Development Plan’, the proposal must be judged against the
‘Development Plan’, as a whole rather than against individual policies in isolation and
acknowledge that it is not necessary for proposals to comply with all policies in order
to be found in accordance with the development plan.

The proposed development seeks consent for an AD facility associated access,
infrastructure, landscaping and engineering works. The Site is situated within the
former RAF Skipton-on-Swale airfield, which has largely been repurposed for a
mixture of agricultural and commercial uses. It comprises a large, open arable field
set within a predominantly rural landscape, with defined by the former airfield’s
perimeter and internal access roads. the Site adjoins undeveloped land of the former
airfield, maintaining a sense of openness. The wider landscape is characterized by
farmsteads, small rural settlements, and a network of local roads, giving a mixed but
predominantly agricultural character.

The principle of the proposed development is considered acceptable in land use
planning terms as it would provide an AD facility that supports sustainable waste
management and renewable energy generation. Its location is appropriate due to its
proximity to local agricultural waste sources, helping to reduce landfill reliance and
enhance local waste self-sufficiency whilst it advances net zero targets and supports
climate mitigation.

As outlined in Section 10.0 of this report, it is considered there are no material
planning considerations to warrant the refusal of this planning application. The
application, along the supporting documents and additional information, has been
assessed and it is considered that the proposed development would not have an
adverse impact on the local amenity, landscape, ecology, local highway network,
public right of way, water environment, historic environment or local aviation.
Although the proposed development would lead to a change to the landscape, it is
not considered to be significantly material so as to outweigh the benefits of the
proposal. Furthermore, the proposed planting and screening scheme would introduce
features appropriate to the surrounding location and enhance the natural environment
as well as contribute to the biodiversity of the area.

For the reasons outlined above, the development is considered acceptable when
assessed against the Adopted Development Plan taken as a whole. While limited
conflict with certain development plan policies in regard to the Sequential Test have
been identified, that conflict has been carefully considered and weighed in the
planning balance and is not considered to outweigh the overall benefits of the
proposal. In all other respects the development is considered acceptable in planning
terms and consistent with national planning policy contained within the NPPF.
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12.0 RECOMMENDATION

12.1  That planning permission be GRANTED subject to conditions listed below and
completion of a Unilateral Undertaking agreement.

Conditions:

Implementation

1. The development to which this permission relates must be implemented no later
than the expiration of three years from the date of this Decision Notice.

Reason: To comply with Section 91 of Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as
amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

Approved Details

2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
application details dated 25 January 2023 and the following approved documents
and drawings:

Ref Title Date

2025-UK-026. Revision 4 Location Plan Sheet 1 of 1 21 August 2025
2025-UK-026. Revision 4 Site Plan Sheet 1 of 7 21 August 2025
2025-UK-026. Revision 4 Site Plan Sheet 2 of 7 21 August 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 4 Site Plan: Bellmouth & Road | 21 August 2025
Widening Sheet 3 of 7

2025-UK-026. Revision 4 Site Plan: Passing Place 21 August 2025
Sheet 4 of 7

2025-UK-026. Revision 4 Site Plan: Passing Place 1 21 August 2025
Sheet 5 of 7

2025-UK-026. Revision 4 Site Plan: Passing Place 3 21 August 2025
Sheet 6 of 7

2025-UK-026. Revision 4 Site Plan: NTS Compound 21 August 2025
Sheet 7 of 7

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Proposed Site Elevations 31 March 2025
Sheet 1 of 1

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Reception Building Sheet 1 | 31 March 2025
of 6

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Reception Building Sheet 2 | 31 March 2025
of 6

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Office Building Sheet 4 of 6 | 31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Weighbridge Building Sheet | 31 March 2025

50f6

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 AD Pump Room Building 31 March 2025
Sheet 6 of 6

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Reception Building Sheet 6 | 31 March 2025
of 6

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Flare, CHP, 31 March 2025

Desulphurisation &
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Ammonia removal Sheet 1
of5

2025-UK-026. Revision 2

Major Tanks (Elevations)
Sheet 1 of 1

27 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Ammonia Scrubber,
Pasteurisation Tanks & NTS
Compound Sheet 2 of 5

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Chemical Storage,C02
Storage Compressor & Gas
to Grid Package Sheet 3 of
5

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Odour Control System
Sheet 4 of 5

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Gas Upgrading and C02
Liguefication Sheet 5 of 5

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Reception Building Sheet
(Floor Plans) 1 of 4

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Ammonia Stripping Building
Sheet (Floor Plans) 2 of 4

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

AD Pump Room Building
Sheet (Floor Plans) 3 of 4

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Office, Weighbridge &
Reception 1st Floor
Buildings (Floor Plans)
Sheet 4 of 4

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Reception Building Sheet
(Roof Plans) 1 of 4

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Ammonia Stripper Building
Sheet (Roof Plans) 2 of 4

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

AD Pump Room Building
Sheet (Roof Plans) 3 of 4

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Weighbridge & Office
Buildings Sheet (Roof
Plans) 4 of 4

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

AD Pump Room Building
Sheet (Roof Plans) of 4

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 2

Proposed Site Sections
Sheet 1 of 1

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Weighbridge and Office
Buildings Sheet 4 of 4

31 March 2025

B-24-0039-HYO01 Revision B

Proposed Access
Arrangements

4 February 2025

B-24-0039-HYO01 Revision B

Proposed Access
Arrangements Swept Path
Analysis

4 December 25

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Lagoons 1&2 Sheet 1 of 6

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Lagoons 1&2 Sheet 2 of 6

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Lagoons 3 Sheet 3 of 6

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Lagoons 3 Sheet 4 of 6

31 March 2025

2025-UK-026. Revision 3

Rainwater Lagoon Sheet 5
of 6

31 March 2025
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2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Rainwater Lagoon Sheet 6 31 March 2025
of 6

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Road Widening & Bellmouth | 31 March 2025
Sections Sheet 1 of 2

2025-UK-026. Revision 3 Passing Place & NTS 31 March 2025
Access Road Sections
Sheet 2 of 2

KM/JRM. Revision D Landscape Strategy Plan 27 August 2025

Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the
application details

Transport Operational Hours

The operation of delivery and mobile plant transport shall only take place between
the following times:

07:00 — 19:00 hours Monday to Fridays

07:00 — 13:00 Saturdays And

at no time on Sunday

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the area.

HGV Hours of Construction

No construction, demolition or any other works shall take place except between the
following times:

08:00 — 17:00 Mondays to Fridays

08:00 — 13:00 Saturdays and

at no time on Sunday and Bank (or public) Holidays.

Low-noise activities, such as pipe or electrical cable installation, may occur outside
these hours, provided they do not involve the movement of HGVs on or off the site.

This condition shall not apply in emergency situations outside these hours and in
such situations the operator shall inform the Country Planning Authority in writing of
the emergency situation within 24 hours of the event.

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the area.

HGV Movements

The maximum number of Heavy Goods Vehicle (as defined by this permission)
movements shall not exceed 88 per day (44 into the site and 44 out of the site).
Except for up to a period of 60 days per annum, to accommodate crop harvests and
the spreading of liquid digestate, where HGV movements shall not exceed 118 per
day (59 into the site and 59 out of the site)

Reason: In the interests of road safety.
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HGV Movements Records

A written record of all HGV movements into and out of the site associated with the
development hereby permitted, for the purposes of Condition 5 shall be maintained
and retained at the site for a period of twelve months. The record shall contain the
vehicles weight, registration number and the time and date of movement. The record
shall be made available to the Local Planning Authority on request

Reason: To enable the verification of vehicle movements limited under condition no.
5.

Vehicle Noise Attenuation

All mobile plant, machinery and vehicles used on any part of the site shall be fitted
with effective noise attenuating equipment and include either non-audible, ambient
related or low-tone reverse warning alarm systems which shall be regularly
maintained and employed at all times during permitted operational hours.

Reason: To ensure that noise impacts associated with the plant, machinery and
vehicles at the site would be minimised in the interests of local amenity.

Visibility Splays at A167/ Nitrovit Row Junction

Prior to occupation splays must be provided giving clear visibility of 115 metres
measured along both channel lines of the major road from a point measured 2.4
metres down the centre line of the access road. In measuring the splays, the eye
height must be 1.05 metres and the object height must be 0.6 metres. Once created,
these visibility splays must be maintained clear of any obstruction and retained for
their intended purpose at all times.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety.

Delivery of off-site highway Works

The following scheme of off-site highway mitigation measures must be completed as
indicated below:

Widening/site entrance improvement works at A167/ Nitrovit Row Junction in
accordance with Drawing - Site Plan: Bellmouth & Road Widening Sheet 3 of 7,
Rev 5, dated 21 August 2025 prior to occupation of the development.

For the A167 Junction Widening Works scheme of off-site highway mitigation,
except for investigative works, no excavation or other groundworks or the
depositing of material on site in connection with the construction the A167 Junction
Widening Works scheme of off-site highway mitigation or any structure or
apparatus which will lie beneath that scheme must take place, until full detailed
engineering drawings of all aspects of the A167 Junction Widening Works scheme
including any structures which affect or form part of the scheme have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
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An independent Stage 2 Road Safety Audit carried out in accordance with GG119 -
Road Safety Audits or any superseding regulations must be included in the
submission and the design proposals must be amended in accordance with the
recommendations of the submitted Safety Audit prior to the commencement of the
A167 Junction Widening Works scheme of off-site highway mitigation.

A programme for the delivery of the A167 Junction Widening Works scheme and its
interaction with delivery of the other identified schemes must be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the A167 Junction
Widening Works commencing.

Each item of the A167 Junction Widening Works must be completed in accordance
with the approved engineering details and programme, which are to be approved
prior to commencement of the A167 Junction Widening Works.

Reason: To ensure that the design is appropriate in the interests of the safety and
convenience of highway users.

Delivery of off-site Highway Works (Nitrovit Row Passing Places)

The following off-site highway mitigation measures must be completed as indicated
below:

e The passing places works shall be completed in accordance with the following
approved drawings prior to occupation:
a) Site Plan: Passing Place 2 Sheet 4 of 7, Rev 5, dated 21 August 2025
b) Site Plan: Passing Place 1 Sheet 5 of 7, Rev 5, dated 21 August 2025
c) Site Plan: Passing Place 3 Sheet 6 of 7, Rev 5, dated 21 August 2025

Reason: To provide for appropriate on-site vehicle facilities in the interests of
highway safety and the general amenity of the development.

Construction Traffic Management Plan

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the Construction Traffic
Management Plan, Rev 03, dated 15 August 2025.

Reason: In the interest of public safety and amenity

Biodiversity Gain Plan

The Biodiversity Gain Plan shall be prepared in accordance with the Draft Statutory
Biodiversity Metric dated 26 August 2025 and the Biodiversity Net Gain Report, dated
21 August 2025.

Reason: In order to meet the requirements of Schedule 7A of the Town and Country

Planning Act 1990 to achieve biodiversity net gain.
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Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan

The development shall not commence until a Habitat Management and Monitoring
Plan (HMMP), prepared in accordance with the approved Biodiversity Gain Plan has
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority and
including:

(@) a non-technical summary;

(b) the roles and responsibilities of the people or organisation(s) delivering the
HMMP;

(© the planned habitat creation and enhancement works to create or improve
habitat to achieve the biodiversity net gain in accordance with the approved
Biodiversity Gain Plan;

(d) the management measures to maintain habitat in accordance with the
approved Biodiversity Gain Plan for a period of 30 years from the completion of
Biodiversity net gain works;

(e) the monitoring methodology and frequency in respect of the created or
enhanced habitat to be submitted to the local planning authority.

Within 28 days of the restoration works being complete, the Habitat Management and
Monitoring Plan (HMMP) shall be implemented in accordance with the approved
details and managed and maintained for the full 30 year period of aftercare from the
completion of the development.

Reason: To ensure the development delivers biodiversity net gain and secures long-
term habitat management.

Notification of HMMP Commencement

The Local Planning Authority shall be notified in writing when HMMP works have
commenced, within seven days.

Reason: To ensure the development delivers a biodiversity net gain on site in
accordance with Schedule 7A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

Notification of Implementation of HMMP Works

Within 28 days of the habitat creation and enhancement works, as set out in the
approved HMMP, having been completed a completion report evidencing the
completed habitat enhancements is required to be submitted to, and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with Ecology.

Reason: To ensure the development delivers a biodiversity net gain on site in
accordance with Schedule 7A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

Ecological Assessment Report

The development shall at all times be carried out in accordance with the
recommendations for ecological mitigation set out in sections 4.5 to 4.8 of the
Ecological Assessment Report (Ref. 331201627, Rev 2, dated 18 August 2025)

Reason: In the interests of protecting biodiversity and ecological sensitive areas.
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Detailed Landscape Scheme

No development shall take place until a detailed landscape scheme has been

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, in accordance

with the approved Landscape Strategy Plan (Ref. KM/JRM, Rev D, dated 27 August

2025) The scheme shall include:

o the species, stock size, density (spacing), and position of trees, shrubs and other
plants;

¢ seeding mix, sowing rate and management regimes where applicable;

e tree planting details including means of support, protection and watering.

This scheme shall be implemented within 1 year from the start of construction on site.
Any trees or plants which within the lifetime of the development die, are removed or
become seriously damaged or diseased, shall be replaced in the next planting
season with others of a similar size and species, unless the Local Planning Authority
agrees alternatives in writing. This also applies to any existing trees that are shown
to be retained within the approved landscape scheme.

Reason: To protect the amenity of the area and to ensure the provision and
establishment of acceptable landscaping.

Landscape Management Plan

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the Landscape
Management Plan within Appendix 9.7 (Ref. 331282035, Rev 1, dated 17 February
2025.

Reason: To ensure the provision and establishment of acceptable landscaping.

Soil Management Plan

The development shall be carried out in accordance with all the recommendations
set out in Chapters 5 and 6, under the headings ‘Main Site’ and ‘Off-Site Trenching’,
of the Soil Management Plan (Ref. KCC3843, dated March 2025)

Reason: To ensure soil resources are correctly handled and safeguarded.

Odour Management

The development hereby permitted, shall at all times be carried out in accordance
with the Odour Management Plan, dated 1 April 2025.

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the area.

Dust Management Plan

Prior to the commencement of development, details of a Dust Management Plan,
shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval in writing.
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Reason: This is imposed to ensure that the proposal does not have a negative effect
on the amenities of the area.

Construction Environmental Management Plan

Prior to the commencement of development, an updated Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The updated CEMP shall be based on the submitted Construction
Environmental Management Plan (Ref. 331201626, Rev 2, dated 2 September 2025)
and shall include further details on:

a) an Emergency Pollution Response Plan;

b) a Sediment Management Plan; and

¢) a Flood Management Plan.

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the area.

Lighting

The development hereby permitted, shall at all times be carried out in accordance
with the Lighting Assessment (Ref 331201627, Rev, dated March 2025.

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the area.

Outside the operational hours of 07:00 to 19:00 every day (including bank holidays),
external lighting will be limited to downward facing lighting which will be switched off

when not in use. This condition will be adhered to at all times

Reason: In the interests of amenity.

Provision of an electric vehicle charging point and cycle storage

Prior to the occupation of the site, details of an electric vehicle (EV) charging facility
and a cycle storage area, including their design and location, shall be submitted to
the Local Planning Authority for approval in writing.

Reason: To ensure suitable facilities are provided to support sustainable site
operations.

Reporting of Unexpected Contamination

In the event that unexpected contamination is found at any time when carrying out
the approved development, it must be reported in writing immediately to the Local
Planning Authority.

An investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken and where remediation is
necessary a remediation scheme must be prepared, which is subject to the approval
in writing of the Local Planning Authority. Following completion of measures identified
in the approved remediation scheme a verification report must be prepared, which is
subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority.
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Reason: To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of the land
and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to controlled waters,
property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the development can be carried
out safely without unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours and other offsite
receptors.

Flood Risk assessment

The Development shall be built in accordance with the submitted Flood Risk
Assessment (Ref- 331201627, Rev 02, dated 18 July 2025).

The development at all times must be completed in compliance with the detailed
maintenance and management regime for the storage facility and principles of
sustainable urban drainage shall be employed wherever possible. Including a 45%
allowance for climate change for the lifetime of the development and accommodate
the minimum 1 in 100 years plus climate change critical storm event.

No ground level raising will be undertaken in flood zone 3. This mitigation measure
shall be fully implemented prior to occupation and subsequently in accordance with
the scheme’s timing/phasing arrangements. The measure detailed above shall be
retained and maintained thereafter throughout the lifetime of the development.

Reason: To ensure that the development is built to the submitted drainage design; to
prevent the increased risk of flooding; to ensure the provision of adequate and
sustainable means of drainage in the interests of amenity.

Archaeology

No development shall take place other than in accordance with the ‘Unexpected
Archaeological Protocol’ set out in the Archaeology and Heritage Chapter of the
Environmental Statement, dated March 2025, paragraphs. 8.9.2 to 8.9.8. In the event
of the Unexpected Archaeological Protocol being required then provision shall be
made for analysis of the site investigation including specialist assessment of finds,
reporting and archive deposition. Any reports required under the Unexpected
Archaeological Protocol shall be submitted to and approved by the local planning
authority.

Reason: In the interests of archaeological protection.

Bird Hazard Management Plan

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the Bird Hazard
Management Plan, Version 1, dated 5 June 2025. (Send to consultee to check)

Reason: in the interests of aerodrome safeguarding.

Informatives

1.

Statutory Biodiversity Condition (Single Phase Development)

1.1 Deemed Condition
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Development may not be begun unless:
(a) a biodiversity gain plan has been submitted to the planning authority; and
(b) The planning authority has approved the plan.

Key Requirements
1.2.1 The biodiversity gain plan must include

[1]: (a) information about the steps taken or to be taken to minimise the adverse effect of
the development on the biodiversity of the onsite habitat and any other habitat;

(b) the pre-development biodiversity value of the onsite habitat;
(c) the post-development biodiversity value of the onsite habitat;

(d) any registered offsite biodiversity gain allocated to the development and the
biodiversity and the biodiversity value of that gain in relation to the development;

(e) any biodiversity credits purchased for the development; and

(f) any such other matters as the Secretary of State may by regulations specify.

When calculating the post-development biodiversity value of a habitat, the planning
authority can only take into account an increase in biodiversity value post-development
where it is satisfied that the habitat creation or enhancements delivering the increase will
be maintained for at least 30 years after the development is completed. This must be
secured either by a planning condition, planning obligation, or conservation covenant[2].

[1] Paragraph 14(2) of Schedule 7A TCPA 1990
[2] Paragraph 14(2) of Schedule 7A TCPA 1990

Highway Authority Informative

2. Applicants are reminded that in addition to securing planning permission other
permissions may be required from North Yorkshire Council as Local Highway
Authority. These additional permissions can include, but are not limited to:
Agreements under Sections 278, 38, and 184 of the Highways Act 1980; Section 38
of the Commons Act 2006, permissions through New Roads and Streetworks Act
1991 and Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1996 (as amended and including all instruments, orders, plans,
regulations and directions).

Further information on these matters can be obtained from the Local Highway
Authority. Other permissions may also be required from third parties. It is the
applicant’s responsibility to ensure all necessary permissions are in place.

Target Determination Date: 28 July 2025

Case Officer: Cameron Clarke Alonso,
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Appendix B — Proposed Site Plan
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Appendix C — Landscape Strategy Plan

]
'51

OFFICIAL



