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Informing our ap stainability, resilience and fa

OnePlanet Counci %§ ‘Better Decision Making' Tool

The 'Better Decision Making’ tool has been designed to help you consider the impact of your proposal on the health and wellbeing of
communities, the environment, and local economy. It draws upon the priorities set out in our Council Plan and will help us to provide
inclusive and discrimination-free services by considering the equalities and human rights implications of the decisions we make. The
purpose of this tool is to avoid decisions being made in isolation, and to encourage evidence-based decision making that carefully balances
social, economic and environmental factors, helping us to become a more responsive and resilient organisation.

The Better Decision Making tool should be used when proposing new projects, services, policies or strategies, or significant amendments to
them. The tool should be completed at the earliest opportunity, ideally when you are just beginning to develop a proposal. However, it can
be completed at any stage of the decision-making process. If the tool is completed just prior to the Executive, it can still help to guide future
courses of action as the proposal is implemented.

The Better Decision Making tool must be attached as an annex to Executive reports. A brief summary of your findings should be
reported in the One Planet Council / Equalities section of the report itself.

Guidance to help you complete the assessment can be obtained by hovering over the relevant question.

Please complete all fields. If you wish to enter multiple paragraphs in any of the boxes, hold down ‘Alt’ before hitting ‘Enter’.

| Introduction

Service submitting the proposal: Regeneration and Asset Management

Name of person completing the assessment: David Warburton / Ben Murphy

Directorate: Economy and Place

| | |

| | |

| Job title: | | Commercial Project Manager / Commercial Development Officer
| | |

| | [ or1117

Date Completed:

|
|
|
|
|

Date Approved (form to be checked by head of service):

| Section 1: What is the proposal?

1.1

Name of the service, project, programme, policy or strategy being assessed?

The Executive report relates to the access option for the York Central project, a strategic development priority and sustainable growth
location embedded in the Local Plan and corporate plan. The report seeks endorsement of an approach to accessing the site and the
approval of further funding to progress masterplanning work. In the context of the One Planet York Better Decision Making Tool this
future work will be subject of separate assessments in preparation for future decisions.

1.2

What are the main aims of the proposal?

The main aim of the proposal is to determine a preferred route for accessing York Central, and securing additional funding, project
development work can progress to the next stage, further detailled pre-application consultaiton will be undertaken by the project
partnership in preparing planning applications, following the One Planet York principles of community engagement.

13

What are the key outcomes?

The key outcome of the Executive decision will be to ensure that the project can progress in accordance with the current master
programme and progress towards the achievement of the high level project outcomes for the City. Agreeing the prefered access location is
deemed critical to unlocking this brownfield development site.

The proposal will inevitably generate consequent impacts through, for example; traffic generation. However these will be assessed in full,
and mitigated asappropriate part of the next stage of project development work with further (statutory) decision making required prior
before implementation.

[ Section 2: Evidence

21

What data / evidence is available to support the proposal and understand its likely impact? (e.g. hate crime figures, obesity levels,
recycling statistics)

Detailed assessment of the potential impacts of alternative access options is considered in the technical documents appended to the
Executive paper. This includes assessment of air quality, traffic congestion, and wider environmental and technical matters. The
consultation was expressly designed and undertaken to gauge the levels of community impact which the alternative options would have.
The consultation report, and suite of accompanying technical documents form the evidence base for the report recommendation.

What public / stakeholder consultation has been undertaken and what were the findings?
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Public and stakeholder consultation was undertaken between 23rd August and 13th September 2017. This consultation focussed on the
access options and assoiated issues (referenced at 2.1 above), but was itself preceded and informed by earlier consultation in 2016 on
broader site development principles.

The process, findings and outcomes from the consultation have been considered in detail by the project partnerhip and are reported in
the Executive report

2.3

Are there any other initiatives that may produce a combined impact with this proposal? (e.g. will the same individuals / communities
of identity also be impacted by a different project or policy?)

Wider development and transport related initiatives will have impacts when considered in combination with the York Central scheme.
Strategic cumulative assessment of these issues is undertaken as part of the strategic plan / development planning process.

Further modelling and assessment will be undertaken in connection with the development of the agreed access option, and will have due
regard to cumulative issues (internal and external to the project), the most appropriate forms of mitigation will be applied and this will
form the evidence for and basis for future consultation / further Council decisions on scheme delivery detail.
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'Better Decision Making' Tool
Informing our approach to sustainability, resilience and fairness

[ Section 3: Impact on One Planet princi |

Please summarise any potential positive and negative impacts that may arise from your proposal on residents or staff.
This section relates to the impact of your proposal on the ten One Planet principles.

For ‘Impact’, please select from the options in the drop-down menu.
If you wish to enter multiple paragraphs in any of the boxes, hold down ‘Alt’ before hitting ‘Enter’.

Equity and Local Economy |

Does your proposal? Impact What are the impacts and how do you know?

Posith

ositive The access decision will allow the York Central
31 Impact positively on the business development project to progress. This will (through
: community in York? subsequent decision making) deliver a significant
quantum of grade A office space in a central location
Provide additional employment or Positive
3.2 as above
training opportunities in the city?
Help improve the lives of individuals from Neutral
33 disadvantaged backgrounds or
underrepresented groups?
[ Health & Happiness ]
Does your proposal? Impact What are the impacts and how do you know?
Positive The access decision and funding of project activty will
34 Improve the physical health or emotional facilitate progression of a scheme considered to

N wellbeing of residents or staff? deliver net benefits in terms of sustainable
development.

Unsure The access route selected will ultimately
accommodate vehicle trips from the City and
development site, with potential environmental
impacts including air quality, noise and amenity
impacts. Initial assessment of these impacts forms

15 Help reduce health i lities? part of the evidence for the executive decision.

- elp reduce health inequalities? Subsequent work to develop and refine a selected
option is also proposed, and this will include
mitigation, impact reduction and benefit maximisation
work. This will inform the development approach
which requires further (statutory) approvals prior to
delivery.

a5 Encourage residents to be more Neutral

. responsible for their own health?

Positive
The selected access option will form one element of
new piece of infrastructure designed and delivered to
modern standards of construction. All options have

N N been designed and costed on this basis.
3.7 Reduce crime or fear of crime?
The decision to fund project work and the facilitation
of project that flows from access decision will help
deliver a scheme with net benefits to the City

Positive
The selected access option will form one element of
new piece of infrastructure designed and delivered to
modern standards of construction. All options have

38 Help to give children and young people a been designed and costed on this basis.

good start in life?

The decision to fund project work and the facilitation
of project that flows from access decision will help
deliver a scheme with net benefits to the City

3.10

Does your proposal?

Impact

What are the impacts and how do you know?

Unsure

The potentail Community impact forms a key part of
the access option recomendation and is informed and
evidenced by specific Access Options Consultation
already undertaken. Further work (to be funded by
this decision) as part of the project development stage
will involve further and wider consultation with local
communities .

The decision to fund project work and the facilitation
of project work that flows from access decision will
help deliver a scheme with net benefits to the City

Positive

The selected access options will form a new piece of
infrastructure designed and delivered to modern
standards of construction. All options have been
designed and costed on this basis.

The decision to fund project work and the facilitation
of project that flows from access decision will help
deliver a scheme with net benefits to the City

Positive

The proposal to contribute funding to the NRM is
specifically intended to achieve this objective

Neutral

Zero Carbon and Sustainable Water
Does your proposal? Impact What are the impacts and how do you know?
N Neutral
Minimise the amount of energy we use
313 and / or reduce the amount of energy we no direct impact
pay for? E.g. through the use of low or zero
carbon sources of energy?
Minimise the amount of water we use e
3.14 and/or reduce the amount of water we no direct impact

pay for?




Page 4

Zero Waste

Does your proposal?

Impact

What are the impacts and how do you know?

Reduce waste and the amount of money
we pay to dispose of waste by maximising
reuse and/or recycling of materials?

Neutral

no direct impacts - detail design of access
construction will consider use of recycled materials

Sustainable Transport

Does your proposal?

Impact

What are the impacts and how do you know?

Encourage the use of sustainable
transport, such as walking, cycling, ultra
low emission vehicles and public
transport?

Positive

Any of the access routes will ultimately serve the
movement of people and goods, which can be
undertaken in more or less sustainable manners. The
decision on a preferred access route is informed by
evidence on connectivity, traffic movements and
delay, and therefore positively considers this
objective.

The facilitation of the project in general (through
determination of a preferred access route and
confirmation of funding to progress) will lead to
sustainable transport issues in due course, which will
be subject of further and subsequent evidence base
work and Member approvals.

Help improve the quality of the air we
breathe?

Mixed

The proposed access route will generate localised air
quality impacts. These are considered in the report.
As part of the detail development stage, further detail
on impacts and mitigation will be assesed and
considered. The current decision on access route is
appropriately informed by evidence on air quality,
and therefore positively considers this objective. The
recommended route is estimatd to generate some air
quality improvements in Salisbury Terrace Leeman Rd
area but with slight detriment to air quality arising
from an increase in car journeys.

Sustainable Mat

erials

Does your proposal?

Impact

What are the impacts and how do you know?

Minimise the environmental impact of
the goods and services used?

Positive

The recommended access route will ultimately serve
the movement of people and goods, which can be
undertaken in more or less sustainable manners. The
decision on a preferred access route is informed by
evidence on connectivity, traffic movements and
delay, and therefore positively considers this
objective.

The facilitation of the project in general (through
determination of a preferred access route and
confirmation of funding to progress) will lead to the
availability of more sustainable transport choices in
future.

Local and Sustainable Food

Does your proposal?

Impact

What are the impacts and how do you know?

3.19

Maximise opportunities to support local
and sustainable food i ives?

Neutral

none direct

Land Use and Wildlife

Does your proposal?

Impact

What are the impacts and how do you know?

Maximise opportunities to conserve or
enhance the natural environment?

Mixed

This objective has been positively considered in the
access options decision recommendation and
supporting papers. The recommended option has
impact upon Millenium Green but the
recommendation seeks to mitigate this impact and
create further green spaces to enhance the natural

. The general facili of |
scheme which flows from this and other decisions
recommended in the report will be themselves subject
to separate subsequent Decisions.

Improve the quality of the built
environment?

Positive

This objective has been positively considered in the
access options decision recommendation and
supporting papers. The general facilitation of
development scheme which flows from this and other
decisions recommended in the report will be
themselves subject to separate subsequent Decisions.

Preserve the character and setting of the
historic city of York?

Positive

This objective has been positively considered in the
access options decision recommendation and
supporting papers. The general facilitation of
development scheme which flows from this and other
decisions recommended in the report will be
themselves subject to separate subsequent Decisions.

3.33

Enable residents to enjoy public spaces?

Mixed

This objective has been positively considered in the
access options decision recommendation and
supporting papers. The recommended option has
impact upon Millenium Green but the
recommendation seeks to mitigate this impact and
create further public spaces on the York Central site.
The general facilitation of development scheme which
flows from this and other decisions recommended in
the report will be themselves subject to separate
subsequent Decisions.

3.40

Additional space to comment on the impacts

This high level assessment can be used to assess the the project at key stages in its development
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OnePlanet Counci %ﬁ

'Better Decision Making' Tool
Informi staina y, resilience and fa

Section 4: Impact on Equalities and Human Rights

Please summarise any potential positive and negative

impacts that may arise from your proposal on staff or residents.

This section relates to the impact of your proposal on advancing equalities and human rights and should build on the impacts

you identified

in the previous section.

For ‘Impact’, please select from the options in the drop-down menu.

If you wish to enter multiple paragraphs in any of the boxes, hold down ‘Alt’ before hitting ‘Enter’

Equalities

Will the proposal adversely impact upon ‘communities of identity’?
Will it help advance equality or foster good relations between people in ‘communities of identity’?

Impact What are the impacts and how do you know?
a1 Age Neutral
Positive Any access route delivered following this decision will ultimately
4.2 Disability deliver modern standards of accessibility / legibility in the public
realm and new buildings
4.3 Gender Neutral
4.4 Gender Reassignment e
4.5 Marriage and civil partnership Neutral
4.6 Pregnancy and maternity Neutral
4.7 Race Neutral
4.8 Religion or belief Neutral
4.9 Sexual orientation Neutral
410 | Carer Neutral
4.11 Lowest income groups Neutral
Neutral
4.12 Veterans, Armed forces community
Human Rights
Consider how a human rights approach is evident in the proposal
Impact What are the impacts and how do you know?
Neutral . . -
. i No direct impacts of the current decision.
4.13 Right to education
Neutral
Righ j ) ) -
4.14 ight n.ot to be subjected to.torture, No direct impacts of the current decision.
degrading treatment or punishment
Positive Public consultation and engagement on the decision was
415 Right to a fair and public hearing des!gned and undertaken to ensure that this objective is
achieved
Right to respect for private and Neutral
4.16 family life, home and No direct impacts of the current decision.
correspondence
Positive Public consultation and engagement on the decision was
4.17 Freedom of expression designed and undertaken to ensure that this objective is
achieved
Positive Public consultation and engagement on the decision was
418 | Rightnotto be subject to designed and undertaken to ensure that this objective is
discrimination ehiyey
Neutral
4.19 Other Rights



https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/advice-and-guidance/age-discrimination
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/advice-and-guidance/disability-discrimination
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/advice-and-guidance/sex-discrimination
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/advice-and-guidance/gender-reassignment-discrimination
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/advice-and-guidance/marriage-and-civil-partnership-discrimination
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/our-work/managing-pregnancy-and-maternity-workplace
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/advice-and-guidance/race-discrimination
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/advice-and-guidance/religion-or-belief-discrimination
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4.20 Additional space to comment on the impacts

The consultation and engagement processes on the access option was designed to ensure that all of these objectives were achieved
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One Pla net Cou nC| %6§ 'Better Decision Making' Tool

Informi staina y, resilience and fa

Section 5: Planning for Improvement

5.1

What have you changed in order to improve the impact of the proposal on the One Planet principles? (please
consider the questions you marked either mixed or negative, as well as any additional positive impacts that may be
achievable)

As highlighted in the Executive report, public consultation on the acess options led the project team to consider and
develop access options in more detail at this stage.

For the next stage of project development to be funded by this decisoin, every opportunities is being explored to deliver
the best outcomes acheivable, through using the One Planet principles (for example district heating technology). In
addition to exploring alternative 'delivery models' such as this to service the site, any impacts resulting from any more
conventional or prevailing delivery models will be minimised and mitigated as far as is possible, and their adoption and
maintainance regulated through the (statutory)cplanning process.

5.2

What have you changed in order to improve the impact of the proposal on equalities and human rights? (please
consider the questions you marked either mixed or negative, as well as any additional positive impacts that may be
achievable)

The recent consultations and engagement, being non statutory and specifically designed to engage broad public opinion
attest to this.

53

Going forward, what further evidence or consultation is needed to ensure the proposal delivers its intended
benefits? e.g. consultation with specific vulnerable groups, additional data)

Further public consultation, through the project development stages, will be designed and delivered in accordance with
the One Planet principles, and scheme components designed, reviewed, approved and delivered in accordance with the
principles in the context of scheme opportnities and constraints).

5.4

Please record any outstanding actions needed to maximise benefits or minimise negative impacts in relation to this
proposal? (Expand / insert more rows if needed)

Action Person(s) Due date

To undertake detail design work on the selected access YCP project team Jun-18
option - taking account of consultation comments

To ensure further consultation on emerging masterplanning YCP project team Mar-18
work maximises opportunity for broad public engagement
and is designed and delivered in accordance with the One
Planet Principles.

To optimise the projects delivery against One Planet YCP project team ongoing, with key

principles, in the context of scheme and partnership programme

opportunities and constraints. milestones for
phased scheme
deliverv

To ensure that YC partnership members and advisors CYC members of project team by Nov 17

remain fully cognisant of the One Planet principles and
their relationship to this project.

In the One Planet / Equalities section of your Executive report, please briefly summarise the changes you have made (or

intend to make) in order to improve the social, economic and environmental impact of your proposal.
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York Central Partnership York Central
Leeman Road - Transport Modelling

Cinder Lane Traffic Flows

Appendix D
Plots of Identified Junctions
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York Central Partnership York Central
Leeman Road - Transport Modelling

Executive Summary

Ove Arup and Partners Ltd (Arup) has been commissioned by York Central
Partnership to test the traffic impact of different development quantum options
and different highway configurations (access location; Leeman Road open/closed)
for the York Central site. Development scenarios at May 2017 (hereon referred to
as the May 2017 Development Scenario) which informed the Access Options
study, and at August 2017 (hereon referred to the August 2017 Development
Scenario) have been considered in this report.

Table 1: Development Scenarios & Trips Generated below summarises the development
scenarios and identifies the number of additional vehicle trips which are generated
by the proposed development based on the trip ratios proposed in the Transport
Assessment Scoping Report (submitted separated to City of York Council
Highways Department).

Table 1: Development Scenarios & Trips Generated

Development Vehicle Trips
Generated in peak hour

AM Peak PM Peak

Development Scenario

May 2017 Development Scenario:
e 1,685 residential dwellings (houses / apartments) 826 939
e 61,000m2 commercial (B1 Office)

August 2017 Development Scenario:

e 2460 residential dwellings (houses / apartments)
77,000 m? commercial (B1 office)

10,100 m? retail

9,800 m? community / primary school

13,500 m? hotel

1,148 1,058

City-wide Transport Impacts

City of York’s current strategic highway model (CYC’s SATURN model as of
Summer 2017) has been used to assess the impact of the additional vehicle trips
shown in Table 1 on the network. The SATURN model has also been used to
assess an alternative scenario that includes the impact of placing a bus gate on
Leeman Road which would prevent private vehicles using the site as a through
route.(ie those vehicles which do not start/finish their journeys within the York
Central development)

Analysis of the traffic flows from the strategic highway model shows that, even
without the York Central development (the Do-Minimum Scenario), there is a
general trend for increasing traffic volumes across the network. This is driven by
general background traffic growth and additional traffic associated with the other
developments set out in the York Local Plan. Comparison of the “Do-minimum
scenario” (which excludes York Central” with the “Do-something scenarios”
(which include York Central) allow the magnitude of the impacts generated by
York Central to be assessed.

| Issue | October 2017 Page 1
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York Central Partnership York Central
Leeman Road - Transport Modelling

The modelling for the development scenarios for York Central does identify some
localised decreases in traffic on parts of the network - in particular on roads close
to the York Central site - for the “with bus gate” modelling scenarios as existing
through flows of traffic are directed elsewhere. Further localised reductions in
traffic on outer parts of the network will occur as a result of the displacement of
traffic. This is less noticeable for the “without bus gate” scenarios as there is less
traffic displacement due to the availability of a route through the York Central
site.

The results of the analysis show that, at a city-wide level, Access Option E
generates less additional congestion than Access Option A in both the “with” or
“without bus-gate” scenarios. Placing a bus-gate on Leeman Road will force
through traffic to use other routes and therefore the “with bus gate scenarios”
generate more additional congestion than the “without bus gate scenarios”.
Unsurprisingly, the August 2017 Development Scenario generates higher
additional congestion due to the greater number of vehicle trips generated.

At a local level, a number of roads around the York Central site experience
increases in traffic with changes in traffic levels in excess of 10% for both Option
A and Option E. This includes Holgate Road, Clifton and Water End. These
increases are likely to be as a result of the additional development traffic as well
as the displacement of traffic to/from other routes. Holgate Road west of York
Road does, however, experience a decrease in traffic flows during the PM peak
hour for Option E in the “without bus” gate scenario.

The impact of the proposed development has also been analysed in terms of the
overall delay to all vehicle movements across the city relative to the base case (the
base case being predicated traffic levels in 2031). These results are summarised
in Table 2 and are expressed as a change in the annual delay when compared
against the Do-Minimum scenario

Table 2: Saturn model outputs - Total Network Delay in the AM Peak Hour

Change in Annual Delay on the Network
Development . : PCU! Hours (300 days) and
Scenario Access Option Scenario % change from base case in AM Peak

With Bus Gate Without bus gate

May 2017 Access Option A 9,330 (+8.9%) 4,680 (+4.7%)
Development . o
Scenario Access Option E 5,430 (+5.5%) 2,280 (+2.9%)
August 2017 Access Option A 11,280 (+11.7%) 6,420 (+7.3%)
Development . N
Scenario Access Option E 7,110 (+8.0%) 3,960 (+5.7%)

The magnitude of this change relative to the base case (i.e. traffic levels in 2031
without development) ranges from +2.9% to +11.7% depending on which
development scenario and highway configuration combination is chosen.

' PCU = passenger car units, where typically cars and light goods vehicles (LGVs) are one PCU,
buses and coaches are two PCUs and heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) are 2.3 PCUs.

| Issue | October 2017 Page 2
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Impacts at Local Junctions

To further assess the impact of the proposals, where the SATURN model forecast
significant changes in traffic flow through road junctions and/or where junction
capacity was approaching saturation, LinSig and Junctions 9 modelling was used
to assess the performance of individual junctions. In total, 14 junctions were
analysed assuming the August 2017 Development Scenario for the “with” and
“without bus gate” scenarios for both Access Option A and Access Option E to
assess the degree of spare capacity that remains. The results are presented in Table
3.

In all but three junctions, the overall level of delay experienced at the assessed
junctions does not increase significantly when compared with the Do-Minimum
for Options A and E. This applies to both the “with” and “without” bus gate
options for the AM and PM peak hours.

2

As highlighted in Table 3, three junctions operate at close to maximum capacity
during the peak hour periods. The additional delay at these junctions may
however be tolerable given the general increase in delay experienced in the Do
Minimum scenario — i.e. as a result of background growth and other Local Plan
developments. The implementation of the Travel Plan for the York Central site
will help mitigate these impacts by seeking to reduce the number of vehicle trips
generated by the site through a series of sustainable travel measures and this will
have a positive impact on reducing network delays. The modelling shows that the
development scenarios should be achievable subject to more detailed discussions
with the Highways Authority as part of the preparation of a Transport Assessment
to support a future Planning Application.

Table 3: Summary of Peak Hour Junction Analysis

Access ;
Junction Option No bus gate ;Z;teh bus Mitigation Considered
AS59 Holgate Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Road/Acomb Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Road/Poppleton
Road (The Fox)
Water End/A59 Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Boroughbridge Road | Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Water End/Salisbury | Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Road Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Clifton/Water Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
End/Water Lane Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.

Option A Junction No issues - No modifications
A59 Holgate impacted all junctions | proposed.
Road/Hamilton (minor) operate with
Drive spare

capacity

2 The situation without the York Central development but including background traffic growth and

additional growth associated with those other developments set out in the York Local Plan

| Issue | October 2017
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Access

Junction Option No bus gate ;Ziteh bus Mitigation Considered
Option E Junction Junction No modifications
impacted impacted proposed — junction is
physically constrained but
will continue to function,
albeit less efficiently.
A1036 The Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Mount/Dalton Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Terrace/Albermarle
Road
A1036 The Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Mount/Scarcroft Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Road
AS59 Holgate Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Road/Blossom Street | Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
A1036 Blossom Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Street/Queen Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Street/Nunnery Lane
A1036 Bishopthorpe | Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Road/Scarcroft Road | Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Option A No issues - junction No modifications
operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Tadcaster Road/St Option E No issues - Junction No modifications
Helen’s Road junction impacted proposed — junction is
operates physically constrained but
with spare will continue to function,
capacity albeit less efficiently
Option A No issues - junction No modifications
operates with spare capacity | proposed.
A59 Holgate Option E Junction Junction No modifications
Road/Dalton Terrace impacted impacted proposed — junction is
physically constrained but
will continue to function,
albeit less efficiently
B1363 Wigginton Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Road/Crichton Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Avenue
Al19 Option A & No issues - junction No modifications
Bootham/A1036 St. Option E operates with spare capacity | proposed.
Leonard’s
Place/Gillygate

Traffic Flows through the York Central Development

The SATURN analysis also enables traffic flows through the York Central
development to be assessed.

For Option A, the level of traffic experienced within the York Central site
increases for both of the “without bus gate” scenarios (May 2017 and August
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2017 Development Scenarios) and with the August 2017 “with bus gate”
development scenario when compared to the Do-Minimum traffic flows on
Leeman Road. The modelling also shows that between 43% and 76% of the total
traffic travelling through the York Central site are development related trips (ie
those vehicles which start/finish their journey within York Central) with the lower
percentages relating to the “without bus gate” scenarios. Given that the trips to
non-York Central development uses (such as to/from the station car parks) will be
the same for the “with” and “without bus gate” scenarios, the modelling shows
that, in the “without bus gate scenario”, the provision of new highway
infrastructure results in a greater volume of non-development related traffic using
the site roads.

Similarly, for Option E, the level of through traffic travelling across the York
Central site for the “without bus gate” scenarios and the “with bus gate” increases
when compared to the Do-Minimum traffic flows on Leeman Road. Of the total
traffic travelling through the York Central site, the proportion of traffic which is
directly associated with the York Central development (i.e. development related
trips) varies from 42% to 58%, again with the lower percentages relating to the
“without bus gate” scenarios. As for Option A, the trips to non-York Central uses
(such as to/from the station car parks) will be the same for the “with” and
“without bus gate” scenarios. Therefore, under the “without bus gate” scenario,
the provision of new highway infrastructure results in an increase in through
traffic using the York Central site.

The volume of traffic travelling through the York Central site and not going to the
development (ie no-development traffic) is greater for Option E than it is for
Option A. For Option E, development related traffic also makes up an overall
lower proportion of the total traffic travelling through the site. Table 4 sets out the
forecasted traffic levels on Cinder Lane.

Table 4: Forecast Traffic Flows on Cinder Lane (two-way) in the AM Peak Hour

Traffic Flows on Cinder Lane — AM peak
Development Access Option (PCU / hour — two-way flow)
Scenario
No bus gate With bus gate
May 2017 Access Option A 862 239
pevelopment | A ccess Option E 884 286
cenario
August 2017 Access Option A 941 240
IS) evelopment Access Option E 934 288
cenario

This demonstrates that the use of a bus gate significantly reduces the numbers of
vehicles within the York Central development. Table 4 shows that Access Option
A and E generate very similar levels of traffic on Cinder Lane both for the May
2017 Development Scenario and August 2017 Development Scenario.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Ove Arup and Partners Ltd (Arup) has been commissioned by York Central
Partnership to test possible development quantum options and highway
configurations for the York Central site using the York Central highway
assignment model.

The assessment of York Central access options has been undertaken using the
City of York Council (CYC) strategic traffic model (SATURN). The current
modelling / assessment follows on from previous modelling, comprising:

e 2015/16 — Modelling of Access Option E (Southern), with 1,500 homes and
100,000m? commercial development (approximately 1,000 development trips
in the AM and PM peak hours). Models were tested with and without a bus
gate to prevent the use of York Central as a through route (Leeman Road
closed/open scenarios).

e 2017 (Access Options study) — Improvements were made to the 2015/16 base
model and modelling of Access Options A1/A2 (Western) and E (Southern)
was undertaken assuming 1,685 homes & 61,000m? commercial development
with 10% added for other uses (equating to approximately 1,000 development
trips in the AM and PM peak hours). Models were only run with the bus gate
control (i.e. Leeman Road closed and no alternative west to east general traffic
route through the site).

The purpose of this transport modelling work is to assess the impact on the
highway network of two different development quanta and two different access
options, and also, for comparison purposes, to test them with a bus gate on
Leeman Road closed to general through traffic) and without a bus gate on Leeman
Road (i.e. open to all traffic). The development quantum assessed reflects the May
2017 Development Iteration Scenario (hereon referred to as the May 2017
Development Scenario), which is the development quantum assessed as part of the
June Access Options study, and a development option considered in August 2017
(hereon referred to as the August 2017 Development Scenario).

Following a review of the SATURN strategic model outputs, junctions requiring
further detailed assessment have been identified and local junction assessments
undertaken to determine whether this results in the potential need for further
highway mitigation from that previously identified.

It is important to note that a separate Transport Assessment (TA) scoping process
is ongoing through which the trips rates to the used in the TA will be agreed with
CYC transport/highways officers and Highways England. Feedback has been
received from CYC transport/highway officers and further investigation of the trip
rates for commercial development may be required as part of the TA process. The
trip rates presented in this report are consistent with those presented in the TA
Scoping Report. In addition, a new strategic highway model is being developed by
CYC which will be provided for use as part of the TA.
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The analysis is presented at a point in time as part of the development of the York
Central masterplan and is based on specific iterations of the development at the
time of preparation. As the scheme develops, the quantum may change which
would alter the results of the trip generation and the transport modelling.

1.2 Report Structure

This report provides a summary of the methodology used to undertake the
assessment at Chapter 2. The results of the SATURN model outputs are provided
at Chapter 3 to identify the impacts and present a comparison of the with and
without bus gate scenario testing. Chapter 4 presents the results of the local
junction assessments. Chapter 5 presents a summary and conclusion of the
findings of the analysis.
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2 Methodology

2.1 Model Extent

The York SATURN model provided by CYC forms the basis for the assessment.
The model was developed for a base year of 2015 and represents an average
weekday. The modelled time periods are the AM peak hour (08:00 to 09:00) and
the PM peak hour (17:00 to 18:00). The future year of the model is 2031.

The extent of the York SATURN model covers the city of York in the fully
modelled area and areas further afield in the buffer network. Figure 1 shows the
extent of the York SATURN model.

Figure 1: SATURN Model Extent

rement P Earp  MRGAN, Estdanan, MET!
cunlributars.am st

the GIS User Cammunit
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It is noted that CYC are currently in the process of updating their base city-wide
SATURN model as well as developing a number of future year models. As such,
all modelling will be required to be updated for future TA work. The results
presented below are therefore indicative, for access option comparison purposes
and may be subject to change in future assessments.

2.2 Modelling Scenarios

The access option model developed in May 2017 for the Access Options Study
tested the May 2017 Development scenario with the bus gate on Leeman Road
(closed). YCP has not committed to closing Leeman Road and wish to understand
the impact of the May 2017 Development Scenario for both access options with
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no bus gate on Leeman Road (i.e. an east-west route would be available through
the development). The impact of August 2017 Development Scenario both with
and without the bus gate has also been tested for both access options.

This technical note compares the impact of the proposed development for the
scenarios outlined in Table 5.

Table 5: Assessment Scenarios

Development Leeman Road Access Option
Quantum

May 2017 Development With bus gate Option A Option E
Scenario Without bus gate Option A Option B
August 2017 With bus gate Option A Option E
Development Scenario Without bus gate Option A Option E

All modelling scenarios have been tested in the 2031 future year model with full
build out of the York Central scheme and including CYC Local Plan
development.

2.2.1 May 2017 Development Scenario

The May 2017 Development Scenario at York Central, as modelled for the May
2017 Access Options study, comprises:

e 1,685 residential dwellings (houses / apartments);
e 61,000m* commercial (B1 Office); and

e Other community land uses — not specified.

2.2.2 August 2017 Development Scenario
The August 2017 Development Scenario included in this assessment comprises:

e 2,460 residential dwellings (houses / apartments);
e 77,000m? commercial (B1 Office);

e 10,100m? retail;

e 9,800m? community / primary school; and

e 13,500m? hotel.

2.3 Trip Generation

Trip generation estimates have been calculated based on the methodology set out
within the TA Scoping Study.

Person trips rates associated with the proposed land uses on the site, other than
residential uses, have been estimated using the latest version of TRICS database
(TRICS 7.4.1). Site specific trip rates were derived for residential developments
based on surveys in 2015 as part of a previous Stage 1 Transport Appraisal for
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York Central. A further review of the residential trips rates with TRICS has been
undertaken, based on higher proportions of apartments.

Mode shares for each land use have been based on TRICS mode shares as well
2011 Census Journey to Work data. Further detail of the trip rates for each
proposed land use category is set out in the TA Scoping Report, dated August
2017.

The trip generation methodology is currently under discussion with CYC and
Highways England as part of the TA scoping process. There may therefore be
some changes to the trip generation methodology as the scheme assessment
progresses.

2.3.1 May 2017 Development Scenario

The May 2017 Development Scenario comprises up to 1,685 residential dwellings
and 61,000m? commercial office uses. The residential trip rates are based on the
2015 survey data comprising a mix of residential houses and apartments. For the
earlier access option testing, the other / community uses at the site had not been
determined. For assessment purposes, the potential trip generation associated with
these other uses was included as an additional 10% of the residential and
commercial total trips for each time period. The vehicle trip generation associated
with the May 2017 Development Scenario is provided in Table 6.

Table 6: York Central Trip Generation — May 2017 Development Scenario

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
08:00 to 09:00 17:00 to 18:00
Land use
Arr. Dep. Total Arr. Dep. Total
Residential 118 256 374 297 199 495
Commercial 351 26 377 16 343 358
Total 469 282 751 312 541 854
+10% 516 310 826 344 596 939

2.3.2 August 2017 Development Scenario

The August 2017 Development Scenarios comprise up to 2,460 residential
dwellings and 77,000m? commercial office uses. The residential trip rates are
based on a revised trip rate from TRICS with a higher proportion of residential
apartments. The other / community uses, used for assessment include retail and
hotel development as well as a primary school. It is acknowledged that trips
associated with the other / community uses may not all be new / additional to the
site. A proportion of tips will be linked to other site uses, for example residents
may stop at retail development. A detailed methodology to account for this has
not been agreed with CYC and Highways England at this stage, therefore for the
purposes of this assessment we have assumed 10% of retail trips are new /
additional to the other site uses. All predicted trips associated with the primary
school and hotel are included in this assessment to provide a robust assessment.
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The vehicle trip generation associated with the August 2017 Development
Scenario is provided in Table 7.

Table 7: York Central Trip Generation — August 2017 Development Scenario

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land use 08:00 to 09:00 17:00 to 18:00
Arr. Dep. Total Arr. Dep. Total
Residential 108 251 251 278 187 465
Commercial 367 25 392 18 350 368
Retail (10%) 59 58 117 55 61 116
School 212 102 314 12 24 36
Hotel 22 53 75 50 23 73
Total 767 489 1,148 413 646 1,058

The trip matrices have been revised to include the estimated trip generation from
the proposed August 2017 Development Scenario and these matrices are used to
model the August 2017 Development Scenario.

2.4 Forecasting Outputs

The traffic impacts of the proposed York Central developments have been
assessed by comparing the 2031 Do-Minimum and Do-Something scenarios for
each access option and development scenario as set out in Section 2.2. The impact
of the scheme has been compared based on the network wide impact — delay /
travel time / distance.

The results of the assessment are provided in Chapter 3.

2.5 Junction Impacts

The impact at junctions on the local and wider highway network has been
reviewed based on the following criteria extracted from the CYC SATURN
model:

e Criteria 1: Increase in flow of greater than 50 Passenger Car Units (PCU)’ per
hour; and

e Criteria 2: Ratio of volume to capacity (V/C) of greater than 80%" in Do-
Minimum (DM) or Do-Something (for each option and time period). °

3 PCU = passenger car units, where typically cars and light goods vehicles (LGVs) are one PCU,
buses and coaches are two PCUs and heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) are 2.3 PCUs.

* Indicating spare capacity at the junction of less than 20%

5> The Do-Minimum scenario is the future baseline scenario without no development at York
Central but including background traffic growth and additional growth associated with those other
developments set out in the York Local Plan. The Do-Something scenario includes the York
Central development.
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3 Saturn Modelling Outputs

Data has been extracted from the SATURN model for all identified assessment
scenarios, as set out below. The performance of the wider network is reviewed
based on the total network delays, total network travel times and total network
travel distance.

3.1 May 2017 Development Scenario Proposal

Table 8 to Table 10 present the total network delay, total travel time and total
travel distance for Options A and Option E with and without the bus gate for the
AM and PM peak hours for the May 2017 Development Scenario.

Table 8: Total Network Delay — May 2017 Development Scenario 2031

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option A

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 205.5 218.7 205.5 218.7
DS Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 223.7 231.6 215.2 224.6
Change in Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 18.2 12.9 9.7 5.9
Change in Annual Delay PCU Hrs (300 days) 9,330 4,680

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option E

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 205.5 218.7 205.5 218.7
DS Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 216.9 225.4 211.4 220.4
Change in Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 11.4 6.7 5.9 1.7
Change in Annual Delay PCU Hrs (300 days) 5,430 2,280

The results indicate that the predicted network wide delay is lower for Access
Option E (southern) than Option A in both the AM and PM peak hours. The
predicted annual delay without the bus gate in place on Leeman Road is
approximately half that with the bus gate in place. This is due to the re-routing of
traffic on other roads in the vicinity due to the closure of Leeman Road to general
traffic.

| Issue | October 2017 Page 12

J:\2500001251869-00\0 ARUP\0-11 TRANSPORTATION\0-11-08 REPORTS\2017-08 LEEMAN ROAD OPEN - MODELLING\2017-10_LEEMAN ROAD MODELLING_ISSUE
V5(FINAL).DOCX



Page 24

York Central Partnership

York Central

Leeman Road - Transport Modelling

Table 9: Total Network Travel Time — May 2017 Development Scenario Proposal 2031

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option A

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 9,010 9,473 9,010 9,473
DS Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 9,638 9,717 9,497 9,655
Change in Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 628 244 488 182

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option E

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 9,010 9,473 9,010 9,473
DS Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 9,485 9,655 9,305 9,585
Change in Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 475 181 295 112

The results indicate that the predicted network wide travel time is lower for
Access Option E (southern) than Option A in both the AM and PM peak hours.
The predicted increase in travel time is less without the bus gate in place on

Leeman Road.

Table 10: Total Network Travel Distance — May 2017 Development Scenario Proposal

2031

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option A

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 365,665 373,847 365,665 373,847
DS Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 376,856 385,134 | 374,194 382,883
Change in Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms)| 11,191 11,288 8,528 9,037

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option E

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 365,665 373,847 365,665 373,847
DS Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 374,610 384,100 372,874 382,827
Change in Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms)| 8,945 10,253 7,209 8,980

The results indicate that the predicted network wide travel distance is lower for
Access Option E (southern) than Option A in both the AM and PM peak hours.
The predicted increase in travel distance is less without the bus gate in place on

Leeman Road.

Flow difference plots for the May 2017 Development Scenarios are provided in
Appendix A. The flow difference plots compare each scenario with the 2031 Do-
Minimum scenario (ie the situation with no development at York Central but
considering background traffic growth and traffic growth associated with the
other developments proposed in the York Local Plan). The difference plots show
that the general trend is that the volume of traffic is increasing (shown in green)
across the network when compared with the Do-Minimum scenario. There would,
however, be increases in traffic on the network without the York Central

development.
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There are some decreases in traffic (shown in blue). For the with bus gate
scenarios for Option A, there are some reductions close to the York Central site
due to the changes to the road network with other minor increases, including the
A1036/A19 Fulford Road in the AM peak hour. During the PM peak, hour, there
are some minor decreases on the out ring road to the south-west of the city. For
Option E with the bus gate, there are similar decreases to Option A although the
roads in the area between the York Central site and the outer ring road to the west
of the city does experience additional decreases in both the AM and PM peak
hours. This is due to diversionary effects.

For the without bus gate scenario for Option A, there is generally less decreases in
traffic in York although there are some local decreases close to the site. This is
because a route through the site is maintained which does not result in any
significant diversions of traffic through the site. For Option E, there are further
decreases experienced on the outer ring road to the south-west of the city with a
number of roads in the area between the York Central site and the outer ring road
to the west of the city also experiencing a decrease in traffic due to diversionary
effects.

Additional diagrams of the traffic flows on some of the roads in the immediate
vicinity of the York Central site are also provided in Appendix A, showing the
percentage change in the flow at these locations. This shows the following:

e The with bus gate scenarios generally see a reduction in the traffic flows on
Leeman Road/Kingsland Terrace with corresponding increases in traffic on a
number of roads surrounding the site. These increases are due to the
implementation of the bus gate, which restricts traffic movement through the
site. The locations of the increases are similar for Options A and Option E
with increases in traffic in excess of 10% experienced at a number of
locations, significantly so at some locations.

e For Option A, the without bus gate scenarios generally see a reduction in the
traffic flows on Leeman Road/Kingsland Terrace. At two of the locations
identified, the traffic increase by more than 10% during the PM peak hour.
These locations are Holgate Road close to Wilton Rise (with a 13% increase)
and Clifton (with a 43% increase). This is likely due to the displacement of
traffic from other parts of the network.

e For Option E without the bus gate, Leeman Road experiences an increase in
traffic, due to the availability of a through route. There are a number of the
identified locations which experience an increase of 10% during the AM and
PM peak hours. These locations include Water End, Holgate Road east of
York Road and Clifton.

3.2 August 2017 Development Scenario

Table 11 to Table 13 present the total network delay, total travel time and total
travel distance for Options A and Option E with and without the bus gate for the
AM and PM peak hours for the August 2017 Development Scenario.
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Table 11: Total Network Delay — August 2017 Development Scenario 2031

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option A

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 205.5 218.7 205.5 218.7
DS Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 229.5 2323 220.6 225
Change in Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 24.0 13.6 15.1 6.3
Change in Annual Delay PCU Hrs (300 days) 11,280 6,420

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option E

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 205.5 218.7 205.5 218.7
DS Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 221.9 226 217.2 220.2
Change in Total Network Delay (PCU Hrs) 16.4 73 11.7 1.5
Change in Annual Delay PCU Hrs (300 days) 7,110 3,960

Table 12: Total Network travel Time — August 2017 Development Scenario 2031

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option A

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 9,010 9,473 9,010 9,473
DS Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 9,897 9,770 9,747 9,708
Change in Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 888 296 738 234

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option E

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 9,010 9,473 9,010 9,473
DS Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 9,675 9,710 9,515 9,642
Change in Total Network Travel Time (PCU Hrs) 665 237 505 169

Table 13: Total Travel Distance — August 2017 Development Scenario 2031

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option A

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 365,665 | 373,847 | 365,665 | 373,847
DS Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 381,607 | 386,642 | 378,649 | 384,185
Change in Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 15,942 12,795 12,983 10,338

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option E

AM PM AM PM
DM Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 365,665 | 373,847 | 365,665 | 373,847
DS Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 378,646 | 385,445 | 376,941 | 384,165
Change in Total Network Travel Distance (PCU Kms) 12,981 11,598 11,276 10,318
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The results for the August 2017 Development Scenario reflect the results for the
May 2017 Development Scenario. The predicted delay, travel time and travel
distance are lower for Access Option E (southern) than Option A. The predicted
network wide delays, travel times and travel distances are lower without the bus
gate in place on Leeman Road. As expected, the August 2017 Development
Scenario results is greater network delay, travel time and travel distance than the
May 2017 Development Scenario, as modelled in May 2017 for the Access
Options Study.

Flow difference plots for this level of development are provided in Appendix B.
The flow difference plots compare each scenario with the 2031 Do-Minimum
scenario. The overall trend in traffic is similar to the May 2017 Development
Scenarios presented in Section 3.1. However, the overall magnitude of increase is
greater given that the York Central development generates a higher level of traffic
for the August 2017 Development Scenarios. Some traffic displacements or are
greater which results in some decreases in traffic. This is also as a result of the
greater level of traffic generated.

Additional diagrams of the traffic flows on some of the roads in the immediate
vicinity of the York Central site are also provided in Appendix B, showing the
percentage change in the flow at these locations. This shows the following:

e The with bus gate scenarios generally see a reduction in the traffic flows on
Leeman Road/Kingsland Terrace. The magnitude of the reduction is, however,
lower than the May 2017 Development Scenario scenarios. A number of roads
around the site also experience an increase in traffic as a result of the bus gate
implementation. The locations of the increases are similar for Options A and
Option E with increases in traffic in excess of 10% experienced at a number of
locations, significantly so at some locations. Some links, particular those off
Holgate Road, experience a small reduction in traffic which is likely due to
displacement of traffic to other routes.

e For Option A, the without bus gate scenarios also generally see a reduction in
the traffic flows on Leeman Road/Kingsland Terrace. There are four locations
where traffic increase by more than 10% and these are only during the PM
peak hour. The locations are Holgate Road close to Wilton Rise (14%),
Holgate Road close to Water End (18%), Grantham Drive (12%) and Clifton
(42%). This is likely due to the displacement of traffic from other parts of the
network.

e For Option E without the bus gate, Leeman Road experiences an increase in
traffic, likely due to the availability of a through route. There are a number of
other locations which do experience an increase in traffic of greater than 10%
during the AM and PM peak hours. These locations include Water End,
Holgate Road east of York Road, Holgate Road east of Hamilton Drive and
Clifton (PM peak hour only), Holgate Road close to Water End does
experience a 10% decrease in the AM peak hour and 13% decrease in the PM
peak hour.
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3.3 Bus Gate Impacts

The SATURN modelling indicates that the wider highway network is predicted to
operate better without the bus gate on Leeman Road. The predicted network
delays, travel time and travel distance are less in the “Without bus gate” scenario
compared to the “With bus gate” scenario. The introduction of the bus gate would
result in greater re-routing of trips on the highway network as Leeman Road is
closed as a through route for general traffic.

It is, however, noted, that by not introducing a bus gate, routes through the York
Central site, including the diverted Leeman Road (as a result of NRM expansion),
will be busier. York Central trips to / from the city centre will use the eastern
access and existing local trips could use Leeman Road / the site as a cut through,
as currently occurs.

3.4 Impacts on Traffic Flows within York Central

34.1 Leeman Road

The only connection across the existing York Central site is via Leeman Road
which can be accessed from Salisbury Road and Kingsland Terrace to the north-
west and Station Road/Station Rise to the east. The Do-Minimum traffic flow on
Leeman Road (west of Cinder Lane) is as follows:

e 095 vehicles (two-way) in the AM peak hour; and
e 828 vehicles (two-way) in the PM peak hour.

This would comprise traffic accessing the NRM, station car parking and station
operational facilities on Cinder Lane and through traffic.

In all development scenarios, traffic would not be permitted to use Leeman road
on its current alignment. However, there would still be route through the site
available from Kingsland Terrance and the western extent of Leeman Road. Both
access options (A and E) would therefore provide a second route through the site.
The provision of the bus gate on Leeman Road would affect whether a through
route for traffic is available or not.

3.4.2 Traffic within York Central

The level of traffic travelling to, from and through the development for access
Options A and E has been considered. This accounts for the traffic associated with
the residential and employment zones of the development (i.e. York Central trips),
which is provided as a percentage of the overall total traffic. The analysis
considers traffic at the following points:

e Access Option A — within the development west of Cinder Lane and east of
the point where traffic from Kingsland Terrace/Leeman Road will join the
main development route; and
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e Access Option E - within the development west of Cinder Lane and east of the
point where traffic from Kingsland Terrace/Leeman Road will join the main
development route along with traffic entering the site from Chancery Rise.

The results of this analysis for Access Option A are shown in Table 14. The Do-
Minimum traffic flows on Leeman Road have been provided for comparison.

Table 14: Access Option A — Two-way Traffic within York Central

Scenario Total Traffic York Central % York Central % Non-York
Traffic Traffic Central Traffic

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

Do-Minimum 695 828 0 0 0% 0% 100% 100%

May 2017 Development Scenario

With bus gate 561 642 384 395 69% 62% 31% 38%
Without bus gate 876 881 374 455 43% 52% 57% 48%
August 2017 Development Scenario

With bus gate 718 804 548 558 76% 69% 24% 31%
Without bus gate 954 937 537 519 56% 55% 44% 45%

This shows that the level of traffic within the York Central site would be greater
than the Do-Minimum Traffic flows on Leeman Road for all but one scenario. In
general, the “without bus gate” flows through the site are higher than the “with
bus gate” flows, and that these flows also account for an overall lower proportion
of the total traffic. Given that the trips to/from non-York Central uses (such as the
station car parks) would not change between the “with” and “without bus gate”
scenarios, this shows that, for the “without bus gate” scenarios, there is an
increase in through traffic using the York Central site.

The results of this analysis for Access Option E are shown in Table 15. The Do-
Minimum traffic flows on Leeman Road have been provided for comparison.

Table 15: Access Option E — Two-way Traffic within York Central

Total Traffic York Central % York Central | % Non-York
Scenario Traffic Traffic Central Traffic
AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM
Do-Minimum 695 828 0 0 0% 0% 100% 100%

May 2017 Development Scenario

With bus gate 774 780 347 403 45% 52% 55% 48%
Without bus gate 1,045 1,036 384 435 37% 42% 63% 58%
August 2017 Development Scenario

With bus gate 903 801 525 429 58% 53% 42% 47%
Without bus gate 1,209 1,037 592 451 49% 43% 51% 57%

This shows that the level of traffic within the York Central site would be greater
than the Do-Minimum Traffic flows on Leeman Road for all scenarios. The
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“without bus” gate flows through the site are higher than the “with bus gate”
flows, with these flows also accounting for an overall lower proportion of the total
traffic. This shows that, for the “without bus gate” scenario, there is an increase in
through traffic using the York Central site.

It is noted that the level of traffic travelling through the York Central site is
greater for Option E, compared to Option A

3.4.3 Cinder Lane

The traffic flows within the York Central Development will vary depending on
the access option and whether a bus gate is implemented on Leeman Road or not.
As such, consideration as been given to the levels of traffic that would be
experienced on Cinder Lane for all scenarios. The traffic flows on Cinder Lane for
Option A and Option E are provided in Table 16 and Table 17. The Do-Minimum
traffic flows have also been provided in Table 16 and Table 17. The traffic flows
on Cinder Lane vary from those presented in Section 3.4.2 due as not all of the
York Central traffic will use Cinder Lane (e.g, some trips will start/terminate
before reaching Cinder Lane).

Table 16: Option A - Traffic Flows on Cinder Lane

Traffic Flows on Cinder Lane
DeveloPment Highway arrangement (PCU / hour — two way flow)
Scenario
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Do-Minimum Existing 81 114
May 2017 With bus gate 239 313
gevel".pmem Without bus gate 862 819
cenario
August 2017 With bus gate 240 313
gevelo.pmem Without bus gate 941 875
cenario

Table 17: Option E - Traffic Flows on Cinder Lane

Traffic Flows on Cinder Lane
Development Highway arrangement (PCU / hour — two way flow)
Scenario
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Do-Minimum Existing 81 114
May 2017 With bus gate 286 349
gevel".pmem Without bus gate 884 885
cenario
August 2017 With bus gate 288 350
ls)evelqpment Without bus gate 934 901
cenario

The analysis shows that the level of traffic using Cinder Lane would increase for

both Options A and Option E with and without the bus gate, with much more
significant increases for the without bus gate scenarios, as would be expected.
Approximately 900 vehicle movements an hour equates to approximately one
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vehicle every four seconds (one every eight seconds in each direction), meaning
that Cinder Lane would feel urban and create a severance across the proposed
square.

In the Do-Minimum scenario, the traffic flows on Cinder Lane are primarily
vehicular traffic accessing the car park and National Railway Museum. In the
without bus gate scenarios, traffic from the proposed York Central access roads
(both Options A and E) will be able to travel along this link resulting in an
increase.

The use of a bus gate significantly reduces the numbers of vehicles within the
York Central development. The lower traffic flows generated by a bus gate would
enable a more “shared space” approach to be adopted.

In general, Option E experiences a higher level of traffic flow on Cinder Lane
when compared with Option A. This applies to the with and without the bus gate
scenarios. However, with the exception of one scenarios (May 2017 Development
Scenario without bus gate), the differences in the vehicle flows are less than 50
PCU/hr.

Details on the increases in the traffic flows are provided in Appendix C.
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4 Junction Performance

4.1 Introduction

The impact at junctions on the local and wider highway network has been
reviewed based on the following criteria extracted from the CYC SATURN
model:

e C(riteria 1: Increase in flow greater than 50 PCU per hour; and

e Criteria 2: V/C greater than 80% in DM or DS (for each option and time
period).

Junctions that satisfy the above criteria are identified for further investigation.
Criteria 1 was used to determine the number of junctions that would be subject to
further investigation while Criteria 2 was used to determine whether any further
junction modelling should be undertaken. These criteria were selected on the basis
that if the V/C was less than 80%, the junction performance would be acceptable.

It should be noted that the junction performance assessment has been undertaken
for the August 2017 Development Scenario only on the basis that the outcome of
the modelling would be a busiest-case scenario. However, this has been
undertaken for both Options A and E for the with and without bus gate scenario.
Based on the outcome of the assessment presented in the following sections, no
further mitigation would be required for the August 2017 Development Scenario
and therefore this would also apply to the lower development quantum.

The analysis in this section will enable a comparison between the Option A and
Option E with and without bus gate scenarios to be drawn. The analysis will also
compare with the 2016 Stage 1 Transport Appraisal to determine whether any
further mitigation, on top of that identified as part of the Stage 1 Transport
Appraisal, is required.

4.2 Considered Junctions

Following consideration of the increases in flows of greater than 50 PCU (Criteria
1) and differences in the junction V/C (Criteria 2), a number of junctions were
considered for further investigation for the AM and PM peak hours for the
Options A and E for the with and without bus gate scenarios. The total number of
junctions considered for each options and scenario is set out in Table 18.

Table 18: Junctions considered for further investigation

With Bus Gate Without Bus Gate
Option
AM PM AM PM
Option A 20 14 17 10
Option E 17 9 9 8

Plots of the identified junctions can be found in Appendix D for each of the
scenarios identified in Table 18. Upon further investigation of the outputs of the

| Issue | October 2017

J:\2500001251869-00\0 ARUP\0-11 TRANSPORTATION\0-11-08 REPORTS\2017-08 LEEMAN ROAD OPEN - MODELLING\2017-10_LEEMAN ROAD MODELLING_ISSUE

V5(FINAL).DOCX




York Central Partnership

Page 33

York Central
Leeman Road - Transport Modelling

strategic modelling, it was found that the majority of the identified links were
located on the York Outer Ring Road. The results were then further interrogated
to identify the percentage increase in the traffic flows at the junctions (on the
approach arms which was identified as being greater than PCU per hour). The
actual increases in the V/C have also been considered.

A summary of this analysis of the outer ring is presented is Table 19.

Table 19: Outer Ring Road - Further Analysis of Strategic Modelling Results

without bus gate

Scenario / Summary of Findings
Option
Option A AM peak hour - % change in traffic flows is less than 10% for all junctions.

Given total traffic flow on the outer ring road, this increase is not considered
significant. Where the V/C is over 80% on any approach for the Option A
scenario, it is also over 80% for the Do-Minimum scenarios. One junction
was identified to have a V/C of 100% for the Option A scenario. However,
the V/C for the Do-Minimum was 98%.

PM peak hour — all junctions with the exception of one experience a flow
increase of less than 10% with only small increases in the V/C where the
V/C is over 80%. One junction, does, however, experience an increase in
flow of 12% with a corresponding increase in V/C of 9% to 81%. Given that
the Option A V/C is just greater than 80%, no has further assessment been
considered.

Option A with
bus gate

AM peak hour - % change in traffic flows is less than 10% for all junctions.
Given total traffic flow on the outer ring road, this increase is not considered
significant. Where the V/C is over 80% on any approach for the Option A
scenario, it is also over 80% for the Do-Minimum scenario.

PM peak hour — all junctions with the exception of one experience a change
in flow of less than 10% with only small increases in the V/C where the V/C
is over 80%. One junction, does, however, experience an increase in flow of
15% with a corresponding increase in V/C of 10% to 83%. Given that the
Option A V/C is just greater than 80%, no has further assessment been
considered.

Option E
without bus gate

AM peak hour - % change in traffic flows is less than 10% for all junctions.
Given total traffic flow on the outer ring road, this increase is not considered
significant. Where the V/C is over 80% on any approach for the Option E
scenario, it is also over 80% for the Do-Minimum scenario.

PM peak hour — all junctions with the exception of one experience a change
in flow of less than 10% with only small increases in the V/C where the V/C
is over 80%. One junction, does, however, experience an increase in flow of
14% with a corresponding increase in V/C of 10% to 82%. Given that the
Option A V/C is just greater than 80%, no has further assessment been
considered.

Option E with
bus gate

AM peak hour - % change in traffic flows is less than 10% for all junctions.
Given total traffic flow on the outer ring road, this increase is not considered
significant. Where the V/C is over 80% on any approach for the Option E
scenario, it is also over 80% for the Do-Minimum scenario.

PM peak hour — all junctions with the exception of one experience a change
in flow of less than 10% with only small increases in the V/C where the V/C
is over 80%. One junction, does, however, experience an increase in flow of
14% with a corresponding increase in V/C of 10% to 83%. Given that the
Option A V/C is just greater than 80%, no has further assessment been
considered.
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As a result of the analysis of the outer ring road junctions outlined in Table 19, no
further assessment of the outer ring road junctions has been considered at this
stage.

Two junctions which are located within the outer ring road has been identified to
experience a flow increase of over 50 PCU and have a V/C of greater than 80% in
at least one scenarios. These junctions are:

e A19 Bootham with A1036 St. Leonard’s Place and Gillygate (Node 1034 as
identified in the plans in Appendix D); and

e B1363 Wigginton Road with Crichton Avenue (Node 1010 as identified in the
plans in Appendix D).

These junctions have been subject to further assessment as described in Section
4.3.

4.3 Further Junction Modelling

4.3.1 Junctions Assessed

As well as the two junctions identified for further assessment in Section 4.2, 12
further junctions have been assessed to understand the level of impact. The 12
junctions assessed were included in the 2016 Stage 1 Transport Appraisal. These
junctions were assessed as part of the Stage 1 Transport Appraisal at the request
of CYC. All junctions assess are detailed in Table 20.
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Table 20: Summary of Junctions Modelled by Arup

Ref. No. | Location Type

1 A59 Holgate Road/Acomb Road/Poppleton Road (The Fox Junction) | Traffic Signals
2 Water End/A59 Boroughbridge Road Traffic Signals

3 Water End/Salisbury Road Traffic Signals
4 Clifton/Water End/Water Lane Traffic Signals

5 A59 Holgate Road/Hamilton Drive Priority Junction
6 A1036 The Mount/Dalton Terrace/Albermarle Road Traffic Signals

7 A1036 The Mount/Scarcroft Road Traffic Signals

8 A59 Holgate Road/Blossom Street Traffic Signals
9 A1036 Blossom Street/Queen Street/Nunnery Lane Traffic Signals
10 A1036 Bishopthorpe Road/Scarcroft Road Traffic Signals
11 Tadcaster Road/St Helen’s Road Traffic Signals
12 A59 Holgate Road/Dalton Terrace Priority Junction
13 B1363 Wigginton Road/Crichton Avenue Traffic Signals
14 A19 Bootham/A 1036 St. Leonard’s Place/Gillygate Traffic Signals

4.3.2 Junction Modelling Methodology

Where a junction is under traffic signal control, ‘LinSig’ software has been used.
LinSig is used to indicate the performance of a signalised junction under a given
set of traffic flows. The software calculates the Degree of Saturation (DoS),
expressed as a percentage, for each approach to a junction. Approaches where the
degree of saturation is forecast to exceed 90% are considered over-capacity.
Alongside this the mean maximum queue (MMQ), is calculated, to represent the
average position of the furthest vehicle from the stop line in each cycle. All
junctions with are under traffic signal control, as identified in Table 20, have been
modelled using LinSig.

Where a junction is priority (give-way) control or is a roundabout, ‘Junctions 9’
software has been used. Junction 9 is used to indicate the performance priority
junctions and roundabouts junction under a given set of traffic flows. The

software calculates the Ratio of Flow to Capacity (RFC) expressed as a

percentage, for each approach to a junction. Approaches where the degree of
saturation is forecast to exceed 85% are considered over-capacity. Alongside this,
the MMQ, is calculated, to represent the average position of the furthest vehicle
from the stop line in each cycle. All junctions with are under priority control, as
identified in Table 20, have been modelled using LinSig.

4.3.3

Modelling Inputs

To enable junction assessments to be undertaken, CYC has provided the following
information:

e SATURN modelling demand traffic flows;
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e  Traffic signal timing information as included in the models used for the Stage
1 Transport Appraisal, where the junctions were previously modelled;

e Signal staging and arrangements for the two additional junctions considered
as part of this assessment; and

e  Measurements from Google Earth to inform estimates of saturation flows
(lane widths) and intergreens for the signalled junctions.

4.4 Junction Modelling Results

Findings from the junction modelling for each scenario are presented in the
following sections. For each scenario, the results present the spare junction
capacity for the assessed scenarios (i.e. the with and without bus gate scenarios
for access Options A and E) as well as the average delay (seconds per PCU) for
these scenarios. The spare capacity provides an indication of the ability of the
junction cope with the additional traffic with a higher percentage spare capacity
indicating a greater ability of a junction to do so. A junction would be at capacity
at 0% and over capacity with a negative percentage.

The Do-Minimum® average delay is also provided to show the change in delay
resulting from the York Central development. For signalised junctions, the
average delay is calculated based on the weighted average of the delay per PCU
one each approach while for priority junctions, the average delay is the highest
average delay on any approach to the junction. The delay percentage is the
average delay for individual vehicles (in seconds).

4.4.1 Option A — with bus gate

A concise summary Option A with bus gate junction modelling results are
presented in Table 21.

Table 21: Option A with Bus Gate Modelling Results

2031 ‘Spare’ Average Delay | Average Delay
Capacity (seconds/PCU) | (seconds/PCU)

Ref. . —Do — Do
No. Junction Something Minimum
AM PM AM PM AM PM
Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak
A59 Holgate Road/Acomb o o
1 Road/Poppleton Road 50% 62% 23s 20s 23s 7s
Water End/A59 o o
2 Boroughbridge Road 18% 18% 39s 43s 35s 36s
3 Water End/Salisbury Road 16% 55% 35s 30s 33s 32s
4 Clifton/Water End/Water 7% | 10% | 53s | 50s | 48s | 4ls

® The situation without any York Central development but with additional background traffic
growth and growth associated with the York Local Plan development
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2031 ‘Spare’ Average Delay | Average Delay
Capacity (seconds/PCU) | (seconds/PCU)
Ref. . —Do — Do
No. Junction Something Minimum
AM PM AM PM AM PM
Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak
5 gff, EFIolgate Road/Hamilton 29, 99, 33 275 395 385
A1036 The Mount/Dalton o 0
6 Terrace/Albermarle Road 42% 38% 37s 34s 34s 34s
7 £1036 The MountSearctoft | 5pgu, | 122% | 16s | 175 | 13s | 1ss
8 /;;ze?"lgate Road/Blossom | 370, | 4104 | 245 | 245 | 24s | 225
9 ‘SﬁgsgN}ﬂI‘l’;Z?;an;Ze” Queen | 1405 | 79% | 545 | 69s | Sis | 63s
10 | 21930 Bishopthorpe 27% | 39% | 255 | 23s | 24s | 28s
11 pldcaster Road/St Helen's 3% | 24% | 40s | 26s | 325 | 24s
12 ‘%jﬁailglgate Road/Dalton 8% | 7% | 26s | 26s | 24s | 37s
B1363 Wigginton o o
13 Road/Crichton Avenue 31% 40% 31s 25s 29s 24s
A19 Bootham/A 1036 St. . .
14 Leonard’s Place/Gillygate 18% % 48s 36s 49s >

For Option A with the bus gate, the results show that all junctions would operate
with spare capacity for the AM and PM peak hours. Overall, the average delay at
each junction does not vary significantly from the Do-Minimum scenario. No

further mitigation would be required for this scenario.

4.4.2 Option A — without bus gate
A concise summary Option A without bus gate junction modelling results are
presented in Table 22.
Table 22: Option A without Bus Gate Modelling Results
2031 Do Average Delay | Average Delay
Something (seconds/PCU) | (seconds/PCU)
Ref. . ‘Spare’ —Do —Do
No. Junction Capacity Something Minimum
AM PM AM PM AM PM
Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak
A59 Holgate Road/Acomb o o
1 Road/Poppleton Road 74% 15% 23s 19s 23s 7s
Water End/A59 o o
2 Boroughbridge Road 30% 33% 38s 39s 35s 36s
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2031 Do Average Delay | Average Delay
Something (seconds/PCU) | (seconds/PCU)
Ref. . ‘Spare’ —Do —Do
No. Junction Capacity Something Minimum
AM PM AM PM AM PM
Peak Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak
3 Water End/Salisbury Road 60% 90% 30s 27s 33s 32s
4 g:i"“/ Water End/Water 12% | 20% | 49s | 455 | 48s | 41s
50| B0 Holgate Roadiamilion 50, 1900 | 305 | 336 | 395 | 38
A1036 The Mount/Dalton N o
6 Terrace/Albermarle Road 1% 34% 37s 358 34s 34s
7 2193 The Mount/Scarcroft | o400 | 11195 | 165 | 17s | 13s | 15s
8 ’;f:ﬁ"lgate Road/Blossom | 350/ | gy00 | 23 | 225 | 24s | 22s
9 gigstﬁszi‘gnggzw Queen | 900, | 13% | 51s | 66s | 51s | 63s
10 ﬁ;gi%?;iﬁfggg 20% | 35% | 27s | 23s | 24s | 28s
1 Ei‘;ga“er Road/St Helen’s 12% | 29% | 345 | 255 | 325 | 24s
12 ?:i;j:lgate Road/Dalton 5% | 24% | 28s | 18s | 24s | 37s
13| RIS Wieginon 34% | 43% | 30s | 255 | 29s | 24s
A19 Bootham/A1036 St. o o
14 Leonard’s Place/Gillygate 18% 3% 49s 378 49s >

For Option A without the bus gate, the results show that all junctions with the
exception of A59 Holgate Road/Hamilton Drive would operate with spare
capacity for the AM and PM peak hours. At the junction of A59 Holgate
Road/Hamilton Drive, the spare capacity has been identified as -2% for the AM
peak hour. However, the highest RFC at the junction is 72% with a MMQ of two
PCU. In terms of the average delay, overall there is little change to the average
delay is similar to the Do-Minimum scenario for all junctions. The potential for
mitigation is considered further in Section 4.4.5.

Compared with Option A with the bus gate, there is, in general, a greater level of

space capacity available at the assessed junctions.

4.4.3

A concise summary Option E with bus gate junction modelling results are
presented in.

Option E — with bus gate
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Table 23: Option E with Bus Gate Modelling Results

2031 Do Average Delay | Average Delay
Something (seconds/PCU) | (seconds/PCU)
Ref. . ‘Spare’ —Do — Do Minimum
No. Junction Capacity Something
AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM
Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak
1 ﬁg: dl/{l)oolﬁgi tﬁgﬁ‘ggomb 83% | 100% | 225 | 18s | 23s | 7s
2 | e End/AS9 Boroughbridge | - 400, | 530, | 355 | 365 | 355 | 36
3 Water End/Salisbury Road 19% 40% 34s 33s 33s 32s
4 Clifton/Water End/Water Lane 5% 10% 54s 50s 48s 41s
5 gffvf"lgate Road/Hamilton 1 o/ | 1500 | 536 | 245 | 395 | 38
A1036 The Mount/Dalton o o
6 Terrace/Albermarle Road 39% 33% 39s 39s 34s 34s
7 ﬁggj 6 The MountScarcroft | o0, | 1ogos | 155 | 175 | 13s | 15s
8 ‘;fge?"lgam Road/Blossom 37% | 40% | 24s | 24s | 24s | 22
9 ‘;ig;%ﬂ‘l’i‘;;n&t;zet/ Queen | 1400 | 14% | s4s | 66s | 51s | 63s
10 ﬁgggg?;fg%‘}ggg 27% | 31% | 26s | 24s | 24s | 28s
11 | padcaster Road/St Helens 3% | 1% | 475 | 31s | 325 | 24s
12 ?jialjglgate Road/Dalton 5% | 7% | 359s | 26s | 24s | 37s
13 g(l)zg?C\rYéﬁfolgtz:/enue 31% | 41% | 31s | 25s | 29s | 24s
A19 Bootham/A1036 St. o o
14 Leonard’s Place/Gillygate 19% 4% 48s >7s 49s s

For Option E with the bus gate, the results show that all except three junctions
operate with spare capacity for the AM and PM peak hours. Potential issues have
been highlighted at the following junctions:

e At the junction of A59 Holgate Road/Hamilton Drive, the spare capacity has
been identified as -8% for the AM peak hour. However, the highest RFC at the
junction is 58% with a MMQ of one PCU;

e At the junction of Tadcaster Road/St. Helen’s Road in the AM peak hour, the
spare capacity has been identified as -3% in the AM peak hour. The highest
DoS recorded is 93% with a MMQ of 25 PCU; and

e At the junction of A59 Holgate Road with Dalton Terrace, the spare capacity
has been identified as -15% in the AM peak hour. The highest RFC is
recorded as 0.98 with a MMQ of 14 PCU.
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With the exception of the junctions identified above, the overall level of delay
experienced do not vary significantly from the Do-Minimum Scenario. The
additional delays, where more significant, would be acceptable given the level of
increases in delay overall.

The potential for mitigation at these junctions is considered further in Section

44.5.

4.4.4

Option E — without bus gate

A concise summary Option E without bus gate junction modelling results are
presented in Table 24.

Table 24: Option E without Bus Gate Modelling Results

2031 Do Average Delay | Average Delay
Something (seconds/PCU) | (seconds/PCU)
Ref. . ‘Spare’ —Do — Do Minimum
No. Junction Capacity Something
AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM
Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak
1 gg: dlf{P"Olﬁgiz t};‘l’ﬁ ‘:(fomb 88% | 111% | 21s | 19s | 23s | 7s
2 Eﬁ?jﬁ;ﬁﬁ;ma . 39% | 56% | 35s | 35s | 35s | 36s
3 Water End/Salisbury Road 22% 36% 35s 34s 33s 32s
4 Clifton/Water End/Water Lane 5% 16% 55s 46s 48s 41s
5 | 5o Holgate RoadiHamilion 1 _ygop | gy | 1675 | 295 | 395 | 38s
A1036 The Mount/Dalton 0 0
6 Terrace/Albermarle Road 40% 35% 38s 39s 34s 34s
7 35236 The Mount/Scarcroft | 5400, | 17804 | 126 | 145 | 13s | 15s
8 ‘S*ézelt{"lgate Road/Blossom 1 yq0r | 9304 | 235 | 21s | 245 | 226
9 gigjthTr‘:;Z‘r’?L?;:et/ Queen | 1400 | 30% | 53s 63s 51s 63s
10 gégjg?;fgﬁ:}ggz 37% | 37% | 24s | 24s | 24s | 28s
11 Eiizasm Road/St Helen’s 6% | 22% | 37s | 26s | 32s | 24s
12 | A% Holgate Road/Dalton 9% | 2% | 91s | 325 | 245 | 37s
13 Eézgfcygﬁfggtgenue 33% | 45% | 30s | 24s | 29s | 24s
A19 Bootham/A 1036 St. o o
14 Leonard’s Place/Gillygate 19% 4% 49s 37 49s >4
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For Option E without the bus gate, the results show that all except two junctions
operate with spare capacity for the AM and PM peak hours. Potential issues have
been highlighted at the following junctions:

e At the junction of A59 Holgate Road/Hamilton Drive, the spare capacity has
been identified as -16% for the AM peak hour. However, the highest RFC at
the junction is 98% with a MMQ of nine PCU;

e At the junction of A59 Holgate Road with Dalton Terrace, the spare capacity
has been identified as -15% in the AM peak hour. The highest RFC is
recorded as 89% with a MMQ of seven PCU.

With the exception of the junctions identified above, the overall level of delay
experienced do not vary significantly from the Do-Minimum Scenario. The
additional delays, where more significant, would be acceptable given the level of
increases in delay overall.

The potential for mitigation at these junctions is considered further in Section
44.5.

Compared with Option E without the bus gate, there is, in general, a greater level
of space capacity available at the assessed junctions.
4.4.5 Summary of Analysis and Mitigation Considered

Table 25 outlines a summary of the analysis and whether any junction
modification is required.

Table 25: Summary of Analysis and Mitigation Considered

Junction 5 ] .
Ref. No. Junction Mitigation Considered
A59 Holgate Road/Acomb No junction modlﬁcatlgn prgposals have been
progressed for the Fox junction. The results show
1 Road/Poppleton Road (The | *. "= : . .
Fox) significant spare capacity for all scenarios during the
AM and PM peaks.
No junction modification proposals have been
Water End/A59 progre?ssed.for the Water End/AS? quoughbrldge
2 Borouchbridee Road Road junction. The results show significant spare
& & capacity for all scenarios during the AM and PM
peaks.
No junction modification proposals have been
. progressed for Water End/Salisbury Road junction.
3 Water End/Salisbury Road The results show significant spare capacity for all
scenarios during the AM and PM peaks.
No junction modification proposals have been
Clifton/Water End/Water progressed for Clifton/Water End/Water Lane
4 Lo .
Lane junction. The results show spare capacity for all
scenarios during the AM and PM peaks.
Whilst the results forecast the junction to be over
5 A59 Holga.te . capacity during the AM peak for the Option A
Road/Hamilton Drive without bus gate scenario and the Option E with and
without bus gate scenarios, this capacity issue only
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Junction

Ref. No. Junction Mitigation Considered

affects one lane of one leg of the junction and is
considered to be minor in nature.

Whilst the RFC is greater than 85% and the junction
will not operate as efficiently for Option E with and
without the bus gate, it is not fully saturated and will
continue to function.

Modifications to the junction are likely to be
difficult due to the physical constraints at the site.
On this basis, junction modifications are not
proposed.

No junction modification proposals have been

A1036 The Mount/Dalton progressed at the A1036 The Mount/Dalton

6 Terrace/Albermarle Road Terrace/Albermarle Road junction. The results show
spare capacity for all scenarios during the AM and

PM peaks.

No junction modification proposals have been
A1036 The progressed at the A1036 The Mount/Scarcroft Road
Mount/Scarcroft Road junction. The results show significant spare capacity
for all scenarios during the AM and PM peaks.

No junction modification proposals have been

AS59 Holgate progressed at the A59 Holgate Road/Blossom Street
Road/Blossom Street junction. The results show spare capacity for all
scenarios during the AM and PM peaks.

No junction modification proposals have been
A1036 Blossom progressed at the A1036 Blossom Street/Queen

9 Street/Queen Street/Nunnery Lane junction. The results show
Street/Nunnery Lane spare capacity for all scenarios during the AM and
PM peaks.

No junction modification proposals have been
progressed at the A1036 Bishopthorpe
Road/Scarcroft Road junction. The results show
spare capacity for all scenarios during the AM and
PM peaks.

A1036 Bishopthorpe

10 Road/Scarcroft Road

Whilst the results forecast the junction to be over
capacity during the AM peak for the Option E with
bus gate, this capacity issue only affects one lane of
one leg of the junction and is considered to be minor
in nature.

. . 0 S
Tadcaster Road/St Helen’s Whllst the DoS is greater than 90% apd the junction
11 Road will not operate as efficiently for Option E with bus

gate, it is not fully saturated and will continue to
function.

Modifications to the junction are likely to be
difficult due to the physical constraints at the site.
On this basis, junction modifications are not
proposed.

Whilst the results forecast the junction to be over
capacity during the AM peak for the Option E with
and without the bus gate, this capacity issue only
affects one lane of one leg of the junction and is
considered to be minor in nature.

A59 Holgate Road/Dalton

12 Terrace
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Junction

Ref. No. Junction Mitigation Considered

Whilst the RFC is greater than 85% and the junction
will not operate as efficiently for Option E with and
without the bus gate, it is not fully saturated and will
continue to function.

Modifications to the junction are likely to be
difficult due to the physical constraints at the site.
On this basis, junction modifications are not
proposed.

No junction modification proposals have been
B1363 Wigginton progressed at the B1363 Wigginton Road/Crichton
Road/Crichton Avenue Avenue junction. The results show spare capacity
for all scenarios during the AM and PM peaks.

13

No junction modification proposals have been
A19 Bootham/A1036 St. progress’ed at the A19 Botham/'A1036 St.
14 Leonard’s Place/Gillveate Leonard’s Place/Gillygate junction. The results
e show spare capacity for all scenarios during the AM
and PM peaks.

The modelling undertaken assumes optimised signal timings (for signalised
junctions) and while physical mitigation measures have not been suggested, there
may be opportunities for CYC to explore on-street optimisation of signal timings
to ensure coordination between junctions (not limited to those included as part of
this assessment). This could be explored as part of the microsimulation modelling
which will be undertaken as part of the full Transport Assessment.

In addition, a Travel Plan will be required to support the York Central
development which will seek to implement a range of measures to encourage
sustainable travel. The Travel Plan will set targets to increase the mode share by
walking, cycling and public transport with corresponding targets for the reduction
in private vehicle trips. Other sustainable measures such as car sharing (to reduce
single occupancy vehicle trips) will also be considered. A Travel Plan Framework
will be prepared as part of the full Transport Assessment for the York Central
scheme which will be submitted as part of the planning submission.
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5 Conclusions

This report has been prepared to provide a comparison of the impacts of Leeman
Road with the bus gate (closed to general traffic) and without the bus gate (open)
for both access Options A (western) and E (southern). At the same time, both the
May 2017 Development Scenario proposals, and a August 2017 Development
Scenario, have been tested. In doing this, a strategic and local assessment has been
carried out. The report also serves to identify what level of mitigation might be
required.

The strategic assessment found that for both the May 2017 Development Scenario
and August 2017 Development Scenarios, the predicted delay, travel time and
travel distance are lower for Access Option E rather than Option A. The predicted
network wide delays, travel times and travel distances are lower without the bus
gate in place on Leeman Road. As expected, August 2017 Development Scenario
results in greater network delay, travel time and travel distance than the May 2017
Development Scenario, as modelled in May 2017 for the Access Options Study.

The SATURN modelling indicates that the wider highway network is predicted to
operate better without the bus gate on Leeman Road. The predicted network
delays, travel time and travel distance are less in the without bus gate scenario
than with the bus gate. However, by not introducing a bus gate, routes through the
York Central site, including the diverted Leeman Road (as a result of NRM
expansion), will be busier. York Central trips to / from the city centre will use the
eastern access and existing local trips could use Leeman Road / the site as a cut
through, as currently occurs.

Analysis of the traffic flows from the strategic model shows that general trend is
that the volume of traffic is increasing across the network. There are some
decreases in traffic, particularly close to the York Central site for the “with bus
gate” scenarios. Reductions in traffic on outer parts of the network will occur as a
result of the displacement of traffic. This is, however, less noticeable for the
“without bus gate” scenarios as there is less traffic displacement due to the
availability of a route through the York Central site.

This analysis shows that at a city-wide level, Access Option E generates less
congestion that Access Option A. Placing a bus-gate on Leeman Road will force
through traffic to use other routes and therefore the “with bus gat”e scenarios
generate greater congestion than the “without bus gate” scenarios, particularly so
for the August 2017 Development Scenario.

At a more local level and close to the York Central site, there is generally a
decrease in the level of traffic using Leeman Road for the with bus gate scenarios
with the exception of Option E for the August 2017 Development Scenario
without the bus gate.

A number of roads around the site do experience increases in traffic with many in
excess of 10% for both Option A and Option E. This includes Holgate Road,
Clifton and Water End. These increases are likely to be as a result of the
additional development traffic as well as the displacement of traffic to/from other
routes. Holgate Road west of York Road does, however, experience a decrease in
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traffic flows during the PM peak hour of Option E for the “without bus gate”
scenario.

The impact of the development on the York outer ring road has also been
considered for all scenarios. While some junctions do experience an increase in
flow of greater than 50 PCU, the increase in traffic flows are typically less than
10% and where the V/C is greater than 80%, it is typically greater than 80% in the
Do-Minimum scenarios also.

The local assessment has identified that majority of junctions assessed would have
spare capacity for all scenarios during the AM and PM peak hours with and
without the bus gate. While certain junctions, particularly the junctions of A59
Holgate/Dalton Street and A59 Holgate/Hamilton Drive East, would operate
above capacity, it is only one arm of the junction in the AM peak hour of the
affected scenarios that would operate with the RFC of greater than 85%. As such,
the junction would continue to function. Modifications to these junctions are
likely to be difficult due to the physical constraints at the site. On this basis,
junction modifications are not likely to be required to these or any other junctions.

In general, with the exception of the aforementioned junctions, the overall level of
delay experienced at the assessed junctions does not increase significantly when
compared with the Do-Minimum for Options A and E in the “with” and “without
bus gate” scenarios for the AM and PM peak hours. The additional delays, where
more significant, may be acceptable given the level of increases in delay caused
by background traffic increases and other developments. The implementation of
the Travel Plan for the York Central site will seek to reduce the number of vehicle
trips generated by the site through a series of sustainable travel measures.

The modelling shows that the development scenarios should be achievable subject
to more detailed discussions with the Highways Authority as part of the
preparation of a Transport Assessment to support a future Planning Application.
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Al May 2017 Development Scenario with Bus
Gate - Access Option A

Figure 2: Option A May 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
Difference Plot
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Figure 3: Option A May 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - PM Peak Hour
Difference Plot
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Figure 4: Option A May 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
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Figure 5: Option A May 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - PM Peak Hour
Traffic Flows
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A2 May 2017 Development Scenario with Bus
Gate - Access Option E

Figure 6: Option E May 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
Difference Plot
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Figure 8: Option E May 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
Traffic Flows
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Figure 9: Option E May 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - PM Peak Hour
Traffic Flows
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A3 May 2017 Development Scenariowithout
Bus Gate - Access Option A

Figure 10: Option A May 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
Difference Plot
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Figure 11: Option A May 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - PM Peak Hour
Difference Plot
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Figure 12: Option A May 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
Traffic Flows
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Figure 13: Option A May 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - PM Peak Hour
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A4 May 2017 Development Scenario without
Bus Gate - Access Option E

Figure 14: Option E May 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
Difference Plot
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Figure 16: Option E May 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak
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B1 August 2017 Development Scenario with
Bus Gate - Access Option A

Figure 18: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
Difference Plot
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Figure 20: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
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Figure 21: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - PM Peak Hour
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B2 August 2017 Development Scenario with
Bus Gate - Access Option E

Figure 22: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
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Figure 23: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - PM Peak Hour
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York Central Partnership

Figure 24: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak Hour
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Figure 25: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - PM Peak Hour
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B3 August 2017 Development Scenario without
Bus Gate - Access Option A

Figure 26: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak
Hour Difference Plot
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Figure 27: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - PM Peak
Hour Difference Plot
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Figure 28: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak
Hour Traffic Flows
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Figure 29: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - PM Peak
Hour Traffic Flows
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B4 August 2017 Development Scenario without
Bus Gate - Access Option E

Figure 30: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak
Hour Difference Plot
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Figure 31: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - PM Peak
Hour Difference Plot
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York Central Partnership

Figure 32: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak

Hour Traffic Flows
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Figure 33: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - PM Peak

Hour Traffic Flows
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Appendix C
Cinder Lane Traffic Flows
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C1 Cinder Lane Traffic Flows

Figure 34: Option A - AM Peak Hour
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igure 35: Option A - PM Peak Hour
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Figure 36: Option E - AM Peak Hour
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igure 37: Option E - PM Peak Hour
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Appendix D

Plots of Identified Junctions
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D1 August 2017 Development Scenario — with
Bus Gate

Figure 38: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak
Identified Junctions
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Figure 39: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - PM Peak
Identified Junctions
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Figure 40: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak
Identified Junctions
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Figure 41: Option A August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - PM Peak
Identified Junctions
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Figure 42: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - AM Peak
Identified Junctions
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Figure 43: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario with Bus Gate - PM Peak
Identified Junctions

Figure 44: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - AM Peak
Identified Junctions
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Figure 45: Option E August 2017 Development Scenario without Bus Gate - PM Peak
Identified Junctions
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