
Councillor Michael Harrison
By email

Harrogate District Cycle Action

15th October 2020

Dear Michael,

Thanks for your email of 4th October 2020.

Raised expectations
I don't think there's any danger of unfairly raising residents' expectations just because you agree to 
go on site and discuss active travel infrastructure. You could make it clear that there is no guarantee 
of results, but tell people you're taking up the fight on their behalf.

It seems a really poor reason for doing nothing.

Infrastructure for motor vehicles and active travel infrastructure 
I'm quite surprised you don't understand the point I made about the new roundabout by the big 
housing development on the A59 opposite Jennyfield, but I'm happy to explain it.

The point is that in theory, active travel is supposed to be the default option for short, local 
journeys; new housing developments are supposed to prioritise walking and cycling. In practice, 
infrastructure for motor vehicles like the new roundabout – which no doubt cost a lot of money - is 
just built, but nothing is done for cycling.

I'll explain it a bit further.

The theory The practice

'We want to make cycling and walking the 
natural choices for shorter journeys, or as part of 
a longer journey.' Cycling & Walking 
Investment Strategy, that Andrew Jones MP was 
involved in developing.

If you live in Killinghall, it's a bit far to walk to 
most Harrogate destinations, but easily cycle-
able – but there are no safe routes. You have to 
be brave enough to mix with heavy, fast-moving 
traffic. Not many people will do that, and no 
parents will let their children cycle along the 
A61.

'Cycling must no longer be treated as marginal, 
or an afterthought. It must not be seen as mainly 
part of the leisure industry, but as a means of 
everyday transport. It must be placed at the heart 
of the transport network, with capital spending, 
road space and traffic planners' attention 
befitting that role.' Chris Heaton-Harris in the 
Foreword to LTN 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure 
Design (CID).

Cycling is treated as marginal and afterthought 
by NYCC. It is not placed at the heart of the 
transport network. There is provision for motor 
vehicles in every direction from Killinghall, but 
not for cycling to key local destinations.
NYCC has even failed to provide protection on 
the very short link between Knox Mill Lane and 
Grainbeck Lane, which is shameful.

One of the Core Design Principles in CID is that 
routes should be 'Coherent', meaning that people 
should be able to reach their day-to-day 
destinations by bike on routes that connect and 

That's simply not the case with routes to/from 
Killinghall.



are of a consistent high quality.

Another Core Design Principle is that routes 
should be 'Safe' and perceived to be safe.

Both the A61 and the B6161 are hostile and 
dangerous.

One of the Summary Principles in CID 
(Principle 1) is that cycle infrastructure should 
be accessible to everyone from 8 to 80 and 
beyond, including those with a disability.

Only the fit and the brave can cycle to and from 
Killinghall.

'Motor traffic is the main deterrent to cycling for 
many people with 62% of UK adults feeling that 
the roads are too unsafe for them to cycle 
on...The need to provide protected space for 
cycling on highways generally depends on the 
speed and volume of motor traffic...On busier 
and faster highways, most people will not be 
prepared to cycle on the carriageway, so they 
will not cycle at all, or some may unlawfully use 
the footway.' Para. 4.4, CID.

The roads around Killinghall are very busy with 
fast-moving traffic. Clearly protected cycle 
infrastructure is required, but NYCC is failing to 
provide it.

Chapter 14, CID, explains that all new 
developments are an opportunity to deliver good 
quality cycle infrastructure, which should be 
taken. 'The requirements should include the 
provision of new cycle routes connecting to and 
through developments and enhancing provision 
for cycling when making alterations to links and 
junctions on existing highways. It will not 
usually be acceptable to maintain an existing 
poor level of service when undertaking highway 
improvement schemes.'
Developments that do not adequately make 
provision for cycling in their transport proposals 
should not be approved. This may include some 
off-site improvements along existing highways 
that serve the development (para. 14.3.12, CID).

Despite all the new houses in Killinghall, as far 
as I'm aware no attempt at all has been made to 
link it up to Harrogate with quality cycle routes.
This is a woeful failure.
NYCC should have a Local Cycling & Walking 
Infrastructure Plan in place. This would mean a 
coherent plan to improve links from Killinghall. 
Charges to developers could then be pooled as a 
Community Infrastructure Levy, and the LCWIP 
implemented.
Instead, opportunity after opportunity is being 
lost.

I would expect Councillors to be active in making a case on behalf of the residents in their ward. I 
would not expect them to simply accept whatever decision officers at the council make without 
questioning whether it's the right decision – especially as it goes against all England's policy on 
active travel, including the provisions I've set out in the table above.

I would hope that you would now come up with a constructive proposal, and if so I look forward to 
hearing from you.

Best Regards,

David Mitchell
Harrogate District Cycle Action


