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AGENDA

Notice to Members — Post Decision Calling In:

Members are reminded that, should they wish to call in any item* on this
agenda, notice must be given to Democracy Services by 5:00 pm on
Thursday 23 March 2023.

*With the exception of matters that have been the subject of a previous call
in, require Full Council approval or are urgent which are not subject to the
call-in provisions. Any called in items will be considered by the Customer
and Corporate Services Scrutiny Management Committee.

Written representations in respect of items on this agenda should be
submitted to Democratic Services by 5.00pm on Friday 17 March 2023.

1.

Declarations of Interest

At this point in the meeting, Members are asked to declare any
disclosable pecuniary interest or other registerable interest they might
have in respect of business on this agenda, if they have not already
done so in advance on the Register of Interests.

Public Participation

At this point in the meeting members of the public who have registered
to speak can do so. Members of the public may speak on agenda items
or on matters within the remit of the Committee.

www.york.gov.uk



Please note that our registration deadlines are set as 2 working
days before the meeting, in order to facilitate the management of
public participation at our meetings. The deadline for registering at
this meeting is 5:00pm on Friday 17 March 2023.

To register to speak please visit
www.york.gov.uk/AttendCouncilMeetings to fill in an online registration
form. If you have any questions about the registration form or the
meeting, please contact Democratic Services. Contact details can be
found at the foot of this agenda.

Webcasting of Public Meetings

Please note that, subject to available resources, this meeting will be
webcast including any registered public speakers who have given their
permission. The meeting can be viewed live and on demand at
www.york.gov.uk/webcasts.

During coronavirus, we made some changes to how we ran council
meetings, including facilitating remote participation by public speakers.
See our updates (www.york.gov.uk/COVIDDemocracy) for more
information on meetings and decisions.

Acomb Road Safety Update (Pages 1 - 16)
The purpose of this paper is to update the Executive Member on
progress on Road Safety concerns identified on Acomb Road.

Active Travel Programme Update (Pages 17 - 198)
This report provides an update on the progress of the Active Travel
Programme and asks the Executive Member to note this update.

Active Travel Programme - Hospital Fields (Pages 199 - 328)
Road Scheme

This report summarises the findings received in the public consultation
period. An analysis of the public consultation has been undertaken and
presents options for delivery of the scheme and requests a decision to
confirm which proposal will be delivered.

Resident Parking (Recommendations from (Pages 329 -342)
Scrutiny)

The purpose of this paper is to present and allow the consideration of
the recommendations on the Digital Parking system from the Economy
and Place Scrutiny Committee in November 2022.


http://www.york.gov.uk/AttendCouncilMeetings
http://www.york.gov.uk/webcasts
http://www.york.gov.uk/COVIDDemocracy

7. Urgent Business
Any other business which the Executive Member considers urgent
under the Local Government Act 1972.

Democracy Officer:
Robert Flintoft
Contact details:
e Telephone — (01904) 555704
e Email — Robert.flintoft@york.gov.uk

For more information about any of the following please contact the
Democratic Services Officer responsible for servicing this meeting:

Registering to speak;

Business of the meeting;

Any special arrangements;

Copies of reports and;

For receiving reports in other formats

Contact details are set out above.

This information can be provided in your own language.
EMCAEMOESREERER (cantonese)
I3 BT AHNF WS ST T TS T | (Bengali)

Ta informacja moze by¢ dostarczona w twoim

wiasnym jezyku. (Bolish)

Bu bilgiyi kendi dilinizde almaniz miimkiindiir. (Turkish)
2 e s ) 9 G T, (e
T (01904) 551550
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Page 1 Agenda Item 3

COUNCIL

Decision session 21° March 2023
Executive Member for Transport

Report of the Director of Environment, Transport and Planning
Acomb Road Safety Update

Summary

1. The purpose of this paper is to update the Executive Member on progress
on Road Safety concerns identified on Acomb Road.

Recommendations
2. The Executive Member is asked to:

1) Note the recommendations and progress against recommendations;

Recommendation 1 — Promote and relaunch the existing campaign to
recruit a school crossing patroller on Acomb Road,;

Recommendation 2 — Work with HR to review school crossing patrol
role and terms and conditions;

Recommendation 3 — Review the policy for pedestrian crossings and
bring to an Executive Member decision session;

Recommendation 4 — Collect speed data currently on Acomb Road to
determine the level of compliance with the 30mph limit;

Recommendation 5 — Add the section of Acomb Road in the vicinity of
the crossing points to Acomb Primary school and West Bank park to the
Speed Limit review programme to see whether the speed limit can be
reduced to 20mph;

Recommendation 6 — Ensure that speed limits review form part of the
considerations of the Acomb Road Active Travel scheme;
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Recommendation 7 — Note Ward scheme to improve conditions for
cyclists and Safer route to school schemes on Hamilton Drive;

Recommendation 8 — Ensure the 30mph speed limit issue is reviewed
as part of these schemes on Hamilton Drive;

Recommendation 9 — Explore the feasibility of crossing improvements
on Acomb Road including collecting the data on pedestrian and traffic
movements to see if this meets the criteria in Department for Transport
guidance and Council policy for a safe place for a pedestrian crossing;

Recommendation 10 — Do the traffic modelling to review the impact of a
banned right turn from Grantham Drive onto Acomb Road;

Recommendation 11 — Add a review of the lining on West Bank to the
annual review for 23/24;

Recommendation 12 — Implement signage improvements where
identified;

Reason:

To respond to resident concerns around road safety in the area;

Background

3.

In December 2022 resident groups and Ward Councillors approached the
Executive Member for Transport and Officers for an onsite discussion
regarding road safety issues relating to walking routes to Acomb Primary
School including Acomb Road.

This was to highlight the ongoing road safety issues and in response to the
decision at the November 2022 Executive meeting when the Acomb Road
Active Travel scheme was paused until funding could be secured to
progress the scheme.

Acomb Road was proposed for exploration of an Active Travel scheme by
officers and members, informed by the LCWIP scoping study which
identified a potential high cycle flow on this corridor. In August 2020,
Acomb Road was included in the Council’s Active Travel Fund tranche 2
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bid. An amount of funding was awarded by the Department for Transport
for the Council’s proposed schemes.

6. Due to insufficient funding the scheme was not progressed at this stage
awaiting further funding opportunities, enabling the available active travel
programme funding to be used to progress more affordable schemes from
the same bid. Funding to develop a design on Acomb Road forms part of
the tranche 4 Active Travel Fund bid for development funding submitted in
February 2023 and a decision is due in late March 2023.

7. Sections of Acomb Road were resurfaced in 2021. In some areas the
lining wasn’t reinstated in anticipation of the forthcoming Active Travel
scheme and to avoid the need to remove lines which would potentially
damage the newly-laid surface.

8. A site visit was undertaken on the 15" December which was attended by
residents, local Ward Councillors, the Executive Member for Transport and
Officers from the Transport and Communities teams.

9. Follow up site visits have been made and further work has been done to
determine the best way to mitigate the short and longer term issues that
have been described and observed.

10. Officers have been advised that two petitions are forthcoming in
relationship to the issues in this report. These have not yet been received.

11. Map 1 shows the extent of the area identified at the site visit.
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Map 1. Area around Acomb Primary school

12. The site visit route started at Acomb Road during school drop off time
observing the desired routes of pedestrians south across Acomb Road
then after this peak in pedestrian movement, moving west to Moorgate,
south along Moorgate to Hamilton Drive. East along Hamilton Drive and
back to Acomb Road through West Bank Park. West Bank, which leads to
the primary school, was also discussed.

Residents feedback

13. Atthe site visit and as part of subsequent feedback from the “Parent
Safer Roads campaign” made representations on a number of different
aspects of safety in the area. The focus is requesting “immediate action”
as the road safety in this area is a “serious threat to our children”.

14. The key campaign objectives are:
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- “The installation of pedestrian crossings on both Acomb Road and
Hamilton Drive, to give children and their families a safe way to cross
these key routes to school and around our community”;

- “The introduction of 20mph zones around the school on both Acomb
Road and Hamilton Drive, in the case of Hamilton Drive bringing
arrangements in line with those already in place for Hob Moor
School and Our Ladies Queen of Martyrs”;

15. It was also noted that there was dissatisfaction with the November 2022
Active Travel Projects decision. It was requested that a percentage (15%)
of funding be reallocated to support short term measures on Acomb Road
and Hamilton Drive as the current conditions “pose a very dangerous
threat to our children,” and take a partial approach to implementation of
that “Very high priority” scheme allowing for “urgent safety measures” to be
introduced.

Safety of pedestrians and cyclists, particularly children, around the
Acomb Road area

16. The site visit focused first on the crossing of Acomb Road.

17. During the morning school drop off there are a significant number of
pedestrians, with a large proportion being children, crossing from the North
side of Acomb Road to the refuge in the middle of the carriageway and on
to the South side of Acomb Road (see Map 2 below).
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Map 2. Pedestrian Desire-line

18. At the site visit the residents were clear that they felt there were safety
issues for children crossing at any time of the day. The pedestrian flows at
school opening and closing times show a large increase.

19. During the site visit and the subsequent site visit by Officers it was
noted that the pedestrian and vehicular movement flow increased during
the school drop off period and reduced significantly afterwards to a level
consistent with this type of route across the City.

20. At present, when analysing the need for a pedestrian crossing the
council has a policy based on surveys of pedestrian and vehicle volumes
and there is a concern that this doesn’t take into account supressed
demand (the number of pedestrians who would cross if the facility was
there). The policy will be the subject of a review and will go to a decision
session of the Executive Member for Transport.

21. This location historically had been serviced by a school crossing patrol,
however, the last patroller left the role 18 months to 2 years ago and there
has been no interest shown by members of the public in subsequent
recruitment campaigns. Another recruitment campaign is currently
ongoing, in collaboration with the school. Postcards and flyers have been
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left in libraries, local church and community hubs and a banner will
imminently be placed at the school to try to increase interest and to
advertise the vacant role.

22. Recommendation 1 — Promote and relaunch the existing campaign
to recruit a school crossing patroller on Acomb Road.

23. Recommendation 2 — Work with HR to review school crossing
patrol role and terms and conditions.

24. Recommendation 3 — Review the policy for pedestrian crossings
and bring to an Executive Member decision session.

25. There were general comments on speeds on Acomb Road and a desire
for the limit on Acomb Road (extent to be determined - in the vicinity of the
crossing points to Acomb Primary school and West Bank park) to be
reduced to 20mph.

26. Acomb Road is a key distributor route as it forms part of the primary
route between Acomb and the city centre and from a wider perspective is
key to expedient movement of traffic across the City. The view is that a
reduction from 30mph to 20mph in the absence of any form of traffic
calming measures in the area is unlikely to be adhered to due to the nature
of the road and enforcement would be challenging. Alongside the review of
speed limits, further traffic calming measures will be explored.

27. The most recent speed survey was carried out in 2021, this was at the
end of Hobgate near the police station mean speeds of 24mph. A survey
was undertaken in 2016 and mean speed Westbound 27.5mph,
Eastbound 26.8mph. On the 800 metre stretch between the Hebden Rise
and Lindley Street junctions, Police records show there have been five
injury accidents in the last three years with no obvious clusters. Three
involved a collision with a cycle and one near Murray Street involved a
pedestrian. This number of accidents is not considered particularly unusual
for an urban B-road. Up to date speed surveys will be done on the current
speed limit of 30mph.

28. This section of Acomb Road will be added to the speed limit programme
to see whether the limit can be reduced. When Acomb Road was last
resurfaced part of the centre line was not reinstated. This was in
anticipation of the Acomb Road Active Travel scheme and avoided a
situation where lining needed to be removed shortly afterwards, which had
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the potential to damage the newly-laid road surface. Previous studies
have shown that the lack of a centre-line can help to reduce speeds on a
road, however, complaints have been received which state that the
opposite effect has been seen and speeds may well have increased. This
will be considered as part of the review.

29. As part of the longer-term Active Travel scheme, there will be an
opportunity to review the speed limit based on the design that comes
forward and will provide a further opportunity to review, if the conclusion is
that.

30. Recommendation 4 — Collect speed data currently on Acomb Road
to determine the level of compliance with the 30mph limit;

31. Recommendation 5 - Add the section of Acomb Road in the
vicinity of the crossing points to Acomb Primary school and West
Bank park to the Speed Limit review programme to see whether the
speed limit can be reduced to 20mph;

32. Recommendation 6 — Ensure that speed limits review form part of
the considerations of the Acomb Road Active Travel scheme.

33. There was also identified a break in the 20mph zone (to 30mph) on
Hamilton Drive. There is a Ward scheme in progress to look at
improvements for cyclists and a safer routes to school scheme identified
for Our Lady Queen of Martyrs school. These projects will enable a review
of the environment on Hamilton Drive and the speed limit issue can be
addressed.

34. Recommendation 7 — Note Ward scheme to improve conditions for
cyclists and Safer route to school schemes on Hamilton Drive.

35. Recommendation 8 — Ensure the 30mph speed limit issue is
reviewed as part of these schemes on Hamilton Drive.

36. Whilst the obvious short-term improvement on Acomb Road is a school
crossing patrol, this has been challenging to achieve so other solutions are
being considered. Including:

- Exploring the feasibility of crossing improvements on Acomb Road
by collecting the data on pedestrian and traffic movements to see if
this meets the criteria in Department for Transport guidance and
Council policy for a safe place for a pedestrian crossing and/or other
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intervention (including enlargement of the pedestrian refuge,
repeater wig-wag signals), with potential Ward funding support. This
work has been commissioned. The proximity of the desired
pedestrian route to junctions and the bus stop on the Eastbound
carriage way make this complex and moving a crossing further West
or East along Acomb Road may not have the desired result as
pedestrians may revert to the current desire line;

- Make a change to traffic movements from Grantham Drive. After the
site visit, further work was done on nature of journeys around the
Acomb Road and Grantham Drive (see Map 3). Grantham Drive
connects Poppleton Road and Acomb Road and vehicles commonly
use this route when travelling between the two. Vehicle manoeuvre
iIssues raised at the site visit included the right turn from Grantham
Drive onto Acomb Road as this brings the vehicle to the desired
crossing point. It has been suggested that the right turn out of
Grantham Drive onto Acomb Road could be banned, but this may
well displace vehicles onto other parts of the network in the local
area.

37. Recommendation 9 — Explore the feasibility of crossing
improvements on Acomb Road including collecting the data on
pedestrian and traffic movements to see if this meets the criteriain
Department for Transport guidance and Council policy for a safe
place for a pedestrian crossing;

38. Recommendation 10 — Do the traffic modelling to review the
iImpact of a banned right turn from Grantham Drive onto Acomb
Road.
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39. West Bank acts as the access road to the Primary school. On West
Bank it was observed that there is a break in the double yellow lines where
vehicles are often parked (see Map 4). The purpose of this break is to
provide further parking for the flats on the corner of West Bank and Acomb
Road. There is an issue when cars are parked on this small stretch as the
pinchpoint it creates reduces West Bank down to one lane. It therefore
creates a conflict if vehicles are heading north to Acomb Road at the same
time as vehicles are turning into West Bank from Acomb Road. This not
only creates a pinchpoint for motorised vehicles but also, cyclists making
journeys to and from the school.
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Map 4: Desire lines for pedestrians (AM school drop off) and indicative
area where double yellow lines stop.

Recommendation 11 — Add a review of the lining on West Bank to

40.
the annual review for 23/24

Issues and potential improvements with respect to signage and lining
on Acomb Road and in the area were identified at the site visit with
residents and during the subsequent site visit. Including:

4].

- The height of the school sign on the westbound approach to the
junction;
Improved gateway signage for the 7.5 tonne limit on Moorgate;
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42. Recommendation 12 — Implement signage improvements where
identified.
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Council Plan

43. This report is supportive of the following priorities in the Council Plan

which focuses on key outcomes that include:
e Good health and wellbeing
e  Getting around sustainably and

e A greener and cleaner City of York Council safe communities and

culture for all.

Implications
Financial

44. There are no specific financial implications arising from the report. The
cost of signage and lining improvements can be met within existing budgets.
The financial implications of any longer term improvements will be considered
as part of the decision making process for those schemes.

45,

Human Resources (HR)

46. HR will support the service to review if anything can be done to make
the role of School Crossing Patroller more attractive.

Legal

47. The proposed items referred to above will have legal implications when
they are progressed, such as the need to make Traffic Regulation Orders
pursuant to the Council’s statutory powers.

Equalities

48. The Council recognises its Public Sector Equality Duty under Section
149 of the Equality Act 2010 (to have due regard to the need to eliminate
discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other prohibited conduct;
advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
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protected characteristic and persons who do not share it and foster good
relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic
and persons who do not share it in the exercise of a public authority’s
functions. Equalities Impact assessments will be carried out where work is
taken forward as a result of this paper.

Crime and Disorder

49. There are no implications around the decisions in this report.

Information Technology (IT)

50. There are no implications around the decisions in this report.

Property

51. There are no implications around the decisions in this report.

Other

52. There are no other implications identified.

Risk Management

53. The risks associated with the delivery of the outcomes of this report are
highlighted in the body of the report.
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COUNCIL

Decision Session — Executive Member for 21 March 2023
Transport

Report of the Assistant Director for Environment, Transport and Planning
Active Travel Programme Update
Summary

1. This report provides an update on the progress of the Active Travel
Programme and asks the Executive Member to note this update.

2. An update on the recent Active Travel Fund Tranche 4 funding bid
submission to Active Travel England is also included within this report,
and the Executive Member is asked to note this update.

3. This report also provides a Project Outline document defining the “A19
Active Travel Phase 1” scheme and asks for a decision from the
Executive Member to approve this Project Outline.

4. Additionally, this report provides a summary of a recent consultation
undertaken on the Riverside Path (Jubilee Terrace — Scarborough
Bridge) scheme and seeks a decision to approve the proposed next
steps for the scheme.

Recommendations

This section should set out clearly the author’'s recommendation for a
particular option and the reasons why.

5. The Executive is asked to:

1) Note the update on the progress of the Active Travel Programme
contained within this report.

Reason: To provide information to the public and the Member on the
current status of the Active Travel Programme.



2)

3)

4)

5)
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Note the update contained within this report covering the recent ATF4
bid submission.

Reason: To provide information to the public regarding the request for
funding submitted to Active Travel England.

Approve the “A19 Phase 1 Interventions” Project Outline (Option 1).

It should be noted that a decision on the implementation of the
crossing is not being sought at this time. A further public decision on
the proposals will be presented after feasibility work has been
completed.

Reason: To agree the scope of the project, to ensure it is aligned with
stakeholder expectations.

Note the results of the Riverside Path Consultation, the initial
feasibility work undertaken by Aecom and the current funding gap.

Reason: To understand the options for improving the route and the
priorities for the local residents.

Approve the progression of Option 2 to deliver the scheme on a
phased basis commencing with the higher priority affordable items
(lighting & CCTV) and undertake further development work within the
current budget.

Reason: Progressing with Phase 1 of the path upgrade (lighting and
CCTV) allows progress to be made on-site whilst further work is
undertaken on the feasibility of the full scheme.

Active Travel Programme Update

Background

6.

This section contains an update on the progress of the Active Travel
Programme.

A summary of the progress of all schemes within the programme can be
found as Annex C to this report. Additional information on key projects is
highlighted below.

Consultation
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8. Each individual scheme within the programme is subject to its own
consultation process. An indication of the status of consultations for each
scheme can be found in Annex C.

Analysis

Wheldrake / Heslington Active Travel Path Update

9. Inthe November 2022 Executive Session (Background Paper 2), the
Wheldrake / Heslington Active Travel Path scheme was paused pending
further funding. There was however a decision to:

“Officers are now instructed to enter discussions with landowners and
bring to a member decision session.”

10. This instruction has been carried out and letters have been sent to
relevant landowners to start these discussions.

11. Atthe time of writing, a response has been received from one of the
landowners. The details of this confidential communication cannot be
shared in this report, however the broad substance of the response was
that the landowner was open to further discussion on the detail of the
scheme.

12. As noted elsewhere within this report, this scheme has formed part of
CYC’s recent bid to Active Travel England for funding support to
undertake development work. Should this request for funding be
successful, the scheme will be progressed and feasibility work will be
resumed. Discussion with land owners will continue.

A19 Shipton Road Active Travel Corridor Scheme

13. In the November 2022 Executive Session (Background Paper 2), the
A19 Shipton Road Active Travel Corridor scheme was split into 2
phases.

14. The first phase of works relates to smaller scale interventions identified
by the local community and is nhamed “A19 Shipton Road Phase 1
Interventions” on the programme.

15. This report seeks approval for the scope of this scheme, and this
information can be found in the project outline document attached as
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17.
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Annex E.

The second phase of the scheme relates to the full corridor works and
retains the same objectives and scope as previously identified. This
phase of the works has been paused pending further funding.

Feasibility work has been completed on the full corridor scheme,
however consultation cannot start until funding is identified to progress
the scheme.

City Centre North South Cycle Route

18.

19.

20.

In the November 2022 Executive Meeting a decision was made to
confirm funding for this scheme as part of the Phase 1 works, and to
award a contract for the progression of feasibility and design work.

This contract has now been awarded and the feasibility work has begun.
It is expected that the first stage of this feasibility work will be ready for a
public consultation in June 2023.

A separate ward scheme is also underway to consider improvements to
pedestrian routes at the Aldwark / Ogleforth junction. A raised table at
the junction has been considered, however a road safety audit has
indicated that this is not a viable solution. Alternative solutions are
currently being explored.

City Centre Cycle Parking Improvements

21.

22.

23.

A Cycle Parking Design Standard has been created to inform the
principles on which the scheme design should be based. This design
standard is currently part of a targeted consultation process that is due to
complete by March 27" 2023. This consultation is also seeking input on
proposed locations for new cycle parking infrastructure.

This feedback will be taken into account during the ongoing feasibility
work that is due to be completed in April 2023.

Following the completion of this feasibility work, a full public consultation
will be undertaken on specific proposals. The current aim is to carry out
this consultation in June 2023, followed by a public decision in
approximately August 2023.

Active Travel Fund Tranche 4 Bid
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Background

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

On the 6" of February 2023 Active Travel England (ATE) invited Local
Authorities to submit bids for funding support as part of the ‘Active Travel
Fund Tranche 4’ opportunity. The letter received from ATE is attached as
Annex A to this report.

The deadline for submissions of bids to this fund was the 24" of
February 2023.

Prior to the official announcement of the funding opportunity on the 6™ of
February, ATE confidentially contacted Local Authorities with advanced
notice of the intention to announce the fund, providing sufficient
information to start formulating a bid. This initial communication was sent
to Local Authorities on the 10" of January 2023 and has been followed
up by further briefings and Q&A sessions from ATE.

Unfortunately, the timescales provided were not sufficient to allow an
opportunity for a public consultation or a public decision to be made on
the content of the bid, or indeed on the choice of schemes to be included
within the bid.

This report summarises the content of the bid that was submitted to ATE
on 24™ February; lays out the rationale for the choice of schemes that
were included; and covers the implications for York’s Active Travel
Programme.

The submitted bid can be found in Annex B. A summary of the scheme
contained and omitted from the bid can be found in Annex D.

Consultation

30.

31.

The timescales available to submit a bid for funding did not allow an
opportunity to undertake a public consultation.

The bid was created by officers in consultation with the Executive
Member for Transport and was supported by the Leader of the Council.

Analysis

32.

In the November 2022 Executive Meeting (Background Paper 2), a
decision was made to prioritise the Active Travel Programme into 2



33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.
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phases. Phase 1 projects were assigned sufficient funding to proceed,
whereas those projects prioritised as Phase 2 were paused pending
further funding. It was highlighted that future funding opportunities would
likely become available from ATE and other sources.

It should be noted that this current funding opportunity is not seen as the
only available potential source of funding for Phase 2 schemes. If a
Phase 2 scheme was not included within this bid, alternative funding
opportunities will still be explored.

The ‘indicative allocation’ for York is £367,698, with Local Authorities
encouraged to bid for more than this amount, up to 300% of this value,
which is £1,103,094. The total amount of all schemes contained with our
bid exceeds this amount, at £2,961,000. This was a deliberate choice
and reflects the level of ambition that is present on matters of Active
Travel, including a desire to improve York’s self-assessment level.
Despite this approach, there is still a practical upper limit on the amount
that York can realistically bid for, and therefore it is not sensible to
include a bid for every potential active travel scheme currently identified.

Rationale for deciding which schemes to include in the bid

There was a requirement within the bid to differentiate between schemes
that are ‘for construction’, and those that are ‘for development’, with
construction-ready schemes being more likely to attract funding. As
such, the primary factor that determined if a scheme should be included
within the bid was an evaluation of how well progressed the scheme
was, and therefore how deliverable the scheme was likely to be.

Another primary factor that was considered when deciding which
schemes to include in the bid was the specific eligibility criteria identified
by ATE. For example, schemes that were identified as scoring well on
specific LTN 1/20 assessment were more likely to be successful and
were therefore prioritised within the bid.

York’s draft Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) was
also considered when determining which schemes to include within the
bid. Ideally those schemes listed within the LCWIP should be prioritised,
however this consideration was taken into account with reference to the
need to bid for construction-ready schemes.

Attention was also given to the guidance provided by ATE in the bid
invitation letter (Annex A), specifically ‘Table 1 — Types of scheme
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proportionate to local authority capability levels’ and ‘Table 2 — Examples
of the sort of schemes that are more / less likely to attract funding’.

Schemes included within the bid

People Streets at Ostman Road — This scheme is currently ‘shelf-ready’
in terms of deliverability. Feasibility work has been completed,
consultation has been completed, a public decision has been obtained
on the solution to be implemented, and the commissioning of detailed
design is underway. The only significant barrier to delivery currently
present is the absence of sufficient funding to construct the scheme.

All relevant details of this scheme can be found in Background Paper 3.

Manor Lane / Shipton Road — This scheme has completed Feasibility
work and is due to go through public consultation and public decision.
Feasibility work indicates that this scheme is likely to be readily
deliverable with few significant obstacles likely to emerge.

The current budget assigned to this scheme is only sufficient to deliver
approximately half of the scheme, hence the opportunity to apply for
additional government support to delivery the full benefits.

A full description of the proposed scheme can found in Background
Paper 1. The aforementioned Feasibility report will be released as part of
the upcoming consultation and public decision process.

Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge Riverside Path — Due to the fact
that a significant amount of feasibility work has already been undertaken,
this scheme is a good fit for construction funding support.

It is noted that the funding required to deliver this scheme is significant,
and in excess of the ‘indicative value’ assigned to CYC by ATE for ATF4
support.

Tang Hall Lane / Foss Islands Path — Similarly, this scheme has
progressed through feasibility work and there is a certain level of
confidence that the scheme is deliverable on the ground.

A consultation and decision session is still due to be undertaken, and this
will be able to progress if sufficient funding support is obtained.
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Development Bids — 5 schemes were included within the bid for
‘development’ support. This means that funding was sought to undertake
feasibility work for the scheme, but not for full construction.

These 5 schemes include ‘Haxby to Strensall Village Active Travel
Route’, ‘Wheldrake / Heslington Path’, ‘Acomb Road Scheme’, ‘Fulford
Road / Frederick House’ and ‘Monkgate Roundabout’

Details of all the bid submissions can be found within the bid itself, at
Annex B.

A19 Phase 1 Active Travel Scheme

Background

51.

52.

53.

In the November 2022 Executive Meeting (Background Paper 2) a
decision was made to split the ‘A19 Shipton Road Cycle Route’ scheme
into 2 phases. The first phase, ‘A19 Shipton Road Phase 1 Interventions’
was assigned £100k of funding.

This report proposes a scope of works for this scheme and asks for a
decision to approve the Project Outline document found in Annex E to
this report.

This decision will ensure that officers are progressing a scheme that
aligns with the Executive Members expectations.

Consultation

54.

55.

56.

The Project Outline was created in consultation with the Executive
Member and input from Councillor Smalley. Councillor Smalley’s
comments on the attached document were in support of the proposals.
He indicated that it fits what had been discussed with local residents, and
agreed with a suggestion to future proof the crossing so that it can be
turned into a Toucan in the future if needed.

The Project Outline was then circulated to Councillors for the Rawcliffe
and Clifton Without Ward, and Parish Councillors for the Clifton Without
Parish Council and Rawcliffe Parish Council.

Feedback from Parish Councillor Hagon indicated that “Nearly everyone
wanted the junction - very few said it wasn’t needed”.



S7.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Page 25

Further feedback from Councillor Hagon indicated that there was some
debate within the community about the preferred location of the crossing,
either north or south of the Fylingdale Avenue junction.

Comments supporting locating the crossing to the north of the junction
included:

- “School children will use it more and dog walker too if it's there”

- “It won’t be directly in front of residential property”

- “It will help cars exit Fylingdale Avenue, slowing down speeding traffic”
- “if to the south, it will be harder to turn right out of Fylingdale Avenue,
and it will be near the bus stop which might cause accidents as cars try
to overtake stationary buses”

Comments supporting locating the crossing to the south of the junction
included:

- “The bus stop to town and Aldi are that way, so it will be used more by
putting it there”

- “The footpath to the north is too narrow”

Other comments included “How far will the crossing be from the

junction”, “A speed reduction on Shipton Road would affect my opinion”
and “what about a mini roundabout on the junction to slow traffic down?”

It should be noted that a decision on the location of the crossing is not
being sought at this time. A further public decision on the proposals will
be presented after feasibility work has been completed.

A public consultation was not undertaken on this project outline, however
a public consultation will be undertaken when preliminary design work
has been completed.

Analysis

63.

64.

65.

This project aims to improve pedestrian access across the A19 Shipton
Road for people travelling between Fylingdale Avenue and Northolme
Drive in both directions.

The nearby residential streets, hospital and other local amenities are
located on each side of the A19, resulting in a pedestrian desire line
across this main arterial route.

Provision of a standalone signalised pedestrian crossing over the A19
will improve safety, convenience and amenity of the pedestrian route at
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this location.

Primary risks to the scheme involve the requirement to divert utilities,
which could significantly impact scheme costs. This will be considered
during the feasibility stage to effectively manage this risk.

It is unlikely that the scheme described within the Project Outline will
score highly against any of the assessment criteria within LTN 1/20. This
Is due to the fact that the scheme does not contain any cycling
infrastructure. This scheme is primarily intended to serve pedestrian use,
as described within the scheme objectives.

Although this is not a cycling scheme, walking is a mode of active travel,
and pedestrians are at the top of the Road User Hierarchy. This scheme
can therefore be considered a valid use of active travel.

Riverside Path (Jubilee Terrace — Scarborough Bridge)

Background

69.

70.

71.

12.

The riverside path is a key route on the pedestrian and cycle network
connecting the west of the city from Jubilee Terrace to the city centre
and the Scarborough Bridge river crossing.

Following an initial feasibility review a public consultation exercise was
undertaken in December 2022 and January 2023 to seek feedback from
local residents and users of the riverside path to understand their
priorities for any improvements.

The feasibility study has identified that a scheme to deliver the
aspirations of the community would cost approx. £2.39m including
contingency and risk allowances. A bid for additional funding has been
submitted to Active Travel England however an announcement is
pending. An option for delivering the highest priority improvements in the
short term is presented in the report.

Upgrades to the cycle and walking network in the local area will be made
as part of the York Central development, including the introduction of
alternative high-quality routes unaffected by river flooding. However, the
importance of the existing riverside route to residents and cyclists will
remain for residents in the area. The council has acquired the land and
set aside £600K to make improvements to the path.
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Consultants were commissioned in 2022 to undertake a feasibility study
and assist with a public consultation exercise. Key areas for
consideration include improved lighting, CCTV, seating, security,
widening or segregating the path, reducing the impact of flooding and
surfacing.

The initial work has identified a number of potential improvements which
have been estimated to have a total cost of £2.39m. This estimate
includes significant contingency allowances, for example for flood
compensation storage, within the estimates but it is clear that the current
allocation is insufficient to deliver the full aspirations of the local
community. A bid for £1.758m has recently been submitted to Active
Travel England to enable the full scheme to be delivered.

Consultation

75.

76.

17.

78.

Following initial feasibility work a public consultation exercise was
undertaken in December 2022 and January 2023 to seek feedback from
local residents and users of the riverside path to understand their
priorities, concerns about the existing path and gather feedback on
potential options for path improvements. The feedback received will help
shape a detailed design and inform a planning application for the
scheme when funding is secured.

The consultation began on Friday 2 December 2022 and concluded at
11:59pm on Sunday 8 January 2023. Members of the public and
stakeholders were asked to submit their comments online at
www.york.gov.uk/RiversidePath, or via email or post. There were also
two public drop-in events, where attendees could fill out and submit hard
copy response forms. These took place at St. Barnabas Church (Jubilee
Terrace, Leeman Rd, York, YO26 4YZ) on the dates and times shown
below:

a. Saturday 10 December, 10:30am to 3:30pm.

b. Tuesday 13 December, 12:30pm to 7pm.

The consultation information used on the website and at the exhibitions
is attached at Annex F.

Between 30 and 40 people attended the exhibitions on each day. A total
of 444 consultation responses were received. This is made up of 441
responses via the online or hard copy response form, and three detailed
response emails. Five hard copy response forms were received after the
close of the consultation. They are not included in the analysis in the
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consultation report, but have been read and considered by the project
team.

The consultation report contains a breakdown of the responses,
including quantitative and qualitative data identifying common themes. It
also includes a brief summary of the type of respondent, including their
stated use of the path, frequency of use, as well as other demographic
data.

Summary of Consultation Responses

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

The detailed results of the consultation are included in the Consultation
Report in Annex F. A summary of the key items is included in the
following paragraphs.

The responses were fairly evenly split across people who identified as
male or female and people who cycled and walked. Approx. 20% of the
respondents indicated that they had a mental or physical disability.

The path is used for a variety of purposes with getting to work and
leisure being the highest responses. 83% of the respondents indicated
that they strongly support the plans to improve the path.

There were a variety of areas identified as needing improvement with
lighting, usability during flood events, the condition of the path and the
availability of space for different users being identified by the most
respondents.

Nearly 100 respondents identified other areas needing improvement with
the most common themes being maintenance, the underpass under
Scarborough Br and the provision of benches and resting places.

When asked to identify their top three priorities lighting, providing more
space for pedestrians and cyclists on the existing route, and raising the
path to reduce impact of flooding came out the highest.
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Please select your top three priority areas for improvements to the
Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge riverside path

The results were different between genders and disabled users but the
highest 3 priorities remained the same. However more female and
gender-neutral respondents identified CCTV/security as a higher priority
than male respondents. More male respondents identified raising the
path as a higher priority than female respondents.

Widening of the path had generally higher positive support (214)
compared to the separate path (132) but with some respondents
identifying concerns about conflict between users and impact on trees.
75 respondents identified a clear preference for the separate path option.

When asked for whether there were any other items which should be
considered maintenance was the most common followed by
iImprovements to the Scarborough Br underpass and flood signage.

Feasibility Study - Summary

89.

90.

Aecom were commissioned to undertake a feasibility study investigating
potential improvements to the Riverside Path. The feasibility report is
attached as Annex G and it includes drawings.

The feasibility study had the following objectives which were to be
reviewed following the consultation phase:

Improved Lighting

Improved Security — CCTV / Lighting

Improved Environment — Including review of NR fence
Improved Accessibility — Barrier upgrade

Improved Drainage — Surface water drainage

Improved Removal of Flood Water / Silt — Drainage / Warping

~PQoo o
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g. Increased availability of the route (Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough
Br / Post Office Lane) during hight river levels.

h. Increased capacity (Width / Layout?) — Consideration of widening
existing route or separating peds / cyclists entirely (eg changing
existing route to be for cyclists only and providing dedicated
pedestrian route closer to the river bank)

i. Delivery without closing the route

]. Improved Management of Pedestrian / Cyclist conflicts at
Scarborough Bridge arch. Realignment, signage, barrier
arrangements etc.

91. There are two main character areas of the path
a. Jubilee Terrace — 150m length of single carriageway cul-de-sac
b. Cinder Lane Foot / Cycle Path — 600m length of approx. 3m
segregated path.

92. There are a number of issues and constraints along the path:
a. Flooding at Low Point — route affected on an average of approx. 10
days a year
b. High number of users — over 1000 cyclists and 1500 pedestrians
using the route on a daily basis.
Inconsistent lighting
Lack of CCTV
. Lack of seating / rest areas
Tree line close to the existing path, which could restrict
opportunities to widen the path in some locations.
g. Poor alignment at the Scarborough Bridge underpass and narrow
arch.

~® Q2o

93. A Cycle Level of Service Assessment (CL0S) was undertaken for the
path assessing the route for five key requirements (cohesion, directness,
safety, comfort and attractiveness). The path has been split into two
sections for the assessment (on carriageway (1A) and off road (1B)).

94. In summary, the existing sections fail to meet the 70% or above
threshold specified within the CL0S Audit criteria. Section 1A scores are
lower due to lack of continuity, markings / signage and high levels of
kerbside activity. Whereas Section 1B scores are lower due to lack of
sufficient width for cyclists, poor lighting and surface quality, with the
results as follows:

a. Section 1A: 54%
b. Section 1B: 68%
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95. A number of key constraints and risks were identified during the
feasibility stage which will require further work during the detailed design
stage:

a. Potential impact on flood storage
b. Potential impact on trees of path widening
c. Potential impact on Network Rail Fence

Feasibility Options
Section A = Jubilee Terrace

96. Proposals within Section A - Jubilee Terrace were identical in either
option, with the aims of reducing vehicle dominance through reduction
and formalisation of parking, increased conspicuity of the cycle route
through signage and road markings strategy, additional wayfinding /
flood level signage, speed reduction measures and improved pedestrian
crossing facilities.

Section B — Cinder Lane Path

97. Proposals in Section B — Cinder Lane Path followed two approaches as
depicted below:
a. Approach 1 — Widening the existing shared use path
b. Approach 2 — Provision of a separate path over a section of the
route

Approach |

Widening the existing shared use path, subject to site
constraints (see cross section opposite and Indicative

layout ). gy,

N
EXISTING PROPOSED - WIDENED PATH =2

3m 4.0-43m
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Approach 2

< < s i Indicative layout 2
Creating a new parallel path in addition to the existing

path so that pedestrians and cyclists can be separated

for a significant section of the route, subject to site s \a"”m{.{.

constraints (see cross section opposite and Indicative § """" ?-,\
| N

layout 2).

».
. 3:‘
EXISTIN G PROPOSED - NEW FOOTPATH S \Q\’
ST
X e
Key - study area 8 ;
NN BN jubilee Terrace improvements X f f]
S Ll
NN MMM Shared use path S
m— wm— Footpath L2 A
a3 $ 4 A EEEN BN Two-way cycle track
- $ ! 1 BENN BEEN  Segregated path
- 3m- L 3m | _2m | s &
Existing converted New footpath other Y Y, iEdstingtraes
to 2-way cycle track side of the tree line

98. Other specific measures identified during the concept / feasibility design
process included:

a. Upgrade existing lighting or install new lighting where required
(including under Scarborough Bridge)

b. Reduce conflict between pedestrians and cyclists at Scarborough
Bridge underpass

c. Install additional low level bollard lighting on a footpath if this
approach is taken forward

d. Install CCTV in key locations along the path

e. Raise path level at localised low points (on both sides of
Scarborough Bridge)

f. Provide better advance warning systems to let people know when
sections of the route are likely to be flooded

g. Additional seating / benches along the path

h. Improved pedestrian crossings to / from St Barnabas Primary
School

I. Introduce Traffic Regulation Orders to reduce parking space
availability on Jubilee Terrace and reconsider reallocation of road
space.

99. A Cycle Level of Service Assessment (CL0S) was undertaken on the
options indicating that the assessment would be above the threshold for
both approaches:

a. Section 1A — 70%
b. Section 1B — Approach 1: 88%
c. Section 1B — Approach 2: 92%

100. Initial work has been undertaken to understand the options and costs of
raising the low section of the path to reduce the number of times a year it
Is affected by flooding. If the path was raised to a similar level to the
Scarborough Bridge underpass then the impact of the flooding could be
reduced from approx. 9 days to approx. 3 days a year (based upon the
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last 10 years of river level data). However, there is the potential need,
subject to Environment Agency approval, for flood storage to be provided
in the area to compensate for the removal of flood storage volume where
the path is raised. Further hydraulic modelling and discussion with the
Environment Agency is required before the extent of flood compensation
Is confirmed.

Cost Estimate

101.Budget cost estimates have been prepared for the approaches identified
in the feasibility report.

Cost
Element Estimate
and | Riverside Path (Scarborough Br to Jubilee Terrace)

Potential Indicative Cost Estimates . )
Phase (inc uplifts
& 25% risk)
Feasibility Study/Surveys etc. £50,000
1 Whole route Street lighting £121,000
Supplementary CCTV £81,000

Sub Total 1 £202,000
Raising of low point (either side of Scarborough

2 Bridge)* approx 250m length, including reconstruction £683,000
of NR fence (~=275m)**
Estimated cost of compensatory flood storage (tbc) *** £277,000

Sub Total 2 £960,000
Widening of the existing shared use path (west of

3 Element 1)* approx.400m length including £752,000
reconstruction of remaining NR fence (~125m)

Estimated cost of compensatory flood storage (tbc) *** £270,000

Sub Total 3| £1,022,000

4 Jubilee Terrace Area £154,000

Sub Total 4 £154,000

GRAND TOTAL Approx. (Sub Totals 1-4 and £ 388.000
assuming widening of existing path) T

Analysis

102.There is insufficient funding to deliver the full community ambition for the
path improvements: Funding available £600k, Cost Estimate approx.
£2,390k. Two of the higher priority items, raising and widening of the
path, are not affordable within the current budgets. The following options
have been considered to progress the project. Note: A bid for additional
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funding has been submitted to Active Travel England which if received in
full would enable the full scheme to be implemented.

103.There is strong support for improvements to the Riverside Path to
enhance the link between the Leeman Rd island community and the city
centre/Scarborough Bridge.

104.0Option 2 delivering the scheme on a phased basis would enable the
higher priority affordable items to be delivered in 23/24 as a first phase
subject to planning and approvals with the remainder progressed when
funding is available. The consultation identified improved lighting as one
of the highest priorities for the route followed by raising the path and
widening the path. CCTV coverage was also supported by a significant
proportion of respondents. It is proposed that these elements of the
scheme would be delivered in line with the priorities identified if funding
was not available to deliver the full scheme. Subject to detailed design
and consideration of the impact on trees it is proposed to progress a
widened path scheme. If funding becomes available to deliver the full
scheme a further report will be presented to the Executive Member to
gain approval for the layout prior to progressing to implementation. There
is a risk that delivering elements of the overall scheme independently will
result in additional costs and potential abortive work if the full scheme is
delivered at a later date. The design of early phases will be future
proofed as much as possible to minimise these risks.

105.0Option 3 would enable the cost of the scheme to be more accurately
established which would help with the submission of future bids for
funding. However, this option would not meet the aspirations of the
community for improvements and would mean some of the affordable
elements would not be delivered and existing funding allocations would
not be used for any immediate benefit for the residents in the area.

106.0Option 4 would not make use of existing funding allocations and not
meet the aspirations of residents in the area.

107.0ption 2 is therefore recommended to be progressed.
Options

108.0Option 1 — Approve the “A19 Phase 1 Interventions” Project Outline
attached to this report as Annex E.
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109.0Option 2 — Riverside Path — Deliver the scheme on a phased basis
progressing the higher priority improvements that can be afforded within
the budget available as phase 1 and developing further phases for
delivery when funding is identified. (Recommended)

Option 2 (costing up to £550Kk) using the existing funding would enable,
Phase 1 to be progressed. In this option The lighting would be improved
following detailed assessment and the provision of CCTV would be
investigated and delivered if affordable and permitted. It would also
include further development work to be undertaken to provide more
certainty for the flooding and tree impacts costs. In addition, some of the
lower cost elements identified in the consultation, such as improved
signing, would also be investigated and delivered. It would not be
proposed to deliver the changes to the Jubilee Terrace section in this
option as it was identified as the lowest priority in the consultation.

Opportunities for further funding to deliver the raising and / or widening
would also be investigated.

110.0Option 3 — Riverside Path — Undertake further design work but delay the
delivery of any improvements until sufficient funding was identified to
deliver some or all of the scheme.

This option (costing approximately £50k) would enable further design
work to be undertaken to provide more cost certainty, particularly for the
flood compensation element. This would potentially reduce the funding
ask for the scheme. However this option would not deliver any
improvements to the area in the short term.

111.0Option 4 — Riverside Path — Do Nothing

This option would terminate the scheme at this stage recognising that the
funding was insufficient to deliver the full enhancement for the area.

Council Plan

112. Delivery of the Active Travel Programme supports the key Council
Objective of “Getting Around Sustainably” and “Good health and
wellbeing”.

113. The Riverside Path proposals relate well to many of the Council’s key
core outcomes, as set out in the Council Plan 2019-23 and the Local
Transport Plan.
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a. An open and effective council: listening to residents to ensure it

delivers the services they want and works in partnership with local
communities.

b. A greener and cleaner city: providing improved links to promote

sustainable travel

c. Good health and wellbeing: promotion of cycling and walking to

improve health and wellbeing of residents

Implications

Financial

The recommended options outlined in the report are within the
allocated capital budgets. The capital budget for the riverside path is
£600k and element 1 can be delivered within this budget. Further
funding will need to be identified to deliver the other elements. The
A19 Phase 1 Interventions project scope is within the £100k budget
allocated for this scheme phase.

Human Resources (HR)
There are no Human Resources implications

Equalities

The Council needs to take into account the Public Sector Equality
Duty under Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 (to have due regard
to the need to eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and
any other prohibited conduct; advance equality of opportunity
between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and
persons who do not share it and foster good relations between
persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and persons
who do not share it in the exercise of a public authority’s functions).

An Equalities Impact Assessment has been carried out and is
annexed to this report at Annex H.

Legal

Procurement

Any proposed works and services will need to be commissioned via
a compliant procurement process under the Public Contract
Regulations 2015 and the council’'s Contract Procedure Rules. The
Commercial Procurement team will need to be consulted alongside
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Legal Services, and the Insurance team so appropriate documents,
contracts and processes can be completed. A procurement strategy
will be completed to determine the best route to market and to
ensure the council is achieving value for money whilst delivering the
contract.

Grant funding

Legal Services will carry out a review of any proposed grant funding
arrangements and in respect of the UK Subsidy Control Rules
(previously State aid) to confirm whether any mitigating actions need
to be taken prior to entering into the arrangements.

CCTV

Officers will need to consider the provisions of the General Data
Protection Regulations 2018, the Regulation of Investigatory Powers
Act 2000 and the Protection of Freedoms Act when deciding where to
position CCTV cameras.

. Crime and Disorder
The aim of the recommended option for the Riverside Path scheme is
to improve the safety of local residents, particularly at night.

. Information Technology (IT)
The Riverside Path scheme will involve connection to the council’s
CCTV network which will be delivered through existing supply
contracts in consultation with the Head of IT.

. Property
There are no Property implications

Risk Management

114.The Active Travel Programme is managed in line with the Corporate Risk
Management Strategy and each individual project is subject to risk
management in line with appropriate project management
methodologies.

115.The A19 Phase 1 Interventions’ scheme is currently funded from Active
Travel England sourced funding. The Project Outline proposed as part of
this report describes a project that does not match the commitments
made to Active Travel England.
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116.There is a risk that Active Travel England will not support the proposed
scheme and deem that is not in line with their expectations of what their
funding would contribute towards.

117. The implications, should this risk cause materialise, is a potential
reduction in future funding support.

118. Contact has been made with ATE to attempt to discuss and address this
concern, however this discussion has not yet happened.

119.The key risks for the Riverside Path relate to resolving the funding gap
and the extent of the flood compensation requirements. In mitigation
Option 2 proposes to phase the project to match the funding available
and undertake further work to confirm the requirements for flood
compensation storage prior to implementation.

Contact Details

Authors: Chief Officer Responsible for the report:
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Annexes

Annex A — ATF4 Bid Invitation Letter

Annex B — Active Travel Fund Tranche 4 Bid

Annex C — Active Travel Programme Summary

Annex D — ATF4 Bid Scheme Summary

Annex E — Project Outline — A19 Shipton Road Phase 1 Interventions
Annex F — Riverside Path Consultation Report

Annex G — Riverside Path Feasibility Report

Annex H — Equalities Impact Assessment

List of Abbreviations Used in this Report

ATE - Active Travel England

DfT — Department for Transport

CYC - City of York Councill

ATF4 — Active Travel Fund Tranche 4

LCWIP — Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan
NR — Network Rail
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West Offices (City of York Council)
Station Rise,

York

YO1l 6GA

Email:

Travel contact@activetravelengland.gov.uk
England 6 February 2023

Dear Neil Ferris,
Active Travel Fund 4: Local Authority Funding for 22/23

This letter follows my letter dated 10" January inviting your authority to submit bids for
Active Travel Fund 4, a capital funding opportunity to support uptake of active travel
for everyday trips.

| would like to thank you and your teams for your hard work and collaborative approach
over the past few weeks while we have prepared for ATF4 under embargo. | am
pleased to say that today we formally announced the funding round. £200m is
available for local authorities in 22/23 to build priority walking, wheeling and cycling
schemes.

As you are aware, the majority of this funding is for construction of new schemes to
progress existing walking, wheeling and cycling networks (for example missing
crossings or links). We are happy to consider schemes that may have been developed
in previous years or have been unsuccessful in previous funding rounds. We will also
offer development funding for early-stage or complex schemes which require further
extensive modelling and/or consultation but are not yet ready for construction. This will
help Active Travel England to develop a more complete picture of forward project
pipelines for investment and construction in later years and build a clear case for
funding up to 24/25.

The closing date for bids remains 24" February. This is to ensure we can make
payments by the end of this financial year. Your teams have already received full
guidance and briefing on the application process and, alongside your indicative
allocation set out below, we hope this will allow you to prepare robust bids by the
deadline.

The indicative allocation for York is £367,698.

You are encouraged to bid for more than this allocation (to a maximum of 300% the
indicative allocation) where you have high quality schemes ready for construction.
Exceptionally strong bids may be eligible to attract funding above the indicative
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allocation. ATE will consider funding any scheme that has high potential to increase
walking, wheeling and cycling trips, with a particular emphasis on walking and
wheeling. Annex A defines what sorts of scheme we consider proportionate to local
authority capability levels and is based on the self-assessment process which your
authority undertook last summer. In Annex B, we have provided examples of the sorts
of schemes that are more / less likely to attract funding, which | hope you will find
useful.

Please note that all schemes must comply with Manual for Streets, LTN 1/20, and the
DfT Inclusive Mobility Guidance. Authorities will be required to show that their designs
consider a range of users. For example, in response to research indicating women
often do not feel safe walking, wheeling or cycling; we expect to see schemes that
take this into account and ensure women feel safer and more confident using active
travel modes. We will consider any scheme that reflects the desired outcomes of Gear
Change. Examples include a town/city centre placemaking scheme, protected cycle
track/junction, a rural path, a network of quiet routes to schools or other popular
destinations, or other proposals such as addressing a collection of existing smaller
design issues on your network.

Once again, I'd like to thank you and your teams for your hard work and for your
patience. The whole team at ATE looks forward to working together with you over the
coming months and years.

Best regards,

Wi

Danny Williams
Chief Executive
Active Travel England



Page 43

Annex A — Types of scheme proportionate to local authority capability levels

Sub-category

Applicable to
authorities
What does this scheme sub- only in the
category look like? following
capability
‘levels'

Urban, high density, complex

High complexity junctions, side roads 2,34
NeV\_/ segre_g_ated Medium Suburban, medium density, fewer 234
cycling facility* complexity  [junctions/turning movements o
Low complexity Out of t_own _Iocatlon, low density, 1.2,3.4
few/no junctions
Separation in time and space for all
High complexity [active travel movements, protected 2,34
_ _ junctions.
NeWJunCESn Medium Protection of key movements for 1234
treatment complexity  walking and cycling across a junction. b
Low complexity Minor advantages to enable defensive 1234

positioning.

New permanent

High complexity

Large-scale town centre
pedestrianisation including area-wide 23,4
traffic and car parking removal

make an existing
walking/cycle route
safer

footway Medium Conversion of carriageway to footway 234
complexity  |on a medium to large scale o
Low complexity Addr_essmg severance in existing 1234
walking routes
Provision of a traffic-free rural or
Medium suburban route linking settlements as
. . . 2,3,4
complexity  |an alternative to hostile road
New shared use conditions.
(walking & cycling) IAn off-road route for example through
facilities parks or green spaces. Schemes
Low complexity [should connect settlements and/or 1,2,3,4
tackle severance in walking/cycling
networks
Medium/high Use of permanent ke_rbs, side roadf
lexit treatments, junction improvements for 2,3,4
Improvements to complexity

walking/cycling

Installation of infrastructure (e.g.
wands), or changes to speed limits to

(including by TROs
(both permanent

Low complexity improve conditions for walking and 1,2,34
cycling.
Area-wide traffic !_arge_ scale, area-wide traffic removal
management _ _ [na hlghly populated/town centre
High complexity |location OR very large scale 3,4

fast/heavy traffic removal from rural

‘quiet lanes’
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and
experimental))

Medium
complexity

IArea-wide through traffic removal on a
smaller/less ambitious scale, including
smaller town centres.

2,3,4

Low complexity

Modal filtering that is not part of an
area-wide scheme

1,2,3,4

Bus priority
measures that also
enable active travel
(e.g. bus gates)

Medium
complexity

A bus priority measure that
significantly improves conditions for
walking and cycling as a result (e.g. as
a result of the bus gate, x miles of
road is now suitable for cycling in
mixed traffic as described at table 4.1
LTN1/20).

2,3,4

Provision of secure
cycle parking
facilities

Medium
complexity

Large-scale provision of free and
publicly accessible on-street cycle
parking or secure parking at
schools/workplaces/hospitals/transport]
interchanges.

12,34

Low complexity

Sheffield/Hornsey stands or similar in
public places

1,2,3,4

New road crossings

Low complexity

Crossing addresses a severance
issue and will create a continuous
walking/cycling route (e.g. new
signalised crossing of a main road
between LTN cells)

12,34

Low complexity

E.g. Introducing a pedestrian phase
on existing signalised crossing, side
road treatments, only if part of high
propensity walking route

1,2,3,4

Restriction or
reduction of car
parking availability
(e.g. controlled
parking zones),
usually only as a
component of other
schemes.

Low complexity

Introduction of a controlled parking
zone in a way that will specifically be
of benefit to walking and cycling,
including as part of wider scheme
proposals for an area. Examples might
include the elimination of pavement
parking to improve walking
connectivity, or as a complimentary
traffic management measure to
reduce overall number of car parking
spaces and/or reduce commuter
parking in residential areas (e.g. close
to destinations such as shops/NHS
sites/transport interchanges).

12,34

School Streets

Low complexity

Timed restriction of motor vehicle
access to a road or roads outside or
close to a school, including in rural

areas

12,34
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Annex B — Examples of the sorts of schemes that are more / less likely to attract

funding

Scheme

cycling track

Rural walking or

More likely to be successful

next town, local school or other key
destination (employment, retail or
leisure)

A route between a village and the

Less likely to be successful

/A route with low propensity to
walk or cycle, e.g., low demand,
no sizeable destinations on the
route or does not fit within a wider
network

Shared use path
(urban or rural)

Safe and accessible route linking
settlements as an alternative to
hostile road conditions, including
off-road routes (ensuring any
existing barriers are made
accessible)

Shared use with <3m widths or
mixing cycling on footways with
high footfall (e.g. high streets and
canal towpaths).

Crossings near
schools

A network of crossings on key
routes to local schools that create
quieter routes

One crossing near a school that
is not on a desire line

An urban cycle
track crossing
multiple complex
junctions

High capability authority (e.g. level
2/3); appropriate side road and
junction treatments

Low capability authority (e.g. level
1); scheme limited to mainly
carriageway stretches between
junctions; high cost in relation to
uplift in cycling rates

Area-wide traffic
management
schemes

Traffic management to create
neighbourhood networks

Speed limit changes and parking
restrictions only
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ATF4 Capital Funding Proforma - Programme level

Details about your Authority

Q1. What is the name of your transport authority?

York Unitary Authority

Q2. Please provide the following contact information for the Reporting Officer at your
authority

Name Christian Wood
Telephone number 01904 551652

Email address christian.wood@york.gov.uk

Q3. Please provide the following contact information for the Senior Responsible Officer at
your authority

Name Michael Howard
Telephone number 01904 553478

Email address michael.howard@york.gov.uk
Q4. Please provide the following contact information for the Section 151 Officer (or
equivalent) at your authority

Name Debbie Mitchell
Telephone number 01904 554161

Email address debbie.mitchell@york.gov.uk

Overview of Authority bid
Q5. What is the total amount of capital funding your authority is seeking from Active Travel
England Active Travel Fund 4 for 22/237?

2989000

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=hTku32HHUKycUgBnkf1SUw%3d%3d&i=ycRYeSHz86Y %3d&g=dDkYCray4urkaO%2fuHvUz4S... 1/6
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Q6. Please provide the names of all schemes you are seeking funding for. Please include
the location of the scheme (e.g. River Tyne Scheme — Hexham) and put the schemes in
order of priority.

Please provide the same name and priority order as in the 'scheme level' survey.

Scheme 1  People Streets / Ostman Road
Scheme 2  Manor Lane / Shipton Road
Scheme 3  Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge
Scheme 4  Tang Hall Lane / Foss Islands Path
Scheme 5 Acomb Road

Scheme 6  Monkgate Roundabout

Scheme 7  Wheldrake / Heslington Path
Scheme 8 Haxby Station to Strensall Village
Scheme 9  Fulford Road / Frederick House
Scheme 10 -

Scheme 11 -

Scheme 12 -

Scheme 13 -

Scheme 14 -

Scheme 15 -

Scheme 16 -

Scheme 17 -

Scheme 18 -

Scheme 19 -

Scheme 20 -

Scheme 21 -

Scheme 22 -

Scheme 23 -

Scheme 24 -

Scheme 25 -

Scheme 26 -

Scheme 27 -

Scheme 28 -

Scheme 29 -

Scheme 30 -

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=hTku32HHUKycUgBnkf1SUw%3d%3d&i=ycRYeSHz86Y %3d&g=dDkYCray4urkaO%2fuHvUz4S... 2/6
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Q7. Please provide an overview of how the programme of schemes you are bidding for
delivers on your local strategic objectives for active travel investment. (500 words max).

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Your response should reference your authority’s LCWIP or equivalent network plan and
other wider plans, e.g., for local development, public health, carbon reduction and
economic development.

City of York Council Plan for 2019-2023

« Getting around sustainably - All schemes presented in our bid will encourage walking, wheeling and
cycling by making them safer and more appealing travel options.

» Good health and wellbeing —All schemes presented in our bid will encourage adults and children to
make more active and healthier travel choices. E.g. the People Streets at Ostman Road scheme will
encourage primary and infant school children to walk, cycle or scoot to school, increasing their levels of
activity and health.

« A greener and cleaner city — All schemes presented in our bid will contribute to this goal, through
encouraging a shift from commuting by car to more sustainable modes. Walking, wheeling and cycling
will be made more appealing, e.g. the People Streets at Ostman Road scheme will involve planting
additional trees along Ostman Road, plus various elements of shrubbery and public realm improvements.
Such improvements will encourage the public to take pride in the area, and discourage littering and
vandalism.

» Safe communities and culture for all — All schemes presented in our bid will contribute to this goal,
through making walking, wheeling and cycling trips feel safer. E.g. the Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough
Bridge Riverside Path scheme seeks to make improvements to an existing active travel route which will
include;

o path widening and better segregation between pedestrians and cyclists,

o improved lighting along the route

o installation of CCTV to discourage antisocial behaviour and make residents feel safer

o improved drainage and removal of low spots which were previously prone to flooding.

10 Year Strategies

* York Climate Change Strategy - We are committed to building inclusive, healthy and sustainable
communities by promoting the positive social and economic benefits of climate action and by supporting
individuals who need it the most. We aim to reduce our carbon emissions associated with transport by
71% by 2030. Specific objectives include:

o Reduce overall travel miles

o Increase uptake of active travel and public transport

* Health and Wellbeing Strategy - Our goal is to reduce sedentary behaviour and increase physical
activity by 5% across the whole population.

» Economic Strategy — Our aim is to support the next generation to create a fairer, greener and cleaner
economy.

LCWIP

« York’s LCWIP is currently in the network development and prioritisation phases. A draft baseline report
has been produced which takes into consideration outputs from the Propensity to Cycle tool, data from
the 2011 census which identifies OD pairs of cyclable distance, travel plan data and potential trips to
some of our larger trip attractors and Local Plan strategic sites.

* Both the Acomb Road and Monkgate Roundabout schemes currently form part of routes identified in the
top 10 strategic cycle routes in the LCWIP baseline report.

» The draft Local Transport Strategy has recently been approved and will now go through consultation.

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=hTku32HHUKycUgBnkf1SUw%3d%3d&i=ycRYeSHz86Y %3d&g=dDkYCray4urkaO%2fuHvUz4S...  3/6
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Q9. Please describe how you will consider protected groups for the programme of schemes
you are bidding for (max 500 words).

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Your response should include details of the following: How you intend to identify the
protected groups who may be impacted by the schemes outlined in your bid? How you
intend to consult and implement feedback from these groups? How will you ensure that you
have fully assessed the impact of the scheme on protected groups? How will you ensure
that accessibility requirements will be met? This should include accessibility throughout
construction and the impact on the wider area. Any evidence of how this has been
achieved previously will be valuable in supporting this narrative.

« Equality Impact Assessments are undertaken for each project in order to identify both positive and
negative impacts on groups with protected characteristics. These then help us to shape and design the
scheme.

» The council have recently set up a Disability Independent Advisory Group (DIAG) to enable improved
engagement and co-production with residents and visitors to the city and to enable their ideas/comments
to feed into scheme design at an early stage and during construction.

» The council have also recently set up an internal group to support disabled employees called the DSN.
As well as supporting employees who work for the council, the DSN will help to inform the council on
internal and external consultations and feed into Equality Impact Assessments.

« As standard practice, we publicly consult on schemes once we have concept designs, and in this
consultation we include surveys asking for feedback on how the scheme will affect each person. These
surveys are online, but paper letters are also sent out to a project’s most relevant public stakeholders
(e.g. local residents) with details of who to contact if a paper copy or any other mitigations are needed.
Surveys are also advertised on social media and the council website to reach more people who may
have a protected characteristic.

« As part of these surveys, we include an About You section where we gather details on the demographics
of our responders. Using this, we can see that real people with protected characteristics have completed
the survey, and that they have/haven’t pointed out accessibility issues. If accessibility issues are raised,
these issues are noted and addressed in the next stage of the scheme (e.g. Detailed Design,
Construction).

« In our standard external consultation contact list, we include representative groups of the relevant
protected characteristics, such as Age UK York, Mysight York, Be Independent, Pocklington Trust, York
Blind and Partially Sighted Society, Wilberforce Trust, York Disability Rights Forum, York People First.
These groups are sent the link to the survey, and are invited to provide more detailed feedback on the
scheme’s designs or consultation process from the perspective of their represented group. If desired, we
offer them meetings to discuss their thoughts. Their comments are then taken into account when
progressing schemes.

*» Case Study — Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge Public Consultation (2/12/22 — 8/1/23) An online
survey asking for feedback regarding various aspects of the scheme design was created. Paper copies of
this survey were made available at 3 locations close to where the scheme would be implemented. Plus, 2
drop-in events were held in the targeted location on different days to gather feedback personally.
Feedback gathered from this consultation included priorities for improvements between men and women.
It was found that local women prioritised lighting improvements, to feel more safe walking in low light.
Therefore, designs took this into account and have worked significant lighting improvements into the
scheme.

Bid conditions

Q10. As outlined in the bid invitation letter, to be eligible for funding, all schemes must be
supported by local authority leaders.

Do all the schemes being submitted for your transport authority have specific support from
your authority leaders?

Yes

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=hTku32HHUKycUgBnkf1SUw%3d%3d&i=ycRYeSHz86Y %3d&g=dDkYCray4urkaO%2fuHvUz4S... 4/6
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Q11. All schemes must be developed in consultation with local communities. This does not
mean that the bid itself needs to be put out to consultation. Effective consultation is a
condition of funding and may result in the downgrading of your authority's self-assessment
tier rating if not fulfilled.

Do you confirm your authority’s commitment to consult on all schemes proposed for
funding?

Yes

Q12. Do you confirm that you will give due regard to the needs of protected groups defined
by The Equality Act 2010, and your commitment to undertaking an equality impact
assessment of the measures outlined in your bid?

Yes

Bid conditions

Q13. Do you agree with the following declaration?

| confirm | have read and understood all the details in the accompanying letter, including
the terms and conditions.

| confirm that the Senior Responsible Officer and the Section 151 Officer (or equivalent with
delegated authority) have also read and understood the letter.

| declare that the information given is, to the best of my knowledge, correct.

I understand that funding is conditional on the Section 151 Officer's confirmation that the
schemes offer value for money.

I confirm that the authority will have all the necessary statutory powers in place to ensure
the planned timescales in the application can be realised.

I confirm that schemes will have the appropriate design review and assurance, to be
managed by ATE.

I confirm that | have read and understand commitments to monitoring and evaluation.

| declare that the cost estimates are accurate to the best of my knowledge and that the
authority: has allocated sufficient budget to deliver the scheme(s) on the basis of its
proposed funding contribution; accepts responsibility for meeting any costs over and above
the Active Travel England contribution requested, including potential cost overruns and the
underwriting of any funding contributions expected from third parties; accepts responsibility
for meeting any ongoing revenue and capital requirements in relation to the scheme(s)
accepts that any additional funding required to complete the scheme will be subject to
approval via the Active Travel England change control process; and confirms that the
authority has the necessary governance/assurance arrangements in place. | also
understand Active Travel England may request further details as to the scheme(s) and
costs therein.

Yes
Q14. Please provide any further details or clarification of your submission that you wish
Active Travel England to consider (max 250 words) *

We are ambitious in bidding for an amount of funding which greatly exceeds our allocation. This is
because we have many schemes that we believe fit the criteria for this bid, and we want to give each one
opportunity for progression.

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=hTku32HHUKycUgBnkf1SUw%3d%3d&i=ycRYeSHz86Y %3d&g=dDkYCray4urkaO%2fuHvUz4S...  5/6
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End of submission

Q15. You are about to submit your response. Please confirm you are happy to submit.

Yes

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=hTku32HHUKycUgBnkf1SUw%3d%3d&i=ycRYeSHz86Y %3d&g=dDkYCray4urkaO%2fuHvUz4S... 6/6
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ATF4 Capital Funding Proforma - Scheme level

Introduction

Q1. What is the name of your transport authority?

York Unitary Authority

Overview of scheme

Q2. What type of scheme are you seeking funding for?

Development

Q3. Please provide the scheme name
Please use the same name as stated in the programme level survey

Acomb Road

Q4. Please provide the scheme priority number
Please use the same priority number as stated in the programme level survey

5

Q5. Please select the capital scheme type from the list below. If a scheme encompasses
more than one intervention type, please select all that apply.

New segregated cycling facility
Improvements to make an existing walking/wheeling/cycle route safer
New road crossings

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones)

Scheme cost

Q7. How much ATF4 funding are you requesting to deliver this scheme in the 22/23
financial year

70000

Scheme location

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=ELrRNwq43rx0s3j8H7ztzA%3d%3d&i=GyP 1bgASz9Q%3d&g=%2bpTLen8Qq8%2f6V4K0I6 Tma... 1/4
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Q8. Please upload a file(s) of where the scheme will be implemented.

Please use the Active Travel Infrastructure Programme (ATIP) to create an image of where
the scheme will be implemented. Refer to the guidance document for further details on how
to use ATIP (see 'scheme description and location'). Upload .txt files only.

You can access ATIP using the following link: http://atip.uk

¢ File: York_Acomb Road.txt

Scheme outputs

Q10. Please provide details of the anticipated outputs for each scheme. Please ensure you
are inputting the relevant units, as outlined in brackets. If the scheme type or output is not
applicable, please leave blank.

N

New segregated cycling facility (miles)

2
New segregated cycling facility (hnumber of junctions treated) -
New junction treatment (number of junctions treated) -
New permanent footway (miles) -
New shared use (walking, wheeling & cycling) facilities (miles) -
Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (miles) ;

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (number of junctions treated) -

Area-wide traffic management (including by TROs (both permanent and experimental)) (size
of area)

Bus priority measures that also enable active travel (e.g- bus gates) (miles of road improved) -
Provision of secure cycle parking facilities (number of parking spaces) -
New road crossings (number of new crossings) -

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (miles)

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (humber of car parking spaces removed)

School streets (number) -

Scheme timeline

Q12. What is the current status of this scheme?

Development

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=ELrRNwq43rx0s3j8H7ztzA%3d%3d&i=GyP 1bgASz9Q%3d&g=%2bpTLen8Qq8%2f6V4K0I6 Tma... 2/4
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Q13. Please provide an estimated date for each of the key project milestones below (or

confirmed date if the scheme has already passed a stage).

Note that all construction schemes are expected to have funding committed by 31 March

2024.

Completion of consultation

Completion of feasibility design

Completion of detailed design

Submission for consideration at design review gate
Start of scheme construction

Completion of scheme construction

Date scheme opens for public use

Completion of monitoring and evaluation activities

Scheme Value for Money

Q16. Please upload scheme AMAT(s) below.

¢ File: York; Acomb Road; 5; Uplifts Tool.xlsx

Scheme Value for Money

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=ELrRNwq43rx0s3j8H7ztzA%3d%3d&i=GyP 1bgASz9Q%3d&g=%2bpTLen8Qq8%2f6V4K0OI6 Tma...
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Q17. Please set out your justification or rationale for the value for money assessment of
this scheme. (Max 300 words)

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Note: For those schemes appraised using AMAT, please provide the justification for the
value for money category or range given. For schemes not using AMAT, please provide
details of the cost effectiveness of the intervention using the accompanying value for
money guidance alongside justification. Please also set out any other supporting
information using local evidence or the alternative tools outlined in section 1.6 of the
accompanying value for money guidance.

« The strategic route running between Acomb (the largest local centre outside the city centre) and York
City Centre, of which Acomb Road forms part, serves many purposes as it used for commuting, access to
the train station, access to the shops at either end, access to schools and healthcare facilities along its
length and access to leisure facilities including West Bank Park. It will also form part of a route to the York
Central development, a mixed-use housing and employment site currently under development on one of
the largest brownfield sites in the UK to the rear of the station.

« Analysis undertaken as part of York’s emerging LCWIP has identified Acomb Road as one of the top ten
priority routes. This was based on outputs from the Propensity to Cycle tool, and origin/destination
analysis for commuting, access to educational sites (primary to tertiary), access to employment and
housing growth sites, the route’s recent ped/cycle casualty history, its’ proximity to air quality

management areas and areas of health inequality and the potential for short car trips to be replaced by
active travel based on the 2011 census data.

* Numerous requests have been received in recent years related to improvements for cyclists along this
corridor and for better crossing facilities for pedestrians across the busy route.

« Cost effectiveness calculation = 0.39447

Total number of beneficiaries = 501 (number of cyclists estimated using PCT, x3 to capture cyclists
travelling for leisure and other purposes)

Total scheme cost = £4,000,000 (rough estimate based on scheme length)

Multiplier calculated from Annex B assumptions.

Scheme Value for Money

Q18. How many walking, wheeling, or cycling trips are currently undertaken per day in the
area where the scheme will be implemented?

Trips per day 1000

Time period -

Q19. How many additional walking, wheeling, or cycling trips will this scheme generate per
day?

Additional trips per day 134

Time period -

End of submission

Q20. You are about to submit your response. Please confirm you are happy to submit.

Yes
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ATF4 Capital Funding Proforma - Scheme level

Introduction

Q1. What is the name of your transport authority?

York Unitary Authority

Overview of scheme

Q2. What type of scheme are you seeking funding for?

Development

Q3. Please provide the scheme name
Please use the same name as stated in the programme level survey

Fulford Road / Frederick House

Q4. Please provide the scheme priority number
Please use the same priority number as stated in the programme level survey

9

Q5. Please select the capital scheme type from the list below. If a scheme encompasses
more than one intervention type, please select all that apply.

New segregated cycling facility
Improvements to make an existing walking/wheeling/cycle route safer

New road crossings

Scheme cost

Q7. How much ATF4 funding are you requesting to deliver this scheme in the 22/23
financial year

30000

Scheme location

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=R0jbD4%2bdlJnunjNENZfdeg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=ONJCB5ItGn50XiEAg2UI8gE...
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Q8. Please upload a file(s) of where the scheme will be implemented.

Please use the Active Travel Infrastructure Programme (ATIP) to create an image of where
the scheme will be implemented. Refer to the guidance document for further details on how
to use ATIP (see 'scheme description and location'). Upload .txt files only.

You can access ATIP using the following link: http://atip.uk

o File: York_Fulford Road _ Frederick House.txt

Scheme outputs

Q10. Please provide details of the anticipated outputs for each scheme. Please ensure you
are inputting the relevant units, as outlined in brackets. If the scheme type or output is not
applicable, please leave blank.

New segregated cycling facility (miles) 0.

New segregated cycling facility (hnumber of junctions treated) -
New junction treatment (number of junctions treated) -
New permanent footway (miles) -
New shared use (walking, wheeling & cycling) facilities (miles) -

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (miles)

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (number of junctions treated) -

Area-wide traffic management (including by TROs (both permanent and experimental)) (size
of area)

Bus priority measures that also enable active travel (e.g. bus gates) (miles of road improved) -
Provision of secure cycle parking facilities (number of parking spaces) -
New road crossings (number of new crossings) 1

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (miles)

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (humber of car parking spaces removed)

School streets (number) -

Scheme timeline

Q12. What is the current status of this scheme?

Development

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=R0jbD4%2bdlJnunjNENZfdeg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=ONJCB5ItGn50XIEAg2UI8gE... 2/4
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Q13. Please provide an estimated date for each of the key project milestones below (or
confirmed date if the scheme has already passed a stage).

Note that all construction schemes are expected to have funding committed by 31 March

2024.

Completion of consultation 31/05/2023
Completion of feasibility design 31/05/2023
Completion of detailed design 31/12/2023

Submission for consideration at design review gate 03/01/2024

Start of scheme construction 01/05/2024
Completion of scheme construction 01/07/2024
Date scheme opens for public use 02/07/2024

Completion of monitoring and evaluation activities  01/12/2024

Scheme Value for Money

Q16. Please upload scheme AMAT(s) below.

o File: York; Fulford Road; 9; Uplifts Tool.xIsx

Scheme Value for Money

Q17. Please set out your justification or rationale for the value for money assessment of
this scheme. (Max 300 words)

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Note: For those schemes appraised using AMAT, please provide the justification for the
value for money category or range given. For schemes not using AMAT, please provide
details of the cost effectiveness of the intervention using the accompanying value for
money guidance alongside justification. Please also set out any other supporting
information using local evidence or the alternative tools outlined in section 1.6 of the
accompanying value for money guidance.

» The aim of this scheme is to improve safety, amenity and accessibility for cyclists and pedestrians on
Fulford Road in the vicinity of the work being provided by the developers of the former Frederick House
site. The developers of this site are required to make improvements to the section of Fulford Road in the
immediate vicinity of their site for pedestrians and cyclists. This scheme complements those changes.
 Subject to feasibility, improvements will include:

o Upgrading existing Puffin Crossing to Toucan Crossing on Fulford Road.

o Link between end of developer-provided facilities at Kilburn Road and the above formal crossing

o Better links to Hospital Fields Road and Fishergate

o Pedestrian route improvements to complement the above cycle route improvements.

» This scheme has been out to tender for a Project Designer and is included as an 'Additional Scheme'
within the call off contract. This means that feasibility work can commence without the need to re-tender if
funding is secured through ATF4.

» Cost effectiveness calculation = 0.08611

« Total number of beneficiaries = 459 (number of cyclists estimated using PCT, x3 to capture cyclists
travelling for leisure and other purposes)

Total scheme cost = £800,000 (rough estimate)

Multiplier calculated from Annex B assumptions.

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=R0jbD4%2bdlJnunjNENZfdeg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=ONJCB5ItGn50XIEAg2UI8gE...  3/4
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Scheme Value for Money

Q18. How many walking, wheeling, or cycling trips are currently undertaken per day in the
area where the scheme will be implemented?

Trips per day 918

Time period -

Q19. How many additional walking, wheeling, or cycling trips will this scheme generate per
day?

Additional trips per day 170

Time period -

End of submission

Q20. You are about to submit your response. Please confirm you are happy to submit.

Yes

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=R0jbD4%2bdlJnunjNENZfdeg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=ONJCB5ItGn50XIEAg2UI8gE... 4/4
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ATF4 Capital Funding Proforma - Scheme level

Introduction

Q1. What is the name of your transport authority?

York Unitary Authority

Overview of scheme

Q2. What type of scheme are you seeking funding for?

Development

Q3. Please provide the scheme name
Please use the same name as stated in the programme level survey

Haxby Station to Strensall Village

Q4. Please provide the scheme priority number
Please use the same priority number as stated in the programme level survey

8

Q5. Please select the capital scheme type from the list below. If a scheme encompasses
more than one intervention type, please select all that apply.

New shared use (walking & cycling) facilities
Improvements to make an existing walking/wheeling/cycle route safer
New road crossings

Other (please specify):
New shared-use bridge over River Foss

Overview of scheme

Q6. As you have selected 'other’, please provide a description of the scheme below,
including a description of why a scheme outside of the recommended list has been
selected for bid. (max 250 words).

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

The new shared-use bridge over the River Foss is part of the improvements to make the existing route
safer and more convenient.

Scheme cost

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=znlhMIivg9PmLaNNQ5nxtHw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=bu8Yer4dBbEhGx9p4cK3gO1QD... 1/6
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Q7. How much ATF4 funding are you requesting to deliver this scheme in the 22/23
financial year

100000

Scheme location

Q8. Please upload a file(s) of where the scheme will be implemented.

Please use the Active Travel Infrastructure Programme (ATIP) to create an image of where
the scheme will be implemented. Refer to the guidance document for further details on how
to use ATIP (see 'scheme description and location'). Upload .txt files only.

You can access ATIP using the following link: http://atip.uk

o File: York_Haxby Rail Station to Strensall Village — active travel route.txt

Scheme design

Q9. Please upload scheme design(s) below.

Note - construction schemes above £150,000 must submit designs.

Please use the following format when naming files: [Local transport authority name] (as in
Q1); [Scheme name] (as in Q3); [Scheme priority number] (as in Q4); [ATF4 Scheme
Design]

o File: York; Haxby Station to Strensall; 8; Plan.pdf
o File: York; Haxby Station to Strensall; 8; Estimated costs.docx

Scheme outputs

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=znlhMIivg9PmLaNNQ5nxtHw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=bu8Yer4dBbEhGx9p4cK3gO1QD... 2/6
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Q10. Please provide details of the anticipated outputs for each scheme. Please ensure you
are inputting the relevant units, as outlined in brackets. If the scheme type or output is not
applicable, please leave blank.
New segregated cycling facility (miles) -
New segregated cycling facility (number of junctions treated) -
New junction treatment (number of junctions treated) -
New permanent footway (miles)

New shared use (walking, wheeling & cycling) facilities (miles)

~NOo =~

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (miles)

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (number of junctions treated)

Area-wide traffic management (including by TROs (both permanent and experimental)) (size
of area)

Bus priority measures that also enable active travel (e.g. bus gates) (miles of road improved) -
Provision of secure cycle parking facilities (number of parking spaces) -
New road crossings (number of new crossings) 2

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (miles)

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (number of car parking spaces removed)

School streets (number) -

Q11. If your scheme is not listed above, please provide details here. Please include
scheme type and the number of relevant outputs (e.g. miles, number).

Please leave blank if this is not applicable.

Scheme type New bridge over river

Outputs (miles or number) 1

Scheme timeline

Q12. What is the current status of this scheme?

Development

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=znlhMIvg9PmLaNNQ5nxtHw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=bu8Yer4dBbEhGx9p4cK3gO1QD... 3/6
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Q13. Please provide an estimated date for each of the key project milestones below (or
confirmed date if the scheme has already passed a stage).

Note that all construction schemes are expected to have funding committed by 31 March

2024.

Completion of consultation 31/08/2023
Completion of feasibility design 30/09/2023
Completion of detailed design 31/12/2023

Submission for consideration at design review gate 01/01/2024

Start of scheme construction 01/05/2024
Completion of scheme construction 31/08/2024
Date scheme opens for public use 01/09/2024

Completion of monitoring and evaluation activities  31/08/2029

Scheme Value for Money

Q14. Please provide an estimated Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) below for your scheme below.

Note - all schemes £750,000 or above must appraise the scheme using AMAT. If this does
not apply, please leave blank.

2.97

Q15. Please provide the value for money category or range of your scheme.

Note - all schemes £750,000 or above must appraise the scheme using AMAT. If this does
not apply, please leave blank.

High
Q16. Please upload scheme AMAT(s) below.

o File: York; Haxby Station to Strensall; 8; AMAT.pdf

Scheme Value for Money

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=znlhMIvg9PmLaNNQ5nxtHw%3d%3d&i=GyP 1bgASz9Q%3d&g=bu8Yer4dBbEhGx9p4cK3gO1QD...

4/6
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Q17. Please set out your justification or rationale for the value for money assessment of
this scheme. (Max 300 words)

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Note: For those schemes appraised using AMAT, please provide the justification for the
value for money category or range given. For schemes not using AMAT, please provide
details of the cost effectiveness of the intervention using the accompanying value for
money guidance alongside justification. Please also set out any other supporting
information using local evidence or the alternative tools outlined in section 1.6 of the
accompanying value for money guidance.

The vast majority of the appraised benefits comes from Health-related factors, with a smaller amount of
benefit arising from improved Journey Quality.

According to the World Health Organisation (WHO), increased physical activity is associated with a
reduction in premature death (mortality). This scheme will encourage active modes of travel (walking,
cycling) and discourage inactive modes (car use), and is therefore expected to reduce the relative risk of
all-cause mortality as well as decreasing absenteeism.

Because Haxby Station has not yet been constructed however, this is impossible to quantify at this time.

Many station users are expected to come from Strensall which is within a 3km radius of the planned
station location, so walking, bus, cycling or wheeling to the station should be achievable for most people.

In addition to the above AMAT, a rudimentary VfM appraisal has been done below:-
The number of expected beneficiaries is estimated at 150 (per day).

This is based on an estimated number of users of the new Haxby Station of approximately 1000
passengers per day, with 15% of these originating from Strensall.

As extra evidence, the Census 2011 gives an estimate of the number of total commuters in the Strensall
area as 3,248. An expectation would be that at an absolute minimum, 5% of these journeys would be
achievable via local rail, so once the station has been brought into use (late 2024), 5% of journeys is 162
users (thus 150 is a conservative estimate). All of these potential users would be beneficiaries of the new
cycling/walking route between Strensall and Haxby Station as currently there is no appropriate (or safe)
active travel route.

Cost Ef fectiveness =

Total Cost in £ | Expected Number of Beneficiaries x Total Multiplier
£1,223,467 / 150 x20240
=0.40299

Scheme Value for Money

Q18. How many walking, wheeling, or cycling trips are currently undertaken per day in the
area where the scheme will be implemented?

Trips perday O

Time period -
Q19. How many additional walking, wheeling, or cycling trips will this scheme generate per
day?

Additional trips per day 150

Time period -

End of submission

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=znlhMIvg9PmLaNNQ5nxtHw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=bu8Yer4dBbEhGx9p4cK3gO1QD... 5/6
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Q20. You are about to submit your response. Please confirm you are happy to submit.

Yes

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=znlhMIvg9PmLaNNQ5nxtHw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=bu8Yer4dBbEhGx9p4cK3gO1QD... 6/6



24/02/2023, 14:18 Page © 7 »onse Data

ATF4 Capital Funding Proforma - Scheme level

Introduction

Q1. What is the name of your transport authority?

York Unitary Authority

Overview of scheme

Q2. What type of scheme are you seeking funding for?

Construction

Q3. Please provide the scheme name
Please use the same name as stated in the programme level survey

Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge

Q4. Please provide the scheme priority number
Please use the same priority number as stated in the programme level survey

3

Q5. Please select the capital scheme type from the list below. If a scheme encompasses
more than one intervention type, please select all that apply.

Improvements to make an existing walking/wheeling/cycle route safer

Scheme cost

Q7. How much ATF4 funding are you requesting to deliver this scheme in the 22/23
financial year

1758000

Scheme location

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=VMnHCCvur3om9IFN4ZWGgg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=ig1ubRM7St8HrtB11CFHbat4... 1/4
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Q8. Please upload a file(s) of where the scheme will be implemented.

Please use the Active Travel Infrastructure Programme (ATIP) to create an image of where
the scheme will be implemented. Refer to the guidance document for further details on how
to use ATIP (see 'scheme description and location'). Upload .txt files only.

You can access ATIP using the following link: http://atip.uk

o File: York_Riverside Path.txt

Scheme design

Q9. Please upload scheme design(s) below.
Note - construction schemes above £150,000 must submit designs.

Please use the following format when naming files: [Local transport authority name] (as in
Q1); [Scheme name] (as in Q3); [Scheme priority number] (as in Q4); [ATF4 Scheme
Design]

File: York; Jubilee Terrace; 3; GENERAL ARRANGEMENT.pdf
File: York; Jubilee Terrace; 3; Option 1 ROLL PLAN.pdf

File: York; Jubilee Terrace; 3; SECTIONS SHEET 1 OF 2.pdf
File: York; Jubilee Terrace; 3; SECTIONS SHEET 2 OF 2.pdf

Scheme outputs

Q10. Please provide details of the anticipated outputs for each scheme. Please ensure you
are inputting the relevant units, as outlined in brackets. If the scheme type or output is not
applicable, please leave blank.

New segregated cycling facility (miles) -
New segregated cycling facility (number of junctions treated) -
New junction treatment (number of junctions treated) -
New permanent footway (miles) -
New shared use (walking, wheeling & cycling) facilities (miles) -

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (miles) 0.

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (number of junctions treated) -

Area-wide traffic management (including by TROs (both permanent and experimental)) (size
of area)

Bus priority measures that also enable active travel (e.g. bus gates) (miles of road improved) -
Provision of secure cycle parking facilities (number of parking spaces) -
New road crossings (number of new crossings) -

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (miles)

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (humber of car parking spaces removed)

School streets (number) -

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=VMnHCCvur3om9IFN4ZWGgg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=ig1ubRM7St8HrtB11CFHbat4... 2/4
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Scheme timeline

Q12. What is the current status of this scheme?

Preliminary design

Q13. Please provide an estimated date for each of the key project milestones below (or

confirmed date if the scheme has already passed a stage).

Note that all construction schemes are expected to have funding committed by 31 March

2024.

Completion of consultation

Completion of feasibility design

Completion of detailed design

Submission for consideration at design review gate
Start of scheme construction

Completion of scheme construction

Date scheme opens for public use

Completion of monitoring and evaluation activities

Scheme Value for Money

Q14. Please provide an estimated Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) below for your scheme below.

Note - all schemes £750,000 or above must appraise the scheme using AMAT. If this does

not apply, please leave blank.

212

Q15. Please provide the value for money category or range of your scheme.

Note - all schemes £750,000 or above must appraise the scheme using AMAT. If this does

not apply, please leave blank.

High

Q16. Please upload scheme AMAT(s) below.

08/01/2022
24/02/2023
28/07/2023
31/07/2023
29/01/2024
30/04/2024
01/05/2024
01/10/2024

o File: York; Jubilee Terrace; 3; AMAT - annualisation 365.xIsx

o File: York; Jubilee Terrace; 3; AMAT.xlsx
o File: York; Jubilee Terrace; 3; Uplifts Tool.xIsx

Scheme Value for Money

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=VMnHCCvur3om9IFN4ZWGgg%3d%3d&i=GyP 1bgASz9Q%3d&g=iq1ubRM7St8HrtB11CFHbat4...

3/4
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Q17. Please set out your justification or rationale for the value for money assessment of
this scheme. (Max 300 words)

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Note: For those schemes appraised using AMAT, please provide the justification for the
value for money category or range given. For schemes not using AMAT, please provide
details of the cost effectiveness of the intervention using the accompanying value for
money guidance alongside justification. Please also set out any other supporting
information using local evidence or the alternative tools outlined in section 1.6 of the
accompanying value for money guidance.

A 2017 count was used to determine the baseline numbers. The uplift tool was used to generate the ‘with
scheme’ flows. The path is closed on average 14 days per year. With the scheme this reduces to 11 days
so an additional 1% uplift was added to account for this, generating a BCR of 1.51.

The counts highlight that the path is a highly used route during the weekend, so a sensitivity test was
undertaken using an annualisation factor of 365. This increases the BCR to 2.12.

Frequent flooding leads to the closure of the path with additional journey times for users. End to end
users will experience a 4-6 minute additional journey time depending on their end destination. With 2589
daily users impacted, the scheme leads to a journey time PVB in excess of £250,000 from keeping the
path accessible for 3 additional days.

By enhancing the facilities now the future maintenance costs will be reduced due to high quality

infrastructure, at a higher level, experiencing fewer instances of flooding. Therefore, a 3% allowance of
capital cost above the current maintenance values has been applied.

Lighting improvements and the introduction of CCTV will enhance safety and security along the route,
particularly for vulnerable users. This in turn will provide an enhancement that encourages use all year
round, further increasing the forecast uplift in users.

Phased delivery is also being considered subject to funding agreement decisions, with some elements
potentially delivered in advance (CCTV / Lighting) to align with programme requirements for neighbouring

schemes. This could result in a higher BCR due to the lower costs, but the full non monetised benefits
would not be realised.

Finally, the improvements compliment wider future improvements along the river and around the station,
leading to further potential uplifts in the future.

Scheme Value for Money

Q18. How many walking, wheeling, or cycling trips are currently undertaken per day in the
area where the scheme will be implemented?

Trips per day 2352

Time period -

Q19. How many additional walking, wheeling, or cycling trips will this scheme generate per
day?

Additional trips per day 459

Time period -

End of submission

Q20. You are about to submit your response. Please confirm you are happy to submit.

Yes

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=VMnHCCvur3om9IFN4ZWGgg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=ig1ubRM7St8HrtB11CFHbat4... 4/4
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ATF4 Capital Funding Proforma - Scheme level

Introduction

Q1. What is the name of your transport authority?

York Unitary Authority

Overview of scheme

Q2. What type of scheme are you seeking funding for?

Construction

Q3. Please provide the scheme name
Please use the same name as stated in the programme level survey

Manor Lane / Shipton Road

Q4. Please provide the scheme priority number
Please use the same priority number as stated in the programme level survey

2

Q5. Please select the capital scheme type from the list below. If a scheme encompasses
more than one intervention type, please select all that apply.

New junction treatment
New shared use (walking & cycling) facilities
Improvements to make an existing walking/wheeling/cycle route safer

New road crossings

Scheme cost

Q7. How much ATF4 funding are you requesting to deliver this scheme in the 22/23
financial year

250000

Scheme location

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=5VLGI7pcObmLaNNQ5nxtHW%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=9i04e7cODHNuIGW%2breNBh...  1/4
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Q8. Please upload a file(s) of where the scheme will be implemented.

Please use the Active Travel Infrastructure Programme (ATIP) to create an image of where
the scheme will be implemented. Refer to the guidance document for further details on how
to use ATIP (see 'scheme description and location'). Upload .txt files only.

You can access ATIP using the following link: http://atip.uk

¢ File: York_Manor Lane_Shipton Road.txt

Scheme design

Q9. Please upload scheme design(s) below.
Note - construction schemes above £150,000 must submit designs.

Please use the following format when naming files: [Local transport authority name] (as in
Q1); [Scheme name] (as in Q3); [Scheme priority number] (as in Q4); [ATF4 Scheme
Design]

e File: York; Manor Lane; 2; Design 1B.pdf
o File: York; Manor Lane; 2; Design 2B.pdf

Scheme outputs

Q10. Please provide details of the anticipated outputs for each scheme. Please ensure you
are inputting the relevant units, as outlined in brackets. If the scheme type or output is not
applicable, please leave blank.

New segregated cycling facility (miles) -
New segregated cycling facility (number of junctions treated) -
New junction treatment (number of junctions treated) 1
New permanent footway (miles) -

New shared use (walking, wheeling & cycling) facilities (miles) -

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (miles) 85
Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (number of junctions treated) 1

Area-wide traffic management (including by TROs (both permanent and experimental)) (size
of area)

Bus priority measures that also enable active travel (e.g. bus gates) (miles of road improved)

Provision of secure cycle parking facilities (number of parking spaces) -
New road crossings (number of new crossings) 2

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (miles)

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (humber of car parking spaces removed)

School streets (number) -

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=5VLGI7pcObmLaNNQ5nxtHW%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=9i04e7cODHNuIGW%2breNBh...  2/4
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Scheme timeline

Q12. What is the current status of this scheme?

Consultation

Q13. Please provide an estimated date for each of the key project milestones below (or
confirmed date if the scheme has already passed a stage).

Note that all construction schemes are expected to have funding committed by 31 March

2024.

Completion of consultation 31/07/2023
Completion of feasibility design 23/01/2023
Completion of detailed design 30/11/2023

Submission for consideration at design review gate 14/09/2023

Start of scheme construction 13/02/2024
Completion of scheme construction 13/03/2024
Date scheme opens for public use 20/03/2024

Completion of monitoring and evaluation activities  20/03/2029

Scheme Value for Money

Q16. Please upload scheme AMAT(s) below.

o File: York; Manor Lane; 2; Uplifts Tool.xlIsx

Scheme Value for Money

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=5VLGI7pcObmLaNNQ5nxtHW%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=9i04e7cODHNuIGW%2breNBh...  3/4
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Q17. Please set out your justification or rationale for the value for money assessment of
this scheme. (Max 300 words)

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Note: For those schemes appraised using AMAT, please provide the justification for the
value for money category or range given. For schemes not using AMAT, please provide
details of the cost effectiveness of the intervention using the accompanying value for
money guidance alongside justification. Please also set out any other supporting
information using local evidence or the alternative tools outlined in section 1.6 of the
accompanying value for money guidance.

The Manor Lane/Shipton Road junction is located in northwest York, approximately 110m south of the
A1237/A19 roundabout, of which the A19 Shipton Road forms the southern arm.

Currently, the crossings do not safely accommodate the heavy footfall from school children and
commuters at peak times (early morning and early afternoon).

The project aims to address safety and amenity issues for pedestrians and cyclists crossing both Manor
Lane and Shipton Road at the junction. The introduction of a full setback controlled crossing of Manor
Lane and signal-controlled crossing of A19 , will reduce severance and provide a safe and useable route
for active travellers across the junction.

In addition, tightening of corner radii onto Manor Lane will encourage slower vehicle speeds. Removal of
shrubbery will improve visibility. Widening the existing section of footway or creating a new footway
(design options 1b or 2b) will provide an LTN 1/20 compliant shared space for cyclists and pedestrians,
reducing the risk of conflict. The introduction of a new footway section linking to the proposed crossing
point clearly defines the route a cyclist should use connecting to/from Shipton Road, whilst also moving
the connection away from the give-way junction.

Estimated cost of scheme implementation: £349,260

Main beneficiaries: 372 (commuters and school children)

Data from Census 2011 in the LSOA (York 007C):

No. of commuters- 131 cycling, 103 walking.

No. of school children- 300.

The DfT’s ‘CW01410’ dataset estimates that 44% of school children travel to school by walking and 2%
by cycling. Based on these figures it can be estimated that 138 school children cycle or walk to school in
this area and will thus benefit from active travel improvements at the junction.

The multiplier was calculated in line with assumptions suggested in Annex B.

Cost Effectiveness = 349260/(372x(253%40x2) )=0.04639

Scheme Value for Money

Q18. How many walking, wheeling, or cycling trips are currently undertaken per day in the
area where the scheme will be implemented?

Trips per day 552

Time period -

Q19. How many additional walking, wheeling, or cycling trips will this scheme generate per
day?

Additional trips per day 22

Time period -

End of submission

Q20. You are about to submit your response. Please confirm you are happy to submit.

Yes

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=5VLGI7pcObmLaNNQ5nxtHW%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=9i04e7cODHNuUIGW%2breNBh...  4/4
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ATF4 Capital Funding Proforma - Scheme level

Introduction

Q1. What is the name of your transport authority?

York Unitary Authority

Overview of scheme

Q2. What type of scheme are you seeking funding for?

Development

Q3. Please provide the scheme name
Please use the same name as stated in the programme level survey

Monkgate Roundabout

Q4. Please provide the scheme priority number
Please use the same priority number as stated in the programme level survey

6

Q5. Please select the capital scheme type from the list below. If a scheme encompasses
more than one intervention type, please select all that apply.

New segregated cycling facility

New junction treatment

New permanent footway

Improvements to make an existing walking/wheeling/cycle route safer

New road crossings

Scheme cost

Q7. How much ATF4 funding are you requesting to deliver this scheme in the 22/23
financial year

21000

Scheme location

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=MX7h2RZeeiAOX3ZK69v5pg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=2GgL %2bpJj04HB%2bJPHqQC...  1/4
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Q8. Please upload a file(s) of where the scheme will be implemented.

Please use the Active Travel Infrastructure Programme (ATIP) to create an image of where
the scheme will be implemented. Refer to the guidance document for further details on how
to use ATIP (see 'scheme description and location'). Upload .txt files only.

You can access ATIP using the following link: http://atip.uk

¢ File: York_Monkgate Roundabout.txt

Scheme design

Q9. Please upload scheme design(s) below.

Note - construction schemes above £150,000 must submit designs.

Please use the following format when naming files: [Local transport authority name] (as in
Q1); [Scheme name] (as in Q3); [Scheme priority number] (as in Q4); [ATF4 Scheme
Design]

o File: York; Monkgate; 6; Area Check.xlsx
o File: York; Monkgate; 6; Cycle Surveys.xlsx

Scheme outputs

Q10. Please provide details of the anticipated outputs for each scheme. Please ensure you
are inputting the relevant units, as outlined in brackets. If the scheme type or output is not
applicable, please leave blank.

New segregated cycling facility (miles) (1)4
New segregated cycling facility (number of junctions treated) 9
New junction treatment (number of junctions treated) 9
New permanent footway (miles) ?4
New shared use (walking, wheeling & cycling) facilities (miles) -
Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (miles) (1)4
Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (number of junctions treated) 9

Area-wide traffic management (including by TROs (both permanent and experimental)) (size
of area)

Bus priority measures that also enable active travel (e.g. bus gates) (miles of road improved) -
Provision of secure cycle parking facilities (number of parking spaces) -
New road crossings (number of new crossings) 9

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (miles)

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (humber of car parking spaces removed)

School streets (number) -

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=MX7h2RZeeiAOX3ZK69v5pg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=2GgL %2bpJj04HB%2bJPHqC...
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Scheme timeline

Q12. What is the current status of this scheme?

Development

Q13. Please provide an estimated date for each of the key project milestones below (or
confirmed date if the scheme has already passed a stage).

Note that all construction schemes are expected to have funding committed by 31 March

2024.

Completion of consultation 02/10/2023
Completion of feasibility design 03/09/2023
Completion of detailed design 03/03/2024

Submission for consideration at design review gate 03/04/2024

Start of scheme construction 31/07/2024
Completion of scheme construction 29/08/2024
Date scheme opens for public use 30/08/2024

Completion of monitoring and evaluation activities  24/11/2024

Scheme Value for Money

Q16. Please upload scheme AMAT(s) below.

o File: York; Monkgate; 6; Uplifts Tool.xlsx

Scheme Value for Money

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=MX7h2RZeeiAOX3ZK69v5pg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=2GgL %2bpJj04HB%2bJPHqQC...  3/4
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Q17. Please set out your justification or rationale for the value for money assessment of
this scheme. (Max 300 words)

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Note: For those schemes appraised using AMAT, please provide the justification for the
value for money category or range given. For schemes not using AMAT, please provide
details of the cost effectiveness of the intervention using the accompanying value for
money guidance alongside justification. Please also set out any other supporting
information using local evidence or the alternative tools outlined in section 1.6 of the
accompanying value for money guidance.

Monkgate Roundabout is a key element in a strategic route running between Monks Cross Park and Ride
and York City Centre. It is used for commuting, access to the train station, access to the shops at either
end, access to schools and healthcare facilities and leisure facilities. It will also link a route to the York
Central development, a mixed-use housing and employment site currently under development on one of
the largest brownfield sites in the UK.

Analysis undertaken as part of York’s emerging LCWIP has identified the Heworth Corridor as one of the
top ten priority routes. This was based on outputs from the Propensity to Cycle tool, origin/destination
analysis for commuting, access to educational sites, employment and housing growth sites, ped/cycle
casualty history, proximity to air quality management areas and areas of health inequality and the
potential for short car trips to be replaced by active travel based on the 2011 census data.

Monkgate Roundabout currently ranks as the City’s highest accident cluster site with 14 injury accidents
over the last three years, almost all involving cyclists. The accident records indicate that nearly all of
these involved a motorist colliding with a cyclist on the roundabout. Previous attempts to improve safety
at the junction have mainly focused on providing off-road alternatives for cyclists to avoid the circulatory
area of the roundabout, however these are considerably below current standards (both being shared with
Pedestrians and in physical size) and most importantly do not complete a full circumference. There is no
current provision for either cyclists or pedestrians to cross the Monkgate arm of the junction, and none of
the crossings are controlled in any manner (three of the arms are two lane entries).

Cost effectiveness = 0.03841
Based on scheme cost of £1.3m
1672 daily users and 20240 multiplier

Scheme Value for Money

Q18. How many walking, wheeling, or cycling trips are currently undertaken per day in the
area where the scheme will be implemented?

Trips perday 1672

Time period -

Q19. How many additional walking, wheeling, or cycling trips will this scheme generate per
day?

Additional trips per day 245

Time period -

End of submission

Q20. You are about to submit your response. Please confirm you are happy to submit.

Yes

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=MX7h2RZeeiAOX3ZK69v5pg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=2GgL %2bpJj04HB%2bJPHqQC...  4/4
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ATF4 Capital Funding Proforma - Scheme level

Introduction

Q1. What is the name of your transport authority?

York Unitary Authority

Overview of scheme

Q2. What type of scheme are you seeking funding for?

Construction

Q3. Please provide the scheme name
Please use the same name as stated in the programme level survey

People Streets / Ostman Road

Q4. Please provide the scheme priority number
Please use the same priority number as stated in the programme level survey

1

Q5. Please select the capital scheme type from the list below. If a scheme encompasses
more than one intervention type, please select all that apply.

New junction treatment

New shared use (walking & cycling) facilities

Improvements to make an existing walking/wheeling/cycle route safer

Area-wide traffic management (including by TROs (both permanent and experimental))
New road crossings

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones)

School streets

Scheme cost

Q7. How much ATF4 funding are you requesting to deliver this scheme in the 22/23
financial year

620000

Scheme location

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=uBpWCkBTd8RMzgMk%2b6zmsw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=BSXAg6pUW6%2fMK2%... 1/5
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Q8. Please upload a file(s) of where the scheme will be implemented.

Please use the Active Travel Infrastructure Programme (ATIP) to create an image of where
the scheme will be implemented. Refer to the guidance document for further details on how
to use ATIP (see 'scheme description and location'). Upload .txt files only.

You can access ATIP using the following link: http://atip.uk

o File: York_People Streets at Ostman Road.txt

Scheme design

Q9. Please upload scheme design(s) below.
Note - construction schemes above £150,000 must submit designs.

Please use the following format when naming files: [Local transport authority name] (as in
Q1); [Scheme name] (as in Q3); [Scheme priority number] (as in Q4); [ATF4 Scheme
Design]

e File: York; PS Ostman Road; 1; Design.pdf
o File: York; PS Ostman Road; 1; Designer's Report.pdf

Scheme outputs

Q10. Please provide details of the anticipated outputs for each scheme. Please ensure you
are inputting the relevant units, as outlined in brackets. If the scheme type or output is not
applicable, please leave blank.

New segregated cycling facility (miles) -
New segregated cycling facility (number of junctions treated) -
New junction treatment (number of junctions treated) 1

New permanent footway (miles) -

New shared use (walking, wheeling & cycling) facilities (miles) g6
Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (miles) 26
Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (number of junctions treated) 1
Area-wide traffic management (including by TROs (both permanent and experimental)) (size 0.
of area) 26
Bus priority measures that also enable active travel (e.g. bus gates) (miles of road improved) -
Provision of secure cycle parking facilities (number of parking spaces) -
New road crossings (number of new crossings) 2
Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually 0.
only as a component of other schemes. (miles) 26
Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. cont(olled parking zones), usually 7
only as a component of other schemes. (number of car parking spaces removed)

School streets (number) 1

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=uBpWCkBTd8RMzgMk%2b6zmsw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=BSXAg6pUW6%2fMK2%...  2/5



24/02/2023, 14:06 Pag @ 87oonse Data

Scheme timeline

Q12. What is the current status of this scheme?

Detailed design

Q13. Please provide an estimated date for each of the key project milestones below (or

confirmed date if the scheme has already passed a stage).

Note that all construction schemes are expected to have funding committed by 31 March

2024.

Completion of consultation

Completion of feasibility design

Completion of detailed design

Submission for consideration at design review gate
Start of scheme construction

Completion of scheme construction

Date scheme opens for public use

Completion of monitoring and evaluation activities

Scheme Value for Money

Q16. Please upload scheme AMAT(s) below.

01/07/2022
16/06/2022
30/08/2023
30/09/2023
01/12/2023
01/01/2024
02/01/2024
01/06/2024

o File: York; PS at Ostman Road; 1; Public Consultation.pdf

Scheme Value for Money

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=uBpWCkBTd8RMzgMk%2b6zmsw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=BSXAg6pUW6%2fMK2%...

3/5



24/02/2023, 14:06 Page 8 2zesponse Data

Q17. Please set out your justification or rationale for the value for money assessment of
this scheme. (Max 300 words)

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Note: For those schemes appraised using AMAT, please provide the justification for the
value for money category or range given. For schemes not using AMAT, please provide
details of the cost effectiveness of the intervention using the accompanying value for
money guidance alongside justification. Please also set out any other supporting
information using local evidence or the alternative tools outlined in section 1.6 of the
accompanying value for money guidance.

» Pedestrian crossing surveys show there were 465 counts of people crossing Ostman Road (OR) in the
AM peak (8:00-10:00) and 413 in the PM peak (14:45-16:00). As there is currently no crossing in place,
these crossing trips were made through moving traffic and between parked cars.

* Our public consultation shows that 43% of users drive rather than walk/cycle along OR. 37% of these
users reported lack of segregation from road users/safety, lack of environmental appeal or difficulties
crossing busy roads as reasons for this. Therefore, there is potential for 16% uplift in school users
walking/cycling if these conditions were to be improved. In our designs, we have addressed the obstacles
to active travel reported by consultation respondents, improving conditions for pedestrians and cyclists.
Therefore, it can be expected that the scheme would result in a 16% increase in active travel within the
geographic boundaries of the scheme.

» The no 5 bus route passes through OR, and is often delayed by congestion at peak times outside the
schools. Restrictions on parking will help to reduce congestion on OR and allow better access for the no
5 bus.

« This scheme will involve planting additional trees, plus various elements of shrubbery and public realm
improvements. Such improvements will make active travel more appealing, and discourage littering and
vandalism.

» Traffic calming measures and/or additional signage along OR will help further reduce average speeds,
and together with widened 3m shared footways for pedestrians and cyclists, OR would cater for both
more experienced cyclists and also less confident children making their way to/from school.

» Cost effectiveness = 0.18824

Pupils: Carr Infants (229) and Junior (314) (https://get-information-schools.service.gov.uk/)
Parents/teachers: 272 (1 adult per 2 children)

59% walk/cycle (understood from consultation and expected uplift)

Total beneficiaries = 481

Total scheme cost: £706,228
Multiplier calculated from Annex B assumptions.

Scheme Value for Money

Q18. How many walking, wheeling, or cycling trips are currently undertaken per day in the
area where the scheme will be implemented?

Trips per day 962

Time period -

Q19. How many additional walking, wheeling, or cycling trips will this scheme generate per
day?

Additional trips per day 154

Time period -

End of submission

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=uBpWCkBTd8RMzgMk%2b6zmsw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=BSXAg6pUW6%2fMK2%...  4/5
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Q20. You are about to submit your response. Please confirm you are happy to submit.

Yes

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=uBpWCkBTd8RMzgMk%2b6zmsw%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=BSXAg6pUW6%2fMK2%... ~ 5/5
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ATF4 Capital Funding Proforma - Scheme level

Introduction

Q1. What is the name of your transport authority?

York Unitary Authority

Overview of scheme

Q2. What type of scheme are you seeking funding for?

Construction

Q3. Please provide the scheme name
Please use the same name as stated in the programme level survey

Tang Hall Lane / Foss Islands Path

Q4. Please provide the scheme priority number
Please use the same priority number as stated in the programme level survey

4

Q5. Please select the capital scheme type from the list below. If a scheme encompasses
more than one intervention type, please select all that apply.

New junction treatment
Improvements to make an existing walking/wheeling/cycle route safer

New road crossings

Scheme cost

Q7. How much ATF4 funding are you requesting to deliver this scheme in the 22/23
financial year

140000

Scheme location

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=MdVIKfLCB80OX3ZK69v5pg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=HTIgNSTTzve82d9jkCM8oKM...  1/4
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Q8. Please upload a file(s) of where the scheme will be implemented.

Please use the Active Travel Infrastructure Programme (ATIP) to create an image of where
the scheme will be implemented. Refer to the guidance document for further details on how
to use ATIP (see 'scheme description and location'). Upload .txt files only.

You can access ATIP using the following link: http://atip.uk

¢ File: York_Tang Hall Lane.txt

Scheme design

Q9. Please upload scheme design(s) below.
Note - construction schemes above £150,000 must submit designs.

Please use the following format when naming files: [Local transport authority name] (as in
Q1); [Scheme name] (as in Q3); [Scheme priority number] (as in Q4); [ATF4 Scheme
Design]

e File: York; Tang Hall Lane; 4; Design A.pdf

o File: York; Tang Hall Lane; 4; Design B.pdf
o File: York; Tang Hall Lane; 4; Designer's Report.pdf

Scheme outputs

Q10. Please provide details of the anticipated outputs for each scheme. Please ensure you
are inputting the relevant units, as outlined in brackets. If the scheme type or output is not
applicable, please leave blank.

New segregated cycling facility (miles) -
New segregated cycling facility (number of junctions treated) -
New junction treatment (number of junctions treated) 1
New permanent footway (miles) -
New shared use (walking, wheeling & cycling) facilities (miles) -

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (miles) 0.

Improvements to make an existing walking/cycle route safer (number of junctions treated) 1

Area-wide traffic management (including by TROs (both permanent and experimental)) (size
of area)

Bus priority measures that also enable active travel (e.g. bus gates) (miles of road improved) -
Provision of secure cycle parking facilities (number of parking spaces) -
New road crossings (number of new crossings) 1

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (miles)

Restriction or reduction of car parking availability (e.g. controlled parking zones), usually
only as a component of other schemes. (number of car parking spaces removed)

School streets (number) -

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=MdVIKfLCB80OX3ZK69v5pg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=HTIgNSTTzve82d9jkCM8oKM...  2/4
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Scheme timeline

Q12. What is the current status of this scheme?

Detailed design

Q13. Please provide an estimated date for each of the key project milestones below (or

confirmed date if the scheme has already passed a stage).

Note that all construction schemes are expected to have funding committed by 31 March

2024.

Completion of consultation

Completion of feasibility design

Completion of detailed design

Submission for consideration at design review gate
Start of scheme construction

Completion of scheme construction

Date scheme opens for public use

Completion of monitoring and evaluation activities

Scheme Value for Money

Q16. Please upload scheme AMAT(s) below.

o File: York; Tang Hall Lane; 4; Uplifts Tool.xIsx

31/10/2022
28/10/2022
30/09/2023
15/10/2023
01/01/2024
01/02/2024
02/02/2024
01/03/2024

o File: York; Tang Hall Lane; 4; Public Consultation.pdf

Scheme Value for Money

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=MdVIKfLCB800OX3ZK69v5pg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=HTIgNSTTzve82d9jkCM8oKM...

3/4
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Q17. Please set out your justification or rationale for the value for money assessment of
this scheme. (Max 300 words)

Please answer in a brief, bullet point format where possible

Note: For those schemes appraised using AMAT, please provide the justification for the
value for money category or range given. For schemes not using AMAT, please provide
details of the cost effectiveness of the intervention using the accompanying value for
money guidance alongside justification. Please also set out any other supporting
information using local evidence or the alternative tools outlined in section 1.6 of the
accompanying value for money guidance.

« Investment in this scheme will deliver safety and amenity improvements for active travellers using the
Tang Hall Lane / Foss Islands Cycle path, and drive modal shift away from private car use. The current
junction is dangerous for cyclists turning both off and onto the road, as it abruptly joins the road just
beyond the brow of a hump-back bridge with no warning for cyclists or vehicles respectively.

« Data from our public consultation shows that 66% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed to having
felt unsafe using this junction.

* 54% of consultation respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they would benefit from the installation
of an alternative cycle route connecting Tang Hall Lane and Foss Islands Path. The design presented
adheres to this desire.

» 22% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they would cycle instead of driving if this connection
were installed, though this number is likely to be higher in reality due to the unrepresentatively high
number of cyclists who responded.

» Pedestrians would benefit from this scheme through the installation of a safe controlled crossing point
north of the Foss Islands Path route. This crossing would heighten visibility away from the brow of the
bridge, and contribute to severance reduction. They would also benefit from the existing access/egress
point being made pedestrian only, reducing the risk of collision with cyclists at a point with low visibility.

» Enhanced widened footways at the relocated access point would reduce safety issues, as the current
point of access/egress is not wide enough for cyclists to safely stop and turn into/out of.

« Cost effectiveness calculation = 0.04740

Total number of beneficiaries = 153 (number of cyclists estimated using PCT, x3 to capture cyclists
travelling for leisure and other purposes)

Total scheme cost = £146,790

Multiplier calculated from Annex B assumptions.

Scheme Value for Money

Q18. How many walking, wheeling, or cycling trips are currently undertaken per day in the
area where the scheme will be implemented?

Trips per day 306

Time period -

Q19. How many additional walking, wheeling, or cycling trips will this scheme generate per
day?

Additional trips per day 46

Time period -

https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=MdVIKfLCB80OX3ZK69v5pg%3d%3d&i=GyP1bgASz9Q%3d&g=HTIgNSTTzve82d9jkCM8oKM...  4/4



Active Travel Programme Summary

Preliminary Design

Detailed Design and

Project Name 23/24 Budget and Source Mandate agreed and Feasibility Consultation Decision Commissioning Construction
|Phase 1 Projects

Hospital Fields Road Cycle Improvements £620k (CYC Funding) Complete Complete Complete Underway Jun-23 Q3/4 2023
Skeldergate - Cycle Improvements at Build-outs £150k (CYC Funding) Complete Complete Complete Complete Underway Q3 2023
Manor Lane / Shipton Road Improvements £103k (CYC Funding) Complete Complete Underway Aug-23 Nov-23 Ql 2024
City Centre North South Cycle Route £60k (CYC Funding) Complete Underway Aug-23 Oct-23 Dec-23 Q1/2 2024
Navigation Road One Way Scheme £0k Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete

City Centre Bridges £15k Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete
University Road (Heslington Hall) Pedestrian Improvem|£0k Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete

A19 Shipton Road Cycle Route - Phase 1 Interventions |£60k (ATE Funding) Underway Underway Jun-23 Aug-23 Sep-23 Ql 2024
People Streets (Ostman Road) £78k (ATE Funding) Complete Complete Complete Complete Underway Pending Funding
City Centre Accessibility: St Georges Field Crossing £148k (ATE Funding) Complete Complete Complete Complete Underway TBC
City Centre Cycle Parking Improvements £103k (ATE Funding) Complete Underway Mar-23 Aug-23 Sep-23 Oct-23
People Streets @ Clifton Green Primary £55k (ATE Funding) Complete Complete Underway Jun-23 Aug-23 Ql 2024
People Streets @ Badger Hill Primary £55k (ATE Funding) Complete Underway Apr-23 Jul-23 Oct-23 Q1/2 2024
University East-West Campus Link DfT Revenue funding Complete Underway Aug-23 Oct-23 Dec-23 Q1/2 2024

|Phase 2 Projects

A1237 Bridge Scheme £0 Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding

A19 Shipton Road Active Travel Corridor Scheme £f0 Complete |Comp|ete |Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding
Orbital Cycle Route at Lawrence St / James St £0 Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding

Wheldrake / Heslington Path £0 Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding

Acomb Road Scheme £0 Complete Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding

Fishergate Gyratory Ped and Cycle Scheme £f0 Complete Complete |Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding
Fulford Road / Frederick House £0 Complete Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding

Rougier St / Tanners Moat Gap £f0 Complete Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding

Chocolate Works Riverside Path £0 Complete Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding

Tang Hall Lane / Foss Islands Path £f0 Complete Complete |Scheme Paused Pending Further Funding

68 abed



This page is intentionally left blank



Page 91

Schemes included in City of York Council’s ATF4 Bid

Funding Request
Scheme Name (£)
People Streets / Ostman
Road 620,000
s Jubilee Terrace to
S | Scarborough Bridge
g Riverside Path
g Improvements 1,758,000
O | Tang hall Lane / Foss
Islands Path 140,000
Manor Lane/Shipton Road 200,000
Haxby Station to Strensall
- Village 100,000
S | Wheldrake / Heslington
g_ Path 50,000
% Acomb Road Scheme 70,000
g Fulford Road / Frederick
House 30,000
Monkgate Roundabout 21,000
Total bid for funding (£) ‘ 2,989,000

Schemes not included in City of York Council’s ATF4 Bid

Scheme Name

Reason for Exclusion

Excluded from ATF4 Bid

A1237 Bridge Scheme
(revised - build a new
bridge)

There is a possibility this section of the A1237 will be dualled in
the future which will accommodate provisions for all road users,
therefore negating the need for a separate structure. This will
mean that the work for an active travel bridge may be abortive
and it may cause difficulties if the programmes clash.

A19 Shipton Road Active
Travel Corridor Scheme

Phase 1 schemes in the area should progress before consultation
and construction of this scheme begins.

Fishergate Gyratory Ped
and Cycle Scheme

Feasibility work indicates that there is currently no viable solution
to the existing brief. Considerations of altering the project outline
should be made prior to restarting this scheme.

People Streets - Clifton
Green

Feasibility work is currently underway. Sufficient funds are
available to complete this feasibility work, and sufficient
information will not be available to create a bid (if one is needed),
until feasibility work is complete.

People Streets - Badger Hill

Current indications are that the currently available budget is
sufficient.




Orbital Cycle Route at
Lawrence St / James St

Page 92

Sufficient information does not currently exist to support an
effective bid.

Rougier St / Tanners Moat
Gap

Sufficient information does not currently exist to support an
effective bid.

Chocolate Works Riverside
Path

Sufficient information does not currently exist to support an
effective bid.

University East-West
Campus Link

Feasibility work is currently underway. Sufficient funds are
available to complete this feasibility work, and sufficient
information will not be available to create a bid (if one is needed),
until feasibility work is complete.

City Centre Cycle Parking
Improvements

Feasibility work is currently underway. Sufficient funds are
available to complete this feasibility work, and sufficient
information will not be available to create a bid (if one is needed),
until feasibility work is complete.

A19 Shipton Road Cycle
Route - Phase 1
Interventions

There is currently sufficient funding to deliver this scheme.

City Centre Accessibility: St
George's Field Crossing

There is currently sufficient funding to deliver this scheme.
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Project Outline

Project Name A19 Shipton Road Cycle Route — Phase 1
Interventions
Project Manager TBC | Date | 21/02/2023

Purpose of this Document:

This document summarises key project information to ensure that
project delivery aligns with stakeholder and decision maker
expectations.

Mandate:

The ‘22 Nov 2022 Executive Meeting’ resulted in a decision to split the
government funded ‘A19 Shipton Road Active Travel Corridor Scheme’
into two phases, due to cost estimates for the full scheme exceeding
available budgets.

This project forms ‘Phase 1’ of this scheme and intends to introduce
smaller scale interventions that are affordable within the available
budget and which address locally identified issues.

Project Description:

This project aims to improve pedestrian access across the A19 Shipton
Road for people travelling between Fylingdale Avenue and Northholme
Drive in both directions.

The nearby residential streets, hospital, and other local amenities are
located on each side of the A19, resulting in a pedestrian desire line
across this main arterial route.

Provision of a standalone signalised pedestrian crossing over the A19
will improve the safety, convenience and amenity of the pedestrian route
at this location.

| Aims and Obijectives:
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The Aim of the Project is to:

Improve pedestrian access across the A19 at the junction with Fylingdales
Avenue and Northolme Drive.

The Objectives are:

Introduce a standalone signalised pedestrian crossing over the A19 at the
junction with Fylingdales Avenue and Northolme Drive.

Scope:

In Scope:

Installation of a standalone signalised pedestrian crossing over the A19
at the junction of Fylingdales Avenue and Northolme Drive. The crossing
is to be located either immediately north of Fylingdales Avenue, or
immediately south of Northholme Drive (subject to relevant road safety
audit and principal designer support)

Power provision — Installation of a new dedicated power supply to meet
the requirements of the Electricity (Unmetered Supply) Regulations
2001. Use of a power supply from existing street lighting columns is not
permitted.

Only that resurfacing of footpaths and carriageway required for the
installation of the crossing, to meet safety requirements, as identified
within a formal Road Safety Audit.

LINSIG traffic modelling to understand the immediate local traffic
impacts of the introduction of the crossing.

Alteration of Traffic Regulation Orders as they relate to double yellow
lines, only so far as is required to implement the new crossing.

Consideration of future-proofing the installation so that it can be
converted into a Toucan in the future if required.

Out of Scope:

Consideration of a full signalised junction solution — a full junction is
likely to cost more than the available budget.
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Consideration of solutions to make motor vehicular access into and out
of the side roads easier — This is not within scope of the Active Travel
Programme.

Introduce or remove parking spaces, parking laybys, residents parking
zones, or other parking related interventions (there are currently no such
facilities within the geographical area of this scheme)

Introduction of flood water storage solutions

Introduction of public realm improvements, parklets, aesthetic planting
boxes, benches, and other street furniture

Resurfacing of the carriageway or footpath where not strictly required
for the installation of the crossing in terms of safety. Only resurfacing
identified as being necessary within the formal Road Safety Audit will be
explored.

Improvements to bus service infrastructure, including bus stops, laybys,
bus lanes and associated infrastructure.

Introduction of cycle lanes or similar cycling infrastructure.

Improvements to drainage infrastructure, except where essential for the
installation of the crossing.

Consideration of land ownership issues. Only solutions that are entirely
within the adopted public highway are to be considered.

Micro-simulation or Strategic traffic modelling.
Air Quality modelling.

Alteration or introduction of Traffic Regulation Orders, including double
yellow lines, where not needed for the introduction of the new crossing.

Closure of existing access routes or the introduction of turning
movements bans or other related access restrictions.

| Outcomes and Benefits:
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Improved pedestrian access across the A19 at the junction of Fylingdale
Avenue and Northholme Drive.

Benefits are to be measured by a post-installation consultation,

Dependencies and related works:

This scheme forms Phase 1 of the ATP funded ‘A19 Shipton Road
Active Travel Scheme’, however this project is not dependent upon any
other scheme within the Active Travel Programme.

This scheme is independent of work to adjust the speed limit along the
A19, however it will be taken into account during the project.

Design Resource Procurement:

The intention is to use in-house resource.
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Introduction

The following document provides a summary of the responses to the City of York Council public consultation on
potential improvements to the riverside path between Jubilee Terrace and Scarborough Bridge.

The consultation began on Friday 2 December 2022 and concluded at 11:59pm on Sunday 8 January 2023.
Members of the public and stakeholders were asked to submit their comments online at
www.york.gov.uk/RiversidePath, or via email or post. There were also two public drop-in events, where
attendees could fill out and submit hard copy response forms. These took place at St. Barnabas Church (Jubilee
Terrace, Leeman Rd, York, YO26 4YZ) on the dates and times shown below.

e  Saturday 10 December, 10:30am to 3:30pm.
e Tuesday 13 December, 12:30pm to 7pm.

A total of 444 consultation responses were received. This is made up of 441 responses via the online or hard
copy response form, and three emails. Five hard copy response forms were received after the close of the
consultation. They are not included in the analysis in this report, but have been read and considered by the
project team.

This document contains a breakdown of these responses, including quantitative and qualitative data identifying

common themes. It also includes a brief summary of the type of respondent, including their stated use of the
path, frequency of use, as well as other demographic data.

Page | 5
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Email responses

Three email responses were received during the consultation period. A summary of each email is given below,
and then summarised in Table 1.

York Cycle Campaign

York Cycle Campaign (YCC) expressed support for the proposals to improve the path, noting particularly that the
case for improvements was strong regardless of the York Central development but strengthened as a result of it,
particular as a result of the stopping up of Leeman Road. Issues flagged with the existing path included:

o safety at night;

e impassibility during river flooding;

e poor delineation between cycle space and pedestrian space;
e inadequate width;

¢ lighting arrangements (and their obstruction by trees);

e  poor maintenance, particularly in winter;

e inaccurate flood signage; and

e the pinch point at Scarborough Bridge.

It was noted that, in general, these factors discouraged cyclists from using this path, and any potential future
efforts to improve this route should consider the impact on active travel routes.

YCC noted a preference for the creation of segregated paths, allowing various users to comfortably use the
riverside path. It noted that its preferred approach was the creation of a new segregated path for pedestrians, and
a two-way cyclist path on the route of the existing path.

It also noted guidance in Local Transport Note (LTN) 1/20, in particular in relation to segregated routes,

transitions points and signage, which the proposals should be cognisant of. It noted consideration should be
given to options at Scarborough Bridge, including opening up and utilising the bricked up arch.

Friends of Leeman Park

A response was received from Friends of Leeman Park. The group set out their interests, the importance of the
riverside path for residents, engagement so far, and concerns with proposals. As with YCC, the group expressed
support for the proposals to improve the path, noting particularly that the case for improvements was strong
regardless of the York Central development but strengthened as a result of it.

The group raised several points, including:

e that the closure of Leeman Road will adversely affect path users who will be discouraged/ limited in their
options for access to and from the city centre;

e a preference for a fully segregated pedestrian and cycle path, with clear markings to avoid clashes;

o the need for clear, up-to-date and potentially electronic signage to warn of path flooding, early on the
path;

e the need to raise the existing path to make it passable during flood events;
e the need for improved lighting, at mid-level, to ensure tree canopies do not encroach;
e the need for improved seating and resting areas;

e the need for more bins along the route; and
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e the need for improved landscaping and greenery along the route.

It noted a preference for all the proposed improvements to be delivered, and were necessary to achieve a safe
and dependable route. With regards to approach to segregation between pedestrians and cyclists, a preference
was expressed for two fully separate paths.

The group also noted the need to avoid simultaneous closures of both the riverside route and Leeman Road and
that, if the riverside route inevitably has to close for construction, it must be done before the stopping-up of
Leeman Road comes in to effect.

Individual response

An email response was received from a local resident, who also identified themselves as a wheelchair user. The
individual emphasised a preference for segregation of the paths between cyclists and pedestrians, and noted that
a particular area of concern was the path under Scarborough Bridge.

The individual also noted that they would like to see improved seating, lighting, signage, and maintenance, noting
these aspects significantly hindered the accessibility and safety of the path.

Another issue that was raised by the individual was the ramp to Aldborough Way, noting that the turn at the top is
too steep and unsuitable for those in wheelchairs (especially in icy and wet conditions), and that the lack of a
landing at the bottom of the ramp often means water pools in this area, limiting accessibility. This response also
noted that signage and wayfinding on Aldborough Way could be improved.

Table 1 Summary of key themes of comments received via email

Theme/ improvements Detail of comments in emails

Segregation of paths between This was a commonly occurring theme across all three emails.

pedestrians and cyclists
All three responses shared explicit preference for a segregated route between

cyclists and pedestrians.

Responses received shared various reasons for this improvement, including safety
and risk of accidents, and encouraging active travel by improving path
infrastructure.

Maintenance This was also a commonly occurring theme across all three emails.

All respondents noted that the riverside path requires better maintenance, with
overgrown greenery, fallen leaves, damage to the surface of the path,
unevenness, damage from flooding, and general wear and tear. Comments also
noted the need for gritting during cold weather.

A number of respondents also commented on the issue of litter, and the need for
more litter bins to be installed along the route.

Some also noted that the existing road markings and signage was in poor
condition or needed improving.

Closure of Leeman Road Two of the responses received via email made reference to the closure of Leeman
Road, and how this would adversely affect path users.

These responses emphasised the importance of any improvements to the
riverside path to residents in the area, and how they rely on this route for leisure
and livelihood.
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Theme/ improvements Detail of comments in emails

Underpass under Scarborough  Two of the responses noted that the underpass under Scarborough Bridge
Bridge hindered users of the riverside path. It was noted that, during busy times,
pedestrians and cyclists often queued on either side of the bridge to pass safely.

One respondent suggested that the possibility of opening up and using the brick-
filled arch should be considered, to provide more space for users of the path.

Improved landscaping/ Two of the responses noted a preference to improve/ retain existing trees and
greenery greenery, and encourage the enhancement of the path by introducing more
landscaping features along the route.

Ramp to Aldborough Way Two of the responses noted that improvements were needed to the ramp to
Aldborough Way, and often limited accessibility for many users. Respondents
noted this was particularly the case during cold and wet weather.

Improved seating along the Two of the responses noted that they would like to see improved seating and
route resting places along the route.
Improved lighting All of the responses noted a desire for improved lighting along the route, to

enhance safety and usability at all hours. It was noted that the current lighting
arrangements were inadequate, and often limited by vegetation, so any new
installations should take these factors into consideration.
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Feedback form responses

441 feedback form responses were received during the consultation period. A summary of the data from these is
included in the remainder of this report. The email responses summarised in the previous section do not form
part of this summary.

It starts by looking at two key demographics, and then analyses the responses received to each of the 11
questions about usage of the riverside path, support for the potential improvements, and any further suggestions
that could shape the future of the path.

Demographics

The response form contained a section that asked a number of demographic questions about respondents. This
demographic data is excluded from this report, except for that relating to gender and disability. This is included
below and as part of the quantitative data in following sections, to give further context and insight into some
answers.

Respondent gender

Figure 1 shows the gender breakdown of respondents to the consultation, with 129 respondents (50.4%)
identifying as male, 125 (48.8%) respondents identifying as female and 2 (0.8%) respondents identifying as non-
binary/gender variant. All other respondents selected the ‘prefer not to say’ option, or skipped the question.

Gender
140

120
100
80
60
40

20

Male Female Non-binary/Gender
Variant

Figure 1: Gender identity of respondents

Respondent disability

Figure 2 details how many respondents stated that they had a physical or mental health condition or iliness that
has lasted or is expected to last 12 months or more. Of the 251 respondents who answered this question, 52
(20.7%) respondents noted that they had some form of disability, with 199 (79.3%) noting they did not. All other
respondents selected the ‘non-binary/gender variant’ or ‘prefer not to say’ option, or skipped the questions.
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Do you have any physical or mental health
conditions or illnesses lasting or expected to
last 12 months or more?

250
200
150

100

) -
0
Yes No

Figure 2: Whether respondents have any physical or mental health conditions or ilinesses lasting or
expected to last 12 months or more

Use of the path

Respondents were asked about their current use of the path — what mode they use (walk, cycle, or other) and
how often they use each mode they selected (regularly — at least once a week; occasionally — a couple of times a
month; rarely — a few times a year; not at all). Respondents were able to select more than one option, and also
able to submit free text answers, detailing alternative ways they use the riverside path.

Of the 441 respondents to the consultation, 383 answered this question, with 58 skipping it. As shown in Figures
3, 4 and 5, the majority of respondents noted that their main method of travelling on the riverside path between
Jubilee Terrace and Scarborough Bridge regularly involved walking, with cycling also being popular.

How do you usually travel on the Jubilee Terrace to
Scarborough Bridge riverside path, and how often?

400
350
300
250
200
150
100

50

Walk Cycle Other

Figure 3: How respondents usually travel on the riverside path
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Of the 383 respondents who answered the question about what mode they use on the path, 363 provided detail

about how often, if at all, they walked on the riverside path. Figures 5 and 6 illustrate how regularly these

respondents walk or cycle along the riverside path.

Walking

3.58%

18.73%
= Regularly

Occasionally (a couple
of times a month)

= Rarely (a few times a 56.20%

year)
= Not at all

21.49%

Figure 4: How regularly respondents walk on the riverside path

Cycling

21.28%

= Regularly

40.23%
Occasionally (a
couple of times a
month)

= Rarely (a few times a
year)

= Not at all 18.66%

19.83%

Figure 5: How regularly respondents cycle on the riverside path

Of the 59 respondents that selected ‘other’ or provided more information through free text, the following usage

types and comments were specified.

¢ Running (17 respondents).

e Provision of additional information about type of walking (e.g. regularity, destination, purpose) (15

respondents).

e Using a scooter (6 respondents).

e Provision of additional information about type of walking (e.g. regularity, destination, purpose) (5

respondents).
e Pushing a wheelchair/ in their wheelchair (4 respondents).
e Reiterating that they use the path regularly (3 respondents).

¢ Roller-skating (2 respondents).
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¢ Noting that the way/ how often they use the path depends on its maintenance or weather conditions (2
respondents).

With regards to gender identity, of the 256 respondents who provided their gender, 255 answered this question,
with one respondent skipping the question. As shown in Figure 6, of the respondents who answered this
question, an almost equal proportion of male, female and non-binary/gender variant respondents walk on the
riverside path, with more male respondents opting to cycle as opposed to female and non-binary/gender variant
respondents.

How do you usually travel on the Jubilee
Terrace to Scarborough Bridge riverside
path, and how often?

140
120

100
80
60
40
20
5 =

Walk Cycle Other

mMale mFemale Non-binary/Gender Variant

Figure 6: How respondents use the riverside path, divided by gender

Of the 251 respondents who shared details of whether they had a disability, 250 answered this question. As
shown in Figure 7, of the 52 respondents who declared a disability, 48 noted they walk on the path, with 47 using
the path as a cycling facility, and 41 providing comments under ‘other’.

Use of path - disability
50

48
46
44
42
40

38

36
Walk Cycle Other

Figure 7: How respondents with a disability use the riverside path

What the path is used for

Respondents were also asked why they used the riverside path. This question featured a number of multiple
choice options, as well as an ‘other’ free-text option. Respondents were able to select more than one option.

Page | 12



Page 109

City of York Council

Of 441 respondents who filled out a response form, 383 responded to this question, with 58 opting to skip it. As
shown in Figure 8, the most common use for the path is for leisure purposes (283 respondents, 73.9% of total
respondents to this question), followed by getting to work (182 respondents, 47.5% of total respondents to this
question), visiting friends or family (145 respondents, 37.9% of total respondents to this question) and getting to
school (14 respondents, 3.7% of total respondents to this question).

What do you use the Jubilee Terrace to
Scarborough Bridge riverside path for?

300
250
200
150
100
50
0

Getting to work Gettlng to  Visiting friends Leisure Other (please

(including as school or family (including dog specify)
part of a longer (including as (including as walking)
journey) part of a longer part of a longer
journey) journey)

Figure 8: What respondents use the riverside path for

As shown in Figure 9 below, of the 136 ‘other’ free-text comments received, 68 (50% of total respondents to this
question) noted they used the path for shopping/ other leisure activities, 61 (44.9% of total respondents to this
question) provided more detail on existing options, 20 (14.7% of total respondents to this question) used the path
to access other means of transport, 15 (11% of total respondents to this question) to attend medical or other
appointments, and six (4.4% of total respondents to this question) to visit a place of worship. Please note, three
answers were omitted, as they were either not legible, or did not apply to the question.

Type of use - additional uses

Accessing the railway station/bus services
Exercise

Extra information on existing options
Shopping/other leisure

Visiting place of worship

Medical/other appointment

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Figure 9: Additional reasons respondents use the riverside path

When looking at the responses to this question by gender, of the 256 respondents who provided their gender, all
answered this question, with the breakdown shown in Figure 10. This shows some variation in how uses for the
path vary by gender. For example, 100 female respondents (80% of total female respondents) and two (100%)

non-binary/gender variant respondents noted they use it for leisure, as opposed to 92 male respondents (71% of
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total male respondents). When looking at visiting family or friends, 50 (40%) female respondents and two (100%)
non-binary/gender variant respondents noted that they use the path for this purpose, as opposed to 46 (35.7%)
male respondents. This also shows that more male respondents (63, 48.8%) use the path to get to work, as
opposed to 58 (46.4%) of female respondents and one (50%) non-binary/gender variant respondent.

120
100
80
60
4
2

o O O

Uses for path - gender

Getting to work  Gettingto  Visiting friends Leisure Other (please
(including as school or family (including dog specify)
part of a longer (includingas (includingas walking)
journey) part of a longer part of a longer
journey) journey)

mMale mFemale Non-binary/Gender Variant

Figure 10: What respondents use the riverside path for, separated by gender

When looking at the responses to question by disability, of the 251 respondents who provided information on
whether they had a disability or not, all respondents answered this question. Figure 11 shows the breakdown of
answers provided by the 52 respondents who noted they had some form of disability, lasting or expected to last
12 months or more. Of those respondents, the most common use for the path is leisure (44 respondents, 84.6%
of the 52 respondents with declared disability), followed by 26 respondents (50%) using the path to get to work,
23 (44.2%) visiting friends and family and four respondents (7.7%) getting to school.

50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10

a

Uses for path - disability

Getting towork  Getting to Visiting friends Leisure Other (please

(including as school or family (including dog specify)
part of a longer (includingas (including as walking)
journey) part of a longer part of a longer
journey) journey)

Figure 11: What respondents who reported having a disability use the riverside path for
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Support for improvements

Respondents were also asked about their level of support for proposals to improve the Jubilee Terrace to
Scarborough Bridge riverside path. This question included five multiple choice options: strongly support, support,
neutral/ no strong view, oppose, and strongly oppose.

As shown in Figure 13, 380 respondents answered this question, with 61 skipping it. Overall, 315 respondents
(83%) selected ‘strongly support’, with 50 (13%) selecting ‘support’, 11 (3%) selecting ‘neutral/ no strong view’,
one (0.26%) selecting ‘oppose’ and three (0.79%) selecting ‘strongly oppose’.

To what extent do you support the plans to
improve the Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough
Bridge riverside path? 0.79%
2.89% 0.26%

= Strongly support 13.16%
Support

= Neutral/no strong view

= Oppose

= Strongly oppose

Figure 12: Level of support from respondents for improvements to the riverside path

Of the 256 respondents who provided their gender, all respondents answered this question. As shown in Figure
13, male, female and non-binary/gender variant respondents overwhelmingly supported proposals to improve the
riverside path, with 127 of 129 male respondents (98.5%) either strongly supporting, or supporting improvements,
and 120 of 125 female respondents (96%) strongly supporting or supporting improvements. Of the two non-
binary/gender variant respondents, 100% selected ‘strongly support’ in response to this question.

Two male respondents (1.5%) selected neutral/no strong view, with three female respondents (2.4%) selecting
the same option. Two female respondents (1.6%) opposed or strongly opposed the proposals to improve the
path.
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Support for proposals - gender

120
100
80
60
40
20
: = _
Strongly Support Neutrall_ no Oppose Strongly
support strong view oppose

mMale mFemale Non-binary/Gender variant

Figure 13: Level of support from respondents for improvements to the riverside path, split by gender

As shown in Figure 14, of the 251 respondents who provided information on whether they had a disability or not,
all respondents answered this question. Of the 52 respondents who noted they have a disability, 51 (98%) stated
they either strongly supported or supported proposals to improve the riverside path, with one respondent (2%)
stating they are strongly opposed.

Support for proposals - disability
60

50
40
30
20

10

0 — —

Strongly Support Neutral/no Oppose Strongly
support strong view oppose

Figure 14: Level of support for improvements to the riverside path from respondents who reported
having a disability

Page | 16



City of York Council AECOM

Types of improvement

The following section of the report analyses a number of questions in the survey, which explored in more detail the various improvements that could be made to the Jubilee
Terrace to Scarborough Bridge riverside path. These questions assessed views on priorities and potential improvements. Many of these questions allowed for respondents to
provide free-text answers, all of which have been included and analysed in the tables and charts below.

The first of these questions asked respondents about what they thought needed improving on the riverside path. This question included multiple choice options, as well as a
free-text option to provide any other thoughts. This question allowed for respondents to select more than one option.

In total, 385 respondents answered this question, with 56 opting to skip it. As shown in Figure 15, the area for improvement selected by the highest number of respondents
was space for different types of users, with 322 (83.6%) of respondents selecting it. This was closely followed with 316 (82.1%) respondents selecting lighting, 301 (78.2%)
selecting usability during flooding, 276 (71.7%) selecting the condition of the path, 264 (68.6%) selecting safety and security, 144 (37.4%) selecting the path along Jubilee
Terrace/ Cinder Lane and 134 (34.8%) selecting accessibility improvements.

What do you think needs improving on the Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge
riverside path?

Other (please specify)
The stretch of path along Jubilee Terrace/Cinder Lane (e.g. interaction with traffic..
Accessibility (e.g. barrier arrangements)
Safety and security
Lighting
Usability during flood events

The condition of the path (e.g. surfacing)

Space available for different types of user (e.g. cyclists and pedestrians)

o
a
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100 150 200 250
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Figure 15: Aspects of the riverside path respondents would like to see improve
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Table 2 sets out the improvements and key themes identified by the 98 respondents who selected ‘Other’ or gave
more information through free text. Please note, some responses covered more than one theme.

Table 2: Summary of comments relating to other potential areas for improvement

Theme/ Number of responses making  Detail of comments in responses

improvements comments on this

Maintenance 28 This was the most commonly occurring theme
amongst free-text comments in this question.

Many respondents noted that the riverside path
requires better maintenance, with overgrown
greenery, fallen leaves, damage to the surface of
path, uneven paths, damage from flooding, and
general wear and tear. Many also commented on
the need for maintenance during winter, especially
during snow and ice.

A number of respondents also commented on the
issue of litter, and the need for more litter bins to
be installed along the route.

A small number of respondents noted that the
condition of the wall and fence along the railway
line was also poor and required maintenance.

Some also noted that the existing road markings
and signage was in poor condition or needed

improving.
Underpass under 15 The views within this category varied, with most
Scarborough respondents noting that the layout and width of the
Bridge underpass under Scarborough Bridge required

improvement. It was noted that the width of the
underpass meant that there is a constriction point,
and that different path users often had to give way
to each other, which is dangerous.

Many respondents commented on the safety of
the underpass more generally, with poor lighting
especially impacting on cyclists who move from
the darkness into daylight suddenly, which was
seen as dangerous for themselves and other path
users.
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Benches/ resting places

14

These responses noted the need for more resting
places or benches along the route of the path.

This was seen as an enhancement, with some
respondents noting additional seating would make
the path more attractive and accessible for, e.g.,
elderly users, disabled users, etc. Some
respondents also requested that seating featured
a shelter, to allow path users to use it in all
weather conditions.

Designated lane for different
path users

10

This theme appeared multiple times, despite it
being one of the multiple choice options for this
question. Many respondents commented further
on this within their free-text responses, noting
there was a safety concern with potential for
conflict between different types of path users, due
to its limited width.

One respondent noted that lanes for pedestrians
and cyclists should be completely segregated and
divided by a barrier or trees, to avoid any
convergence whatsoever.

A few respondents stated the need for designated
lanes would also help stop children and dogs from
moving into the path of cyclists.

Improve safety along the route

Many comments in this theme shared an
overarching desire for safety along the route to be
improved, detailed in a number of ways.

Some noted problems with anti-social and
dangerous behaviour along the route and
encouraged some form of CCTV/ policing to
discourage it.

A number of respondents also noted that the path
was used by vulnerable users, such as women
and children, and therefore should be made as
safe as possible.

Signage

These comments noted the need for improvement
to signage along the route generally.

This included signage for cyclists, with some
suggesting that ‘cyclists dismount’ signs be
replaced with signs noting to ‘respect other users’
or ‘give way to other users’.

A number of comments also related to the need
for signage to show different routes for
pedestrians and cyclists.

Another respondent noted the need for signs to
notify path users to keep their dogs on leads, as
this poses a potential hazard for cyclists who use
the route.
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Other comments included the need for signage to
show distances to other localities, accessible from
the path.

Lighting

Comments noted that improvements to lighting are
integral to the safety of path users, especially
those who are lone-walkers, vulnerable or use the
path at night.

Other respondents noted that overgrowing
greenery and branches block existing lighting, and
maintenance would be a key part of improving
lighting along the route.

Width of path

Comments noted that the width of the path needs
to increase to allow space for different path users,
with potential for separation between modes.

Another respondent noted that the metal barrier
on the city side of Scarborough Bridge is
unnecessary, as it cuts up the flow of cyclists and
pedestrians and does not fulfil its function of
preventing mopeds from accessing the path.

Green spaces

Many respondents shared a desire for
improvements to the greenery and planting along
the riverside path. This included specific areas,
(e.g. any ‘dead space’ in the vicinity of Jubilee
Terrace), as well as some general improvements
to the overall appearance of the path.

Parking

Comments noted the risks associated with anti-
social parking around Jubilee Terrace, which
endangers path users, especially children.

Some respondents requested a formalised parking
arrangement, with enforcement to ensure illegal
parking does not continue.

Calming measures

A number of respondents left comments relating to
the need for calming measures along the route.

Suggestions included the installation of barriers,
road markings or signage to encourage cyclists to
slow down when using the path and avoid
pedestrians from coming into the way of them.

Link to other modes of
transport/ areas

Comments within this theme varied slightly, both
requesting clear signposting to other localities and
requesting that the riverside path link to other local
routes (e.g. cycling routes), to encourage more
active travel.

Safety - danger of being close to
the river

Comments within this theme raised the need to
install a barrier between the river and the path, to
increase safety for path users. One respondent
noted that dogs and children were especially
vulnerable to this risk.
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Drainage/ flooding of path

Comments within this theme noted the need to
improve drainage on the path to mitigate the
effects of flooding. There was also a request to
improve the level of the path to prevent flooding
from occurring.

Flood signage

Comments within this theme noted the need for
improved flood signage, including updating it
regularly to reflect the true state of the path.

Access to/ from Leeman Road

Some respondents commented on the lack of
access to Leeman Road, and how this would
impact/ reduce their use of the path. Some
objected to the road’s closure and noted walking
distances to some areas would increase
significantly.

One respondent suggested adding tunnel access
from Leeman Road to the riverside path.

No further
suggestions/comments

Three respondents stated they had no further
suggestions or comments.

Visual improvements/ artwork

Two respondents noted that aesthetic
improvements to the path, by adding graffiti or
some form of wall art, would be a welcome
addition to the route.

Bus shelter

One respondent left a comment stating they would
like a covered bus shelter on the route.

There are no safety/ security
issues

One respondent left a comment stating that they
did not consider there to be any safety issues on
the route.

Aldborough Way

One respondent raised an issue with the tangent
of the path linking to Aldborough Way. It was noted
that the path was too steep, posing a danger for
wheelchair users as well as path users when it is

icy.

The respondent also noted the need to improve
signage in the area, to direct to other areas (e.g.
Leeman Road).

Against improvements

One respondent provided a free-text comment
noting they were against any proposals to improve
the path, due to the implications on travel and
road/ path closures.

N/A — not legible

One respondent left a comment which did not
apply to this question.
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The second of these questions asked respondents to select their priority for different sorts of improvements that could be made to the riverside path, with the results shown in
Figure 16. Raising the path at low points to reduce the impact of river flooding was the option selected as ‘highest priority’ by the highest proportion of respondents (41.7%),
followed by providing more space for pedestrians and cyclists on the existing route (39.9%) and lighting (31.2%). Lighting (48.4%), improved surfacing (45.1%), retention of
existing trees (43.3%) and security (41%) were the three most selected options for ‘high priority’. In terms of those improvements selected as ‘not a priority’, the top three were
restricting parking and traffic movements on Jubilee Terrace (27.3%), seating/ resting places (24.7%) and creating a separate route for cyclists (15.5%).

Please select your priority for each of the following potential areas for improvements to the
Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge riverside path

it
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
-1 Rl RAR
0

100%

90%

80%

70%

=)
=S

Lighting Security (e.g. Providing more Creating a Retention of Raising the path Better signage Improved Seating / resting  Restricting
CCTV) space for separate route  existing trees  at low points to  when there are surfacing places parking and
pedestrians and  for cyclists reduce the flood events traffic
cyclists on the impact of river movements on
existing route flooding Jubilee Terrace

Areas for improvement

mNot a priority ~ ®Low priority High priority ~ mHighest priority Don’t know / Don’t have an opinion

Figure 16: Proportion of respondents selecting different levels of priority for different types of improvement to the path
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A weighted average was also assigned to each option, shown in Figure 17 below. This assigns raising the path at low points to reduce the impact of river flooding the highest
score, followed by providing more space for pedestrians and cyclists on the existing route, and then lighting and retention of existing trees (the latter two having the same
score).

Priority areas for improvements - weighted average

3.5
3 4
2.5 A
2 N
1.5 1
1 N
0.5 -
O 4
Lighting Secunty eg Providing Creating a Retentlon of Raising the Better Improved Seating / Restrlctlng
CCTV) more space separate existing trees path at low signage when surfacing resting places parking and
for route for points to there are traffic
pedestrians cyclists reduce the flood events movements
and cyclists impact of river on Jubilee
on the flooding Terrace

existing route

Figure 17: Weighted averages for levels of priority for different types of improvement to the path

The next question asked respondents to select their top three priority areas for improvements to the Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough riverside path. This was a multiple choice
question, and respondents were able to select up to three options. Of the 441 people who filled out a response form, 387 answered this question, with 54 opting to skip it.

Figure 18 shows the breakdown of responses to this question. The three main areas of priority for respondents were improved lighting (59.2%), raising the path at low points to
reduce the impact of river flooding (57.4%) and providing more space for different path users (46.5%). Other popular options included creating a separate route for cyclists
(31.8%), security (30%), retention of existing trees (29.2%) and improved surfacing (23.8%). The options which were not selected as a priority for the majority of respondents
included better signage for flooding events (8.3%), seating/ resting places (6.2%) and restricting parking and traffic movements on Jubilee Terrace (4.7%).
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Please select your top three priority areas for improvements to the
Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge riverside path

70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
won I I I l
10.00%
0.00% | | T | | . N
Lighting Security (e.g. Providing more Creating a Retention of  Raising the Better signage  Improved Seating / Restricting
CCTV) space for  separate route existing trees  path atlow when there are  surfacing  resting places parking and
pedestrians for cyclists points to flood events traffic
and cyclists on reduce the movements on
the existing impact of river Jubilee
route flooding Terrace

Figure 18: Top three priority areas for improvements to the riverside path

When looking at responses to this question by gender, of the 254 respondents who provided their gender, all respondents answered this question.
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80.00%

70.00%

60.00%

50.00%

40.00% -

30.00% -

20.00% -

10.00% -

0.00%

Male Female Non-binary/Gender Variant

Top three priority areas for improvement (gender)

m Lighting

m Security (e.g. CCTV)
Providing more space for pedestrians and cyclists
on the existing route

m Creating a separate route for cyclists

m Retention of existing trees
Raising the path at low points to reduce the impact
of river flooding

m Better signage when there are flood events

® Improved surfacing

m Seating / resting places

m Restricting parking and traffic movements on
Jubilee Terrace

Figure 19: Top three priority areas for improvements to the riverside path, split by gender

AECOM
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As shown in Figure 19, of the priorities selected by the 256 respondents who provided their gender, there are
some priorities that are clearly preferred/ prioritised by female respondents.

e When looking at respondents who selected lighting, of 125 female respondents, 83 (66.4%) selected
this as one of their three priority areas for improvement, as opposed to 64 (49.6%) of 129 male
respondents.

e When assessing those who selected security, 43 (34.4.%) female respondents selected this as one of
their three priority areas for improvement, as opposed to 28 (21.7%) of male respondents.

e Interms of retention of trees, 43 (34.4%) female respondents selected this as one of their three priority
areas for improvement, as opposed to 35 (27.1%) of male respondents.

e When assessing the gender distribution of respondents who selected seating/ resting places as one of
their three priority areas for improvement, this was selected by 12 (9.6%) of female respondents as
opposed to 6 (4.7%) of male respondents.

The following options were prioritised on average by male respondents, as their top three preferred areas of
improvement.

o When assessing the gender distribution of respondents who selected more space for pedestrians/
cyclists on the riverside path, this was selected by 63 (48.8%) of male respondents, as opposed to 57
(45.6%) of female respondents.

e Ofthose respondents who selected the option to have a separate cyclist route, 51 (39.5%) male
respondents selected this option, as opposed to 32 (25.6%) of female respondents.

e Of those respondents who selected the option to raise the path at low points to reduce the impact of
river flooding, 86 (66.7%) male respondents selected this option, as opposed to 64 (51.2%) of female
respondents.

e Ofthose respondents who selected the option to improve signage relating to flooding of the path, 12
(9.3%) male respondents selected this option, as opposed to 10 (8%) female respondents.

e Of those respondents who selected improved surfacing, 32 (24.8%) male respondents selected this
option, as opposed to 24 (19.2%) female respondents.

¢ Of those respondents who selected the option to restrict parking and traffic movements on Jubilee
Terrace, this was selected as a priority by eight (6.2%) male respondents, as opposed to five (4%)
female respondents.

When assessing the responses received by non-binary/gender variant respondents, there is little correlation
between prioritised areas of improvement, with each respondent selecting different options.

When looking at the breakdown in responses to this question based on disability, all respondents who provided
details on whether they had a disability answered this question.

Figure 20 shows a breakdown of the responses received from the 52 respondents who noted they have some
form of disability, lasting or expected to last 12 months or more. The top three priorities selected include 35
respondents (67.3%) preferring to raise the path at low points to reduce the impact of river flooding, 30
respondents (57.7%) selecting lighting and 20 respondents (38.5%) preferring the provision of more space for
pedestrians and cyclists on the existing route. Other priorities selected by these respondents include 16
respondents (30.8%) selecting retention of existing trees, 14 respondents (26.9%) selecting create a separate
route for cyclists, 13 respondents (25%) selecting improve surfacing, 12 respondents (23.1%) selecting security,
10 respondents (19.2%) selecting better signage regarding flooding, five respondents (9.6%) selecting improved
seating/rest places and one respondent (1.9%) selecting restricting parking and traffic movements along Jubilee
Terrace.
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Priority areas for improvements to the path - disability

80.00%
70.00% m Lighting
m Security (e.g. CCTV)
60.00%
Providing more space for pedestrians and cyclists
on the existing route
50.00% - m Creating a separate route for cyclists
m Retention of existing trees
40.00% +
Raising the path at low points to reduce the impact
of river flooding
30.00% m Better signage when there are flood events
. (VO
m Improved surfacing
20.00% A ) )
B Seating / resting places
) m Restricting parking and traffic movements on
10.00% 1 Jubilee Terrace
0.00% -

Figure 20: Top three priority areas for improvements to the riverside path for respondents who reported having a disability
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Path widening

Respondents were also asked specifically about their views on the potential widening of the Jubilee Terrace to
Scarborough Bridge riverside path. This question was a free-text question, and received 309 responses in total,
with 132 skipping the question. Table 3 summarises the key themes that featured in respondents’ answers. Three
comments were also classified as being neutral, not applicable, or not understandable. Please note, some
responses covered more than one theme.

Table 3: Summary of comments on widening the existing route

Number of responses making  Detail of comments in responses

comments in this theme

General positive 214 These comments expressed general positive
feedback for this option.

Prefer other or 34 Respondents in this category noted their
alternative option preference for having two separate paths for both
safety and convenience.

The closure of Leeman Road was highlighted as a
reason for increased future use of the path and
therefore a driver for two separate segregated
paths.

One respondent suggested widening the existing
route for pedestrians and creating a new path for
cyclists by the river.

Need to protect 27 Comments in this category focused on the need to

trees/ green space protect existing trees and green space within this
option by building around nature rather than
removing trees.

Some respondents requested that three (or more)
new trees be planted for every tree lost, as close as
possible to the site. Another stated that, while
replanting is good, mature trees have more
biodiversity value.

The need to avoid impacts on well-established
trees alongside the path was also highlighted.

One respondent requested that any digging around
tree root balls should be done through hand digging
and that the surface should be made permeable to

reduce the risk of rot.

Conflict between 26 Comments in this category agreed that, although
cyclists and this option reduces conflict between pedestrians
pedestrians and cyclists, it doesn’t solve the problem as

pedestrians may still have to step into the cycle
lane to get past each other. The fact that this is a
busy dog walking route, and the increased use of e-
bikes and scooters, were highlighted as potential
reasons pedestrians may have to step into the
cycle lane.

In order to avoid conflict between users,
respondents asked that there is demarcation
between cyclists and pedestrians, potentially
through the addition of barriers to separate the
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Number of responses making  Detail of comments in responses

comments in this theme

cycle lane and the walking lane. Enforcement of the
rules was also suggested.

Maintenance 21 Respondents commented that the widening option
would be easier to maintain than a segregated
route, and that grass should be regularly edged to
the kerb, which would reduce scheme and
maintenance costs, as well as increase width of the
existing path.

Comments in this section also focused on the need
for improved path maintenance in general, stating
that surfacing is currently poor, and the lines need
repainting, along with a general need for signage,
clearing, gritting, and tackling weed overgrowth.

One respondent highlighted how currently it can be
challenging to stay in the pedestrian lane when
passing other pedestrians as some areas of the
lane are too narrow or affected by puddles and
piles of leaves.

Preference for this 17 Comments in this category stated an explicit

option preference for the option to widen the path, stating
that it would minimise conflict between cyclists and
pedestrians and improve safety. It was highlighted
that it would also be easier to monitor CCTV along
a single path.

Some comments also noted that success of this
option would depend on effective signage being put
in place, clearly showing the separation of lanes.

General negative 14 General negative comments included that the
existing path is fine, and that funds would be better
reallocated to other more important projects.

Flooding 13 Comments in this category emphasised how
mitigating flooding was a priority area, and more
important than widening the path.

Lighting and 12 Comments in this category emphasised that lighting
security and security are priority areas, especially after dark,
and are more important than widening the path.

Width of path 10 Respondents queried if widening the path to 4m
would be enough of an increase, as the current 3m
path feels tight. Some requested that both
pedestrian and cycle routes are doubled in width
and referenced LTN120 standards.

The need to accommodate two cyclists travelling in
opposite directions, as well as a separate section
for pedestrians wide enough for pushchairs,
wheelchairs, and cargo bikes, was also noted.

One respondent objected to cyclists needing more
space than pedestrians.
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Number of responses making  Detail of comments in responses

comments in this theme

Accessibility 8 Comments in this category emphasised the need to
consider the visually impaired; wheelchair users;
and other disabled users. In particular, the path
should be of sufficient width to accommodate them.

Increased usage 6 Comments noted that the closure of Leeman Road
and the additional houses being built will cause
increased traffic on the path.

Scarborough 6 Comments in this category emphasised the need
Bridge for the pinch point at Scarborough Bridge tunnel be
addressed as a priority.

Suggestions included widening the bridge or putting
other measures in place, such as enforcing cyclists
to dismount their bicycles before entering.

The need to improve flooding at Scarborough
Bridge was also referenced.

Riverside access 3 Pedestrians highlighted that they would prefer
access to the riverside and that bikes should stay to
the side away from the river.

Additional 3 Three additional measures were suggested by
measures to respondents, including:
consider

- adding protection rails on the edge of the river
to protect children and dogs from falling down
the edge;

- raising the lowest sections near Scarborough
Bridge up to at least the level of the west
esplanade, to mitigate the impacts of flooding,
or to raise the path round into the part of
Cinder Lane that goes past the post office; and

- refraining from adding a raised painted line to
indicate separation between lanes, as it is
hazardous to cyclists and can cause loss of

control.
Improved signage/ 2 Two respondents further highlighted the need for
measures to improved signage and demarcation between paths
separate users if they are widened to ensure the cycle lane is

separate from pedestrians.

Concerns around 1 The comment noted concerns about disruption
construction caused by construction.

Creating a new route to segregate cyclists and pedestrians

Respondents were also asked specifically about their views on the potential creation of a new route on the river
side of the trees, which would mean pedestrians and cyclists would be completely separated. This question was
a free-text question, and received 332 responses in total, with 109 skipping the question. Table 4 summarises the
key themes that featured in respondents’ answers. 12 comments were also classified as being neutral, not
applicable, or not understandable. Please note, some responses covered more than one theme.
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Table 4: Summary of comments on creating a new route

Number of responses making

Detail of comments in responses

comments in this theme

General positive 132

These comments expressed general positive
feedback for this option, noting the benefits of
having two separate paths.

Preference for this 75
option

Comments in this category stated an explicit
preference for the option to have a separate
path, stating that segregation would generally be
better in terms of avoiding conflicts, and the poor
visual impact of a single wide path. They also
noted it would be better for the environment and
a safer option for users, as it avoids dangerous
conflict.

Flooding 34

Comments in this category expressed concern
that the path by the river will be more prone to
flooding and that adding a new path could
impact natural flood defences.

General comments were also made with regards
to ensuring measures are put in place to avoid
flooding on both paths, with flood resilience
being noted as more important when Leeman
Road closes (due to the lack of alternative
routes).

It was also highlighted that there needs to be
better advance notice in place for when the path
is shut due to flooding.

Prefer other or 33
alternative option

Comments in this category noted their
preference for widening the existing route or
having two shared use paths (noted as better for
security/ safety).

Conflict between 31
cyclists and
pedestrians

Views in this category were slightly mixed, with
some comments suggesting that separate paths
are a good idea as they will reinforce separation
between modes and others concerned that
people would use the wrong path and the
existing conflict between users will be the same,
if not worse.

Respondents also noted that some areas along
the path will still be shared, which could
exacerbate issues.

Clear and effective signage was highlighted as a
tool to help minimise conflict, as well as effective
enforcement.

Respondents also noted that the paths need to
be designed to minimise dogs crossing the cycle
lane.

Need to protect 30
trees/ green space

Comments in this category expressed concern
over this option having the potential to damage
the ecology of the riverbank and compromise
green space of high community value. This was
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Number of responses making  Detail of comments in responses

comments in this theme

contrasted to widening the route, which was
perceived as retaining more green space and
causing minimal environmental issues.

One respondent requested that the spring bulbs
planted around the trees are not damaged and
another suggested that the area in between the
trees could be planted with pollinators.

One respondent noted that they would strongly
object to any proposal that would lead to tree
removal, with another stating that trees help with
flooding and should not be removed.

One respondent noted that they enjoy having an
unpaved area to jog on.

Lighting and 27 Comments noted that a bigger focus was
security needed on improved lighting and security along
both paths.

Some respondents showed concerns over
having two sperate paths, as the pedestrian path
may feel more isolated, and it may also make it
more dangerous for people walking back at night
as there would be less traffic along a singular
route.

Concerns were also expressed around CCTV
being used along both sides, and whether trees
down the middle would create large blind spots.

General negative 27 Respondents in this category expressed their
opinion that money could be better spent on
other projects and that this work is not needed.
They also noted that people will use the wrong
path regardless.

One respondent showed concern that this option
will diminish the charm of the riverside.

Layout 22 Various suggestions on path layout were made
by respondents, including:

- that the route closest to river should be
used by pedestrians, with the addition of
benches;

- a preference for the existing path to become
the cycle route;

- that the new path should be kept away from
trees as being close to trees in a storm is
dangerous;

- that the new path should be kept away from
the river bank to avoid erosion;

- that barriers between routes should be
considered;
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Number of responses making

comments in this theme

Detail of comments in responses

- to avoid potential 'hiding places' along the
route; and

- upgrading the existing muddy track to be
one of the routes.

A concern was also raised that access to the
ramp joining the path to Aldborough Way would
only be accessible from the cycle path, not the
proposed new pedestrian path.

Signage

15

Comments noted the need to install clear
signage to differentiate both paths.

Scarborough
Bridge

The pinch point at Scarborough Bridge was
highlighted by respondents as a priority that
needs to be addressed.

Length

12

Comments in this theme stated that both paths
need to be of equal length, and not longer than
the existing path, to make sure people use them.

Maintenance

11

Comments in this category expressed concern
over having two paths to manage, service, and
maintain, which would require more
maintenance and be more expensive.

The general need for maintenance was also
noted, with requests to see paths regularly
maintained, including gritting in winter months,
tree/ bush pruning and ensuring the area is kept
clear of fallen leaves and branches.

Concerns were also expressed that both paths
will be used by all users, depending on
congestion, and that this will damage the grass
in between them.

Width

Comments drew attention to the pinch points at
either end of the route.

Comments were also made with regards to the
pedestrian path being too narrow and the need
for the cycle path to be wide enough to allow two
bikes with trailers to pass safely.

Objections were also made to the existing
chicanes/ barriers on the route.

Accessibility

Comments in this category included that all
decisions need to bear in mind the needs of both
disabled pedestrians and disabled cyclists.

The pedestrian route needs to consider the
width of two double buggies passing side-by-
side and placing benches as rest points.

Concerns about
walking close to
river edge

3

Comments in this category noted concerns
about walking close to the river edge, with
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Number of responses making  Detail of comments in responses

comments in this theme

suggestions for barriers between the path and
the river, to avoid people falling in.

Additional 1 This comment suggested ensuring that residents
measures to only parking is put in place on Jubilee,
consider potentially creating a drop off zone for the school

off Balfour Street.

Other considerations

The last two questions on the response form asked respondents whether they had any other considerations or
comments they would like to make about potential improvements to the Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge
riverside path. These questions both consisted of a free-text box.

Table 5 summarises the key themes in the feedback given when respondents were asked to detail any other
aspects that they would like to be considered when developing the proposals. Of the 441 respondents who
completed a response form, 188 answered this question, with 253 opting to skip it. 19 comments were also
classified as being neutral, not applicable, or not understandable. Please note, some responses covered more
than one theme.

Table 5: Summary of comments relating to other considerations

Number of responses making  Detail of comments in responses

comments in this theme

Maintenance 46 A number of comments addressed the condition
of the path following a flood event, and how this
has worsened over time, with the clear up of
verges and muddy areas remaining
unsatisfactory. Some respondents also noted the
need for provision and maintenance of
alternative routes.

Some respondents noted issues with overgrown
greenery posing a safety and maintenance risk,
with fallen leaves making the accessibility of the
path limited.

Other comments relate to the amount of litter
found along the path, and the need for more
bins.

Another theme within this topic included the
need for improved surfacing, as well as marking
of the path and other facilities.

Improvements to 27 This theme also covered a variety of comments,
underpass at with most stating the need for an improvement to
Scarborough lighting, visibility, width, and access for different
Bridge types of path user in the underpass.

A number of respondents also highlighted the
confusing signage, requesting that
improvements be made to allow right of way for
particular path users.
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Number of responses making

comments in this theme

Detail of comments in responses

Flood
preparedness/
signage

18

Some comments noted that social media or the
council's website should be used to notify path
users of when the path is flooded and closed.

Other comments noted that signage relating to
flooding should be updated regularly along the
route, as this is often left up after a flood event.

A number of respondents also commented on
the need for the riverside path to be elevated at
lower points, to avoid impact of river flooding.
One respondent also suggested the construction
of a flood defence wall.

Improve safety

17

Comments raised the need to improve safety
along the route. This included provision of
CCTV/ policing measures to protect vulnerable
path users. This includes lone walkers, women,
and people who use the path during dark hours,
which was a particular concern during the winter
months.

Numerous respondents highlighted the
underpass under Scarborough Bridge as a
particular area of concern.

Designated lanes

14

Comments noted the need for designated lanes
to separate various path users.

One respondent noted that cat-eyes should be
installed to keep these lanes separated and
avoid accidents.

Accessibility

10

Comments within this theme emphasised the
need to consider the requirements of disabled/
elderly path users. This includes dropped kerbs,
disabled parking arrangements along the route,
and enough space on the path for wheelchairs
and pushchairs. Some respondents highlighted
the need for this path to be accessible for visiting
places of worship.

One response requested that an equality impact
assessment take place, with another noting the
need for proposals to be LTN120 compliant.

Planting/ greenery

10

The majority of comments requested an
improvement to the greenery and planting that
exists along the riverside path, including
installation of planters, flowerbeds, and trees. A
number of respondents also noted that
enhancing the greenery in the area would be
environmentally beneficial.

Another respondent noted additional planting
would assist in the reduction of the risk of
surface water flooding.

AECOM

35



Page 132

City of York Council

Number of responses making

comments in this theme

Detail of comments in responses

Two respondents also noted that it was crucial to
retain the existing riverside trees as part of these
proposals.

Link to Leeman 9
Road

A number of respondents shared concerns over
proposals to close links to Leeman Road, and
the effect this would have on those who use the
path frequently.

Most comments in this theme requested
information about how access to the path would
be provided instead of Leeman Road, with a
common concern about the length of the
diversion that would prevent users from using
the path as they do currently.

One respondent noted that they would like
construction to align in such a way that they still
have access to Leeman Road, before this
access is closed.

Lighting 9

Comments within this theme included the need
to improve lighting along the route, particularly in
the underpass under Scarborough Bridge.
Numerous respondents noted that the need for
lighting was linked to safety, and during the
autumn and winter seasons, the lack of lighting
made the path unusable.

Some respondents highlighted the need for
regular maintenance and inspection of the route
for lighting, noting the lighting needs to be
powerful to reach the full width of the path.
Another respondent noted they would like
lighting to be installed on the other side of the
river.

One respondent asked for consideration of the
impact of lighting on wildlife, such as bats.

Unhappy with 9
chicane barriers

These comments shared concerns about the
chicane barriers along the route, and how they
should be removed altogether or replaced with
bollards, as they did not fulfil their purpose and
caused problems for cyclists and wheelchair
users.

Behaviour of path 8
users

Comments noted the need to mitigate and
manage the behaviour of different path users
towards each other.

Three respondents noted that the use of
scooters along this route put many vulnerable
path users at risk. Two respondents also shared
a concern about dog-walkers and the risk they
pose to other users.
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comments in this theme

Detail of comments in responses

Other comments addressed the gathering of
young people around Scarborough Bridge and
the antisocial behaviour associated with this.

Create/ maintain
links to other
modes of
transport

Comments mentioned the need for the path to
either create or maintain links to other modes of
transport or other localities.

Some responses highlighted the need to link the
path to other areas/ paths, such as Route 65,
Water End, Millennium Green, and York Central
link road.

Other comments highlighted how the path is
crucial for respondents to access their workplace
or school (potentially as part of a longer
journey).

Overall aesthetic
of path

Comments noted the need to improve the overall
aesthetic of the riverside path. This included
suggestions for a range of interventions, from
painting the walls, graffiti, planting trees and
other general comments about improving the
general aesthetic of the path.

Parking facilities

Many comments noted that Jubilee Terrace has
become dangerous due to anti-social parking
and traffic movements. Respondents also
requested formalised parking facilities and one
respondent requested cars to be fined. Some
respondents also noted the school is responsible
for a lot of the traffic movements along Jubilee
Terrace, therefore an agreement should be
reached with them.

One respondent objected to the restriction of
parking facilities along Jubilee Terrace.

Engage with
residents

A number of respondents shared concerns that
the proposals have not considered the views of
local residents.

General signage

A number of respondents provided comments to
request improved signage along the riverside
path. This includes signage to promote that the
surrounding area is a residential area, and users
should be considerate of this fact. Others
requested signage included a sign at Aldborough
Street, and general improvements to signage
along the route.

Width of path

Five comments requested improvements be
made to the width of the riverside path. These
comments largely echoed sentiments provided
by respondents regarding the need for
designated lanes for different types of path
users.
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comments in this theme

Detail of comments in responses

One respondent noted that any provision for
seating should not affect the width of the path.

Ensure
improvements are
made when
funding is
available/ are high
quality
improvements

A handful of comments noted the need to ensure
any improvements were made as soon as
funding became available, as well as ensuring
they are of a high quality.

Three respondents noted the potential for a new
path needs to be of high quality, which would
allow it to be used at all times, and during all
weather conditions.

Calming measures

3

Three comments noted the need for calming
measures. These comments specifically
targeted the use of the path by cyclists, with
respondents noting they needed to slow down
when passing constriction points or in the vicinity
of other path users. One comment noted
children were particularly vulnerable to speeding
cyclists.

Opposed to
proposals

Three respondents shared their opposition to
these proposals, noting they were not a good
use of money at this time.

Another respondent noted they were unhappy
with the disruption that was being caused by
construction around them.

Seating facilities

Comments shared suggestions for increased
seating or leisure facilities along the path. This
included a request for benches, picnic benches
and a playground.

Construction

Two respondents provided comments about the
impact of construction, should these proposals
be approved.

One respondent noted they would like works to
be timed to avoid the closure of the path and the
closure of Leeman Road occurring at the same
time.

Another respondent noted they would like to
retain access to the path during construction.

Layout

Two respondents provided comments about the
existing layout of the riverside path.

One respondent noted that the path should be
moved away from the railway bridge, to avoid
this constriction point altogether.

Another respondent suggested altering of the
layout to place the pedestrian path by the river,
and cyclists on the inner side.
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comments in this theme

Barrier along river 2 Two respondents shared views about the need
edge for a safety barrier along the edge of the
riverside path, to increase safety for users.

Ramp to 1 One respondent noted that the ramp to
Aldborough Way Aldborough Way was flawed in its design, with
accessibility and drainage issues.

The respondent suggested that the gradient of
the ramp was too steep for mobility scooters and
wheelchair users. The respondent also noted
that there are often surface water flooding issues
at the foot of this ramp, which makes it
inaccessible for all path users.

Table 6 summarises the key themes in the feedback given when respondents were asked to detail any other
comments they had. Of the 441 respondents who completed a response form, 154 answered this question, with
287 opting to skip it. 26 comments were also classified as being neutral, not applicable, or not understandable.
Please note, some responses covered more than one theme.

Table 6: Summary of additional comments

Number of responses making Detail of comments in responses

comments in this theme

General positive 51 These comments expressed general positive
feedback for this option, noting happiness that
something is being done to make the route
safer and more enjoyable.

Urgency for work to commence and
interventions to be implemented was
expressed, along with the need to do as much
as possible to improve it, which will in turn
promote active travel.

Lighting and security 26 These comments noted that lighting and
security were the highest priority, in particular
that it is currently unsafe to use the path when
it is dark, especially for women, lone walkers,
and vulnerable people.

It was also suggested that CCTV and lighting
should cover the whole path.

One respondent noted the need to remove all
trees to improve lighting and visibility, with
another respondent commenting they didn’t
want CCTV as there is ‘too much control

already’.
Additional/ 20 Respondents made suggestions for various
alternative measures improvements to roads, including:

- resurfacing the on-street route westwards,
potentially also providing a more direct
westwards route rather than diversion via
Bromley Street;
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comments in this theme

Detail of comments in responses

Other things noted to consider includes:

improvements to the junction at Salisbury
Terrace/ Jubilee Terrace;

a better route from the city centre to Clifton
Bridge; and

cycle superhighway should follow west
bank of River Ouse from Water End right
down to Bishopthorpe and join with cycle
route at Naburn Railway Bridge (York
Sailing Club).

using the grassed area at the vicarage
next to St Barnabas church for parking for
church and vicarage visitors;

creating a separate footpath that is
extended for the full length of the route;

the path to be 3m wider throughout, with a
grade separated route through York
Central;

all the cycle routes in York to be connected
up;

money should be spent on fixing road
maintenance issues across the city
instead;

inclusion of seating options within plans;

consideration on how to manage use of
more dangerous/ faster vehicles, like e-
bikes, scooters, and mopeds;

after Scarborough Bridge, near the post
office, swap the lanes so pedestrians are
next to the river;

divide Jubilee Terrace outside the church
into pedestrian and cyclist lanes and install
‘'warning children playing' signs;

better separation of cyclists and
pedestrians on the section of pathway
between Scarborough and Lendal bridges;
and make improvements to path on other
side of the river too.

Closure of Leeman 18
Road

Comments noted that the closure of Leeman
Road will increase reliance on the route,
meaning it would be beneficial for it to be open
24/7.

It was also requested that work to improve the
path is completed before Leeman Road is
closed, and that Leeman Road public access
should be kept open, as other routes are too

AECOM
40



City of York Council

Page 137

Number of responses making

comments in this theme

Detail of comments in responses

long and/ or not safe for pedestrians and
cyclists.

Comments also noted that better cycling and
walking provision is needed on Leeman Road.

Maintenance

12

Respondents requested that maintenance
costs be factored into plans and that care
should be given to existing maintenance issues
before making more significant changes.

The need for regular/ better maintenance was
highlighted, specifically markings on cycle path,
de-icing, the Network Rail wall, cutting back
trees, litter, and fencing. It was noted that good
maintenance will make the path more
accessible.

Flooding

Comments emphasised that flood prevention
should be a priority and that better flood
signage is needed. This includes signage
needing to be placed suitably in advance so
people can divert before they get to the path
and keeping it up to date. One respondent
noted that it should be included from Rawcliffe
P&R all the way underneath Lendal Bridge.

Comments also noted that the path needs to
be useable 24/7 all year-round, even during
flooding, due to the lack of suitable alternative
routes (in terms or time, distance, and safety).

One respondent stated that flooding doesn't
matter.

Parking on Jubilee
Terrace

Comments noted opposition to removing or
restricting parking/ movements on Jubilee
Terrace. It was noted as essential parking for
local venues (such as the church) and
residents, as well as being one of the few
remaining places for free parking within walking
distance to the city centre.

Comments also noted that parking was not an
issue until the school was built; building the
school there was the council's choice and
therefore it is unfair to inconvenience others as
a result.

One respondent commented that there are no
current issues with parking on Jubilee Terrace.

Scarborough Bridge

Comments noted that the bridge underpass is
a pinch point and dangerous, with various
suggestions on how to improve this. These
included widening the archway, installing a
gate to make cyclists dismount, installing a
mirror so people can see who is coming, and
installing 'cyclists dismount' signs.
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Number of responses making

comments in this theme

Detail of comments in responses

The need for 24 hours access to the station
from the bridge was also highlighted.

Consultation 6

Comments noted that the consultation was
useful and welcomed, though some noted it
was a slow process and/ or that they hoped
their voices would be heard, with concerns that
more thought is being given to tourists than to
residents.

It was also highlighted that more use should be
made of multiple choice options during
consultation.

Accessibility 6

One comment requested that an equality
impact assessment is undertaken. Other
comments also noted the need to consider:

- parking at Jubilee Terrace being essential
for disabled users, and for some venues
(e.g. the church) there is no other suitable
facility nearby;

- the need to allow 24-hour access for
wheelchair users to the station from
Scarborough Bridge;

- that current barriers are not accessible,
and widths and designs of new/ amended
paths should consider this (including
wheelchair and cargo bike requirements);
and

- that the surface needs to be level and well
maintained so the path can be used by
wheelchair users.

General negative 6

Comments in this section stated that the
project is not essential and is a nice to have,
with funds better spent elsewhere.

Respondents also noted concerns about
deliverability and long timescales, and feelings
that the scheme is trying to cover too many
bases and should instead focus on doing one
thing well.

Need to protect 4
trees/ green space

Respondents showed concern that proposals
will severely impact the natural environment,
compounding the climate crisis.

The need to retain as many trees as possible
was reinforced with a request for wildlife areas
and wildflower planting.

Desire for full suite 2
of improvements to
be delivered at once

Comments noted that all improvements are
needed, and any additional costs can be
justified.
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1. Executive Summary

1.1 Overview

The Riverside Path is a key route on the pedestrian and cycle network connecting the west
of the city, via Jubilee Terrace, Cinder Lane foot / cycle path (Riverside Path) and the
Scarborough Bridge river crossing to the city centre. Updates to the local area will be made
as part of the York Central development, including the introduction of alternative high-quality
routes unaffected by river flooding. However, the importance of the existing riverside route to
residents and cyclists is still recognised, which is why City of York Council (CYC) has set
aside £600K to make improvements to this path.

Following acquisition of the land, CYC is now in control of the full length of the route enabling
the progression of a review of options to upgrade and improve the layout for cyclists and
pedestrians. Key areas for consideration include improved lighting, seating and security;
widening or segregating the path; improved surfacing; and reducing the impact of flooding by
raising the path at the low point. A full list of scheme objectives is provided in Chapter 2.

A public consultation exercise was undertaken in December 2022 and January 2023 to seek
feedback from local residents and users of the Riverside Path to understand their priorities
and concerns about the existing path and gather feedback on potential options for path
improvements. The feedback received will help shape the emerging scheme design and
inform a potential Planning Application for the scheme.

1.2 Feasibility Study

To respond to the identified study objectives, a range of scheme options including specific
component elements were considered. Emerging from the feasibility study were two different
approaches to improve the Cinder Lane (Riverside) path as depicted below:

Approach |
i . i . z Indicative layout |
Widening the existing shared use path, subject to site
constraints (see cross section opposite and Indicative
layout 1). ' "‘”4":’2..@
Al ¥ g~ (4
2
g B
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EXISTING PROPOSED - WIDENED PATH ~&
2
AR ]
~
N
-L\ . ffg’
Key - study area L s
BN BN jubilee Terrace improvements
EEEN mmmm Riverside path (white line segregated path)
’ ’ Existing trees
~4.0-43m-
Approach 2
. . aare i Indicative layout 2
Creating a new parallel path in addition to the existing
path so that pedestrians and cyclists can be separated
for a significant section of the route, subject to site s ‘*‘“4-;,.{%
Py 8 " . & £ =L ®
constraints (see cross section opposite and Indicative g “Ioel
layout 2). g \’:\
e
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EXISTING PROPOSED - NEW FOOTPATH Ss ~’ ~
Key - study area e
: ~
BN BN |ubilee Terrace improvements s .’é‘:
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to 2-way cycle track side of the tree line

Prepared for: City of York Council

AECOM



Page 145

Riverside Path
Project reference: Riverside Path
Project number: 60690177

Other specific intervention measures identified during the feasibility design process included:

= Upgrade existing lighting or install new lighting where required (including under
Scarborough Bridge)

= |nstall additional low level bollard lighting on a new cycle path, if this approach is chosen

= |nstall CCTV in key locations along the path

= Raise path level at localised low points (on both sides of Scarborough Bridge)

= Provide better advance warning systems to let people know when sections of the route
are likely to be flooded

= Introduce Traffic Regulation Orders to reduce parking space availability on Jubilee
Terrace

*= Improved pedestrian crossings to / from St Barnabas Primary School

= More seating along the path

= Reallocation of road space and link to / from Riverside Path at Jubilee Terrace.

1.3 Scheme cost estimates

Indicative high-level cost estimates for the scheme as a whole (end-to-end) are £2.2M-
£2.4M for Approach 1 (widened shared use path on Cinder Lane) and £1.95M-£2.2M for
Approach 2 (new parallel path on Cinder Lane). These cost estimates include an allowance
for improvement works on Jubilee Terrace of £150K-£200K and compensatory flood storage
costs in the range of £400K-£600K across the two approaches/scheme options.

Reflecting the feasibility stage of design, these indicative cost estimates include
risk/contingency allowances and are subject to further refinement at the next stage of
design.

It is noted that CYC currently have £600K allocated for Riverside Path within the Capital
Programme. As such, additional funding is required to enable the full scheme to be
delivered. Additional funding streams are currently being explored, including a bid
submission to the Active Travel England’s Active Travel Fund 4 (ATF4) programme. The
current intervention measures. This initial costing exercise indicates that the £600K budget
would be insufficient for ‘end to end’ route treatment. This funding constraint was
communicated in the public consultation exercise as below:

“While all the potential improvements may not be possible in the final design within the

current funding package, this consultation is a key element of understanding how to deliver
the best design possible.”

1.4 Phased delivery approach

Reflecting the budgetary limitations and the consultation feedback scheme priorities (see
associated AECOM Consultation Report), a phased approach is proposed as follows:

Phase 1 — Highest priority scheme elements

Progress to preliminary design and more detailed cost estimation with the highest priority

scheme elements, namely:

= upgraded lighting along the length of the Riverside Path

= raising of the path at low points

= widening of the existing path to provide more space for pedestrians and cyclists
(Approach 1), retaining high quality existing trees, and including resurfacing.

Given the high level of public support/prioritisation (116 responses, 30%) and relatively low
cost, it is also proposed to include CCTV / improved security within the Phase 1 package of
works.

Note: Cost estimation work undertaken at the concept design stage indicated that it is

unlikely that the entirety of Phase 1 priority works as listed above can be completed within
the existing funding package.
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Phase 2 — Lower priority scheme elements

Progress to preliminary design and more detailed cost estimation of lower priority scheme
elements, namely:

1.5

better signage when there are flood events

seating / resting places

traffic engineering measures to restrict parking and traffic movements on Jubliee Terrace,
thereby improving conditions for pedestrians and cyclists.

Recommended next steps

1. Following Executive Member approval of the above phased approach, progress to

preliminary scheme design stage for Phase 1 priority improvements.

Update the scheme cost estimate for Phase 1 and seek Executive Member approval to
progress to full detailed design for those prioritised scheme elements that can be
delivered within the current budget. As noted above, it is recognised that some Phase 1
elements may need to be reassigned to Phase 2 pending the updated scheme costs
estimates following preliminary design. This may include, for example, lower priority
sections for widening and resurfacing.

Subject to Executive Member approval, progress to preliminary scheme design and
updated scheme cost estimate for Phase 2 works to identify the required additional
funding requirements and to inform a phased implementation strategy.
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2. Introduction

2.1 Overview

The Jubilee Terrace to Scarborough Bridge Riverside Path is a key route on the cycle
network connecting the west of the city with the city centre and the Scarborough Bridge
River crossing. As part of the York Central development an alternative high-quality off-road
route unaffected by river flooding will be provided but it will not replace the importance of the
riverside route to local residents and cyclists. The aspiration is to enhance provision for
pedestrians and cyclists along the existing Riverside Path, catering for all users including
those with mobility impairments.

This technical report summarises the findings of a review of the existing provision and
development of feasibility proposals including options to segregate or widen the existing
route, improve delineation; provide environmental improvements and placemaking
enhancements.

2.2 Study Area

The extents of the study area are highlighted by the red line boundary shown in Figure 1.
The Riverside Path route follows the Cinder Lane foot/cycle path between the junction of
Jubilee Terrace / Kingsland Terrace and the Scarborough Bridge at the northern and
southern extents respectively. Towards the southern extent, the foot/cycle path is located
within a constrained parcel of land between the East Coast Mainline and the River Ouse. At
this location the route has a particular low point and is prone to flooding.

Figure 1 — Riverside Path, Red Line Boundary
A N

Following acquisition of the land, CYC is now in control of the full length of the route enabling
the progression of a review of options to upgrade and improve the layout for cyclists and
pedestrians. Key areas for consideration include improved lighting, seating and security;
widening or segregating the path; improved surfacing; and reducing the impact of flooding by
raising the path at the low point.
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2.3 Scope

The scope of this commission has two stages:

e Stage 1 - Feasibility design and option consultation to select and refine and preferred
option.

e Stage 2 — develop the chosen option to an outline and detailed design for contractor
procurement, and any planning requirements.

The following report focuses on Stage 1, Feasibility Design.

2.4 Objectives

Objectives were to provide an enhanced active travel corridor with:

e Improved lighting

e Improved security — CCTV/Lighting

e Improved environment

e Improved accessibility — reviewing existing barriers

e Improved drainage — surface water drainage

e Improved removal of flood water/silt - reducing drainage/warping implications
e Increased availability of route during high river levels.

o Improved notification of closure of route during higher river levels

e Increased capacity - consideration of widening existing path or separating
pedestrians/cyclists entirely by changing existing route to be for cyclists only and
providing dedicated pedestrian route closer to the riverbank

e Scheme delivery without closing the route

e Improved management of pedestrian/cycle conflicts at Scarborough Bridge underpass
including consideration of realignment, signage, barrier arrangements etc.

o Clearer delineation of route on Jubilee Terrace to improve management of conflict
between vehicles and pedestrians/cycles

o Regularising the status of the route through possible creation of a Public Right of Way
(PROW).
2.5 Document Structure

This report is structured as follows:

e Chapter 3 provides an overview of characteristics and existing provision

o Chapter 4 summarises a review of the existing provision

o Chapter 5 summarises the initial feasibility options

o Chapter 6 summarises the feasibility option refinement and active travel review

o Chapter 7 provides information on high-level assumptions associated with flood impact
and mitigation

e Chapter 8 provides information on the initial high-level cost estimates
o Chapter 9 concludes with a summary of key findings and next steps

Supporting technical appendices are referenced as appropriate.
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3. Riverside Path Overview

3.1 Extents and Characteristics

3.1.1 Jubilee Terrace

o Jubilee Terrace is predominantly single carriageway cul-de-sac approximately 150m in
length, providing access to several residential properties, St Barnabus Church and St
Barnabus Church of England Primary School. Footways are inconsistent and terminate
approximately 50m east of the junction with Kingsland Terrace.

e The carriageway provides the onward connection for pedestrians and cyclists between
Kingsland Terrace and Cinder Lane, with uncontrolled parking along the length of Jubilee
Terrace. Whilst a low trafficked quiet route, parked vehicles can cause obstruction for
cyclists and pedestrians due to the narrow single lane characteristics of the carriageway.
In addition, existing signage to indicate instances of flooding along Cinder Lane are
inadequate.

3.1.2 Cinder Lane Foot/Cycle Path (Riverside Path)

The Riverside Path covers the majority of the study area, approximately 660m in length
between the connection with Jubilee Terrace and south of Scarborough Bridge and runs
along the south of the field boundary. The path is approximately 3m width in width with white
line segregation which splits the path into 1.5m footway and 1.5m two-way cycle track. The
path is currently cracked and overgrown in some locations, which narrows the provision
further and creates an uncomfortable surface for users along some route sections. The
existing cross section is shown in Figure 2 overleaf.

Towards the northern extent the path is located alongside brick walled residential property
boundaries for approximately 180m. Southeast of the property boundaries, the path runs
alongside a concrete fence line under the ownership of Network Rail, behind which is a tree /
shrubbed embankment leading to the East Coast Mainline. Trees within the embankment
block/partially block lighting columns located at the back of the existing footway, impacting
on light provision and creating personal security issues for some users during periods of
darkness.

Towards the southern extent in the vicinity of Scarborough Bridge the path is located within a
constrained parcel of land between the Network Rail fence line and the River Ouse. At this
location the route has a particular low point of between 250-270m (to be determined by
further hydrological study at detailed design stage) and is prone to flooding at high river
levels. Flooding of the path at this low point results in the Riverside Path becoming
inaccessible to users. In addition, poor signage relating to periods of flooding results in some
users having to ‘double back’ and find alternative longer route, currently via Leeman Road.

At the underpass of Scarborough Bridge, the path becomes shared-use and narrows to
approximately 1.5m, with poor inter-visibility and lighting leading to observed conflict
between pedestrians and cyclists.

In addition to the above, the Cinder Lane Path is lined by established trees running parallel
to the route, with stems located between 1.5-2m distance from the existing path edge. The
tree line is a feature of the route CYC and stakeholders wish to maintain, although does
present a constraint for both widening the existing path and potentially impacting on street
lighting solutions.
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Figure 2 — Existing Cross-section

3.2

Issues and Constraints

Below are whole route issues and site constraints:

Inconsistent lighting
Lack of CCTV
Lack of seating / rest areas

Tree line close to the existing path, which could restrict opportunities to widen the path in
some locations

Path runs parallel to property boundaries, which could restrict opportunities to change
the level of the Riverside Path, for example, at the ramped access to / from Aldborough
Way.

In addition to the whole route issues, Figure 3 shows specific issues and constraints along
the route.
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Figure 3 — Specific Issue and Constraints

Parked and manoeuvring vehicles on Jubilee Terrace conflict with Low points on either side of Scarborough Bridge result in
pedestrians and cyclists entering and exiting the riverside path. localised flooding during river flood events.

The narrowness of Scarborough Bridge underpass restricts Manhole covers and underground services (e.g. electricity, gas
space for pedestrians and cyclists. Lighting in the underpass and water) west of Scarborough Bridge add complexity to
could also be improved. potential path widening.

Existing barriers at either end of the route can make it difficult for
cyclists to access the path and result in conflicts with pedestrians, in
particular at the barrier located east of Scarborough Bridge.

Path runs parallel to INetwork Rail’'s concrete fence line,
currently in poor condition, adéing to construction complexity.

3.3 Existing Low Point

A significant issue along the existing path is that flooding affects the specific low point near
to Scarborough Bridge, resulting in pedestrians and cyclists travelling from the Jubilee
Terrace having to turn back after travelling approximately 500m along the route.

Topographical measurements of the existing path (Network Rail fence line) determine the
low point to be approximately 270m in length, of which 230m is significantly lower than the
level at the Scarborough Bridge underpass (9.389m). Beyond this level, the path is
considered inaccessible beyond any potential raising. The maximum level difference is
~0.759m between highest (9.389m) and lowest (8.630m) marker point.
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Further analysis of impacts of raising the specific low point and resulting floor impact is
provided within Section 8 of this report.

3.4 Existing Pedestrian and Cycle Usage

Two-way cycle and pedestrian surveys were undertaken for a 7-day period between
13/10/2017 and 19/10/2017 between 7am-7pm at Scarborough Bridge. Results indicate that
there were a maximum of 1,498 cyclists and 1,054 pedestrians travelling along the path
within the busiest 12-hour period and a weekly average number of two-way pedestrians and
cyclist of 1424 and 887 respectively.

The peak hour for cycling along Riverside Path throughout the 7-day period was on Monday
16/10/17 between 08:00-09:00, during which there were 194 two-way cycle movements (and
168 two-way pedestrian movements). The peak hour for walking along Riverside Path
throughout the study period was on Wednesday 18/10/17 between 08:00-09:00 during which
there were 236 two-way pedestrian movements. A summary of the recorded cycle and
pedestrian flow data from the 2017 survey at Scarborough Bridge is provided below in Table
1.

Table 1. Cycle & Pedestrian Flows (2017)

Southbound Northbound Two-way

7am - 7pm Peds Cyclists Peds Cyclists Peds Cyclists Total
13/10/17 Friday 793 507 702 475 1,495 982 2,477
14/10/17 Saturday 899 342 721 272 1,620 614 2,234
15/10/17 Sunday 872 289 756 267 1,628 556 2,184
16/10/17 Monday 695 568 619 486 1,314 1,054 2,368
17/10/17 Tuesday 715 519 606 475 1,321 994 2,315
18/10/17 Wednesday 853 561 645 502 1,498 1,063 2,561
19/10/17 Thursday 602 505 492 440 1,094 945 2,039
Average 776 470 649 417 1424 887 2311

In addition, a larger data set has also been reviewed, cycling flows were collected near to
the entrance at Jubilee Terrace, representative of two-way average cycle flows along
Riverside Path on school days in neutral months from 1999-2022 has been, as school days
tend to have higher flows than non-school days. The larger data set is considered to give a
more representative reflection of average cycle flows along the path in comparison to the
single weekly count in 2017.
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The Annual Average Daily Flow (AADF) over the most recent 10-year period suggests there
are approximately 685 two-way cycle movements along Riverside Path, with an average AM
and PM peak of 118 and 117 two-way movements respectively. A summary of the AADF data
is provided below in Table 2. This suggests the two-way cycle flow on average throughout
the year is approximately 200 fewer than the data recorded for the one-week period in 2017.

Table 2. Cinder Lane — Cycle Flows AADF

Years [School Days IP Hourly

neutral months) 24hr 12Hr AM Peak |Inter-Peak |Average [PM Peak |AADF
1999 1058 336 152 443 55 136 a7a
2000 1062 895 156 445 56 135 842
2001 1078 807 159 454 57 139 240
2002 1041 875 166 430 54 128 300
2003 1019 859 165 414 52 133 781
2004 922 78 150 376 47 117 703
2005 956 210 163 379 47 126 730
2006 972 819 164 380 48 126 736
2007 1018 260 168 408 51 136 200
2008 1027 a76 171 424 53 134 784
2008 1089 935 180 456 57 144 842
2010 1087 918 177 442 55 140 756
2011 1128 948 171 474 59 141 848
2012 1008 328 150 411 51 121 743
2013 945 773 137 386 43 114 666
2014 1038 856 141 421 53 140 788
2015 966 793 125 385 43 135 698
2016 945 777 126 376 47 121 719
2017 922 751 123 366 48 117 739
2018 916 746 115 372 47 116 710
2019 848 697 108 348 43 105 705
2020 566 481 48 287 36 57 509
2021 568 454 57 258 32 57 413
2022 611 468 55 285 36 56 508

* Data from 10,/04/9% onwards
** Data up to 11/08/22

3.4.1
cycle/pedestrian flow

Local Transport Note (LTN) 1/20 guidance regarding route width to

LTN 1/20 guidance launched in summer 2020 indicates a desirable minimum two-way cycle
track width of 3m, with an absolute minimum width for the cycle track of 2m based on
existing cycle flows. Given the existing cycle track (segregated by white line) is 1.5m, this

falls below the absolute minimum width.

Conversely, the recommendation for shared-use provision (unsegregated) is a minimum
width of 3m, assuming up to 300 cyclists and up to 300 pedestrians per hour which is

currently the case on the Riverside Path.

Relevant extracts form LTN 1/20 are provided below.

LTN 1/20 — Segregated Cycle Lane Widths
Width

LTN 1/20 —Shared-use

Prepared for: City of York Council

Table 5-2: Cycle lane and track widths
Peak hour cycle flow Desirable Absolute
(either one way or two-way minimum minimum at
Cycle Route Type Direction depending on cycle route type) width* (m) constraints (m)
Protected space for cycling 1 way <200 20 15
(including light segregation,
stepped cycle track, kerbed
cycle track)
200-800 22 2.0 .
>800 2.5 Up to 300 cyclists per hour 3.0m
I 2 way <300 3o 20
— - - Over 300 cyclists per hour 4.5m
>1000 40 3.0
Cyde lane 1 way All- cyclists able to 20 1.5
use camriageway 1o overiake
*based on a saturation flow of 1 cyclist per second per matre of space. For user comfort a lower density is generally desirable

AECOM
10




Page 154

Riverside Path
Project reference: Riverside Path
Project number: 60690177

4. LTN 1/20 Assessment of Existing Route

4.1 Overview

LTN 1/20 sets a measurable quality threshold to achieve when designing cycle schemes in
Northern Ireland and England. The Cycling Level of Service (CL0S) tool is a prescribed
mechanism specified within LTN 1/20 to set minimum quality criteria. This comprises five key
requirements (cohesion, directness, safety, comfort and attractiveness) and a total of 25 sub-
criteria, several of which also consider provision for and interaction with pedestrians. Each
sub-criteria is scored O (red), 1 (amber) or 2 (green) reflecting the level of provision, resulting
in a maximum potential score of 50. Five of the 25 sub-criteria are classed as ‘critical fails’,
with all five falling in the safety theme. Only schemes with a minimum score of 70% under

the CLoS with no critical fails will generally be considered for funding.

Where schemes are proposed for funding that do not meet these minimum criteria, local
authorities will be required to justify their design choices. A first step in the process of
developing an active travel strategy for the Riverside Path study area was to undertake a
baseline CL0S of the existing provision along the two distinct sections of the route, namely:
e Section 1A — Jubilee Terrace

e Section 1B — Cinder Lane (Riverside Path).

Figure 4 — Riverside Path : CL0oS Sections
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4.2 Cycle Level of Service | Baseline Results

421 Section 1A

Section 1A covers Jubilee Terrace between the junction with Kingsland Terrace at the
northern extent and connection to the Cinder Lane path at the southern extent. This section
is characterised with a wide single lane that requires give and take between pedestrians,
cyclists and motorists and operates with uncontrolled parking along its length. Jubilee
Terrace provides access to approximately 15 residential properties, St Barnabas Church and

St Barnabas Church of England Primary School.
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The existing provision in Section 1A has failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the CL0oS
audit, scoring 54%, albeit with no critical fails. Section 1A score is particularly affected by a
lack of continuity in provision and associated markings / signage, together with high levels of
kerbside activity. A summary of the baseline CL0oS assessment for Section 1A is provided
below with further detail provided in Appendix A.

Figure 5 — CLo0S Existing Section 1A
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422 Section 1B

Section 1B covers the 650m section of the Cinder Lane shared-use foot/cycle path between
Jubilee Terrance and Scarborough Bridge at its northern and southern extents. The route is
characterised by a typically 3m wide path with white line segregation providing a 1.5m lane
for both pedestrians and cyclists. The path follows boundary line of the park alongside
residential property boundaries / Network Rail fence line. An existing tree line runs parallel to
the path on the side of the river side / parkland.

The existing provision in Section 1B has also failed to meet the 70% threshold to pass the
CLoS audit, scoring 68%, again with no critical fails. Section 1B score is particularly affected
by are lack of sufficient width for two-way cyclists (and pedestrians), along with poor lighting
and surface quality. A summary of the baseline CL0oS assessment for Section 1B is provided
below with further detail provided in Appendix A.

Figure 6 — CL0oS Existing Section 1B

CLOS Score Existing 1B
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5. Scheme Optioneering for Cinder Lane

5.1 Overview

Four potential scheme options were identified for Cinder Lane for consideration as
summarised below:

e Option 1 - Wide shared use footway (4.5m) on existing alignment

e Option 2 — Two-way cycle track (2.5m) segregated by height difference from an adjacent
to 2.0m footway on existing alignment

e Option 3 — Two-way cycle track (2.5-3.0m) segregated from a new 2.0m footpath with
central separation strip, most likely along the existing tree alignment. Footpath likely to
be riverside to facilitate dog walking.

e Option 4 — Raised segregated foot/cycle path (segregated) to improve flood resilience
using embankment or retaining wall.

An overview of each option including typical cross-sections is provided below.

5.2 Option 1 — Widen Existing, Shared Use

Option 1 considers a widened shared-use path along the existing alignment, within the
bounds of the existing treeline. Due to the presence of tree roots, two options were
considered, namely a 4.3m width path with ~0.7m buffer to the tree stem; and a 4.5m width
path with ~0.5m buffer to the tree stem. Further arboricultural surveys are required to
determine the appropriate buffer required from each tree stem. It is also likely that
construction will require cellular tree root protection surfacing along a significant proportion
of the widened section.

Typical cross-sections for Option 1 with a 4.3m and a 4.5m width path are shown in Figure 7
below.

Figure 7 — Option 1 cross-sections
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5.3 Option 2 — Widen Existing, Segregated

Option 2 considers a widened segregated path along the existing alignment, within the
bounds of the existing treeline. Positioning of the footway on the inside of the path was
considered the most appropriate solution in this instance due to width constraints that would
result in a reduced effective width if cyclists were located adjacent to the boundary wall.

Variables of Option 2 cross-section were also considered such as providing a stepped cycle
track / or footway. Additional drainage requirements will be required if the path is positioned
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at a lower gradient or if proposals were to impact boundary walls. Additional flood
compensation will also be required if the path were raised along its entirety.

Again, due to the presence of tree roots, a minimum of 0.5m buffer to the tree stem would be
required, with further surveys required to determine the appropriate distance required from
each tree stem.

A typical cross-section for Option 2 assuming segregation using a raised demarcation kerb is
shown in Figure 8 below.

Figure 8 — Option 2 cross-section
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54 Option 3 — New Pedestrian Footpath

Option 3 considers a separate pedestrian footpath, located on the opposing side of the tree
line. The existing path would then become a two-way cycle track. A variable option would be
to also widen the existing path to provide an enhanced width two-way cycle track.

Positioning of the footway on opposing side of the tree line would provide fully segregated
provision with the lowest risk of conflict between pedestrians and cyclists in comparison to
other options. A dedicated footpath on the outside of the tree line also followed the existing
desire line for pedestrians wishing the access the playing fields / dog walking.

If Option 3 were to be considered, to reduce the risk of route feeling isolated, an appropriate
lighting and CCTYV strategy would also be required. Proposals would include additional low-
level lighting along the footpath to ensure the correct level of illumination.

Typical cross-sections for Option 3 assuming different width two-way cycle tracks are shown
in Figure 9 below.

Figure 9 — Option 3 cross-sections
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55 Option 4 — Tree Removal and Replacement

Option 4 considers a widened segregated path along the existing alignment achieved by the
removal of the existing treeline. As the path could be widening sufficiently to meet LTN 1/20
and Inclusive Mobility footway width requirements, sub-options were considered that
positioned the footway both on the inside or outside of the path. Again, Variables of the
Option 4 cross-sections were also considered such as providing a stepped cycle track / or
footway.

The loss of the tree line in this option is unlikely to be favourable from either CYC or the
general public’s perspective. However, this option does offer the opportunity to widen the
facilities along the existing alignment to sufficient widths if replacement planting of trees is
considered a viable solution.

Typical cross-sections for Option 4 assuming different widths for the segregated path are
shown in Figure 10 below.

Figure 10 — Option 4 cross-sections
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5.6 Discounted option — elevated path

As part of this feasibility review, an elevated embankment solution was also considered as a
variant to Option 4. However, associated costs of construction, drainage impacts, impact on
adjacent property boundaries and impact on flood resilience / compensatory storage and
associated cost deemed this option to be unsuitable and has therefore been discounted at
this stage.

As an alternative to an elevated path, a boardwalk structure was also considered to improve
flood resilience. However, whilst boardwalks and similar elevated structures can be viable
solutions within or through areas of ecological and environmental sensitivity or within flood
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plains to provide access through terrain that would otherwise be impassable. Boardwalk
structures are also:

Notoriously slippery for cyclists when wet, even with high friction surfacing is applied.
Leaf litter, algae, moss, and other debris that gathers on the structures (particularly
during Autumn / Winter) can create a further risk of slippage for both cyclists and
pedestrians, potentially creating a liability issue if not maintained. Use of Glass
Reinforced Plastic (GRP) in comparison to timber decking may provide some further
frictional benefit; however, can still be slippery when wet and typically comes at a greater
cost.

Boardwalks have increased maintenance requirements associated with both the
structural and surface elements. Timber can rot, warp, change colour and splinter,
whereas composite deck boards can sag and warp with more unpredictability than
timber.

Boardwalks decrease the effective width for cyclists due to the raised edge protection
either side.

Boardwalks require cyclists to reduce their speed, which over longer distances can
impact negatively on user experience.

Boardwalks are not considered the most appropriate solution for routes with medium to
high cycle flows unless there are no other viable solutions.

Due to the reasons above, a boardwalk solution was also discounted at this feasibility review
stage.

Prepared for: City of York Council AECOM
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6. Feasibility Option Refinement

6.1 Overview

To respond to the study objectives, as well as the range additional constraints identified at
the scoping stage, through discussion with CYC two main approaches were identified for the
Cinder Lane (Riverside) path progression. To progress these options, the route was split into
two defined sections as per below:

e Section A — Jubilee Terrace

e Section B — Cinder Lane (Riverside Path).

6.2 Section A — Jubilee Terrace

Section A covers Jubilee Terrace, between the junction with Kingsland Terrace at the
northern extent and connection to Cinder Lane (Riverside Path) at the southern extent. The
aim of the interventions on Jubilee Terrace is to reduce vehicle dominance through:

e reduction and formalisation of parking through new/amended Traffic Regulation Orders
e speed reduction measures

e increased conspicuity of the cycle route through signage and road markings strategy

e additional wayfinding and flood level signage

e improved pedestrian crossing facilities near to St Barnabas Primary School.

Proposals are broadly similar to CYC’s ‘Safe Routes to School Scheme’ at Jubilee Terrace
to maintain consistency in the approach.

6.2.1  Feasibility design general arrangement

An extract of the feasibility design for Section A is provided below as Figure 11 and included
on the full scheme roll plan provided in Appendix C.

Figure 11 — Jubilee Terrace General Arrangement
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6.2.2 LTN 1/20 assessment of Jubilee Terrace proposed scheme

The Cycle Level of Service assessment result for the proposed scheme on Jubilee Terrace
are summarised overleaf in Figure 12, with an overall score of 70% with no critical fails. This
is considered a pass, albeit on the threshold of a pass/fail. Full audit outputs are provided at
Appendix B.

Further improvement could be achieved through the removal of all parking along the route,
continuous footways at side road junctions and improved onward connections to/from
Kingsland Terrace at the junction, which is not included within the initial study area.
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Figure 12 — Section A CLoS results
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6.3 Section B — Cinder Lane Path

Section B covers the 650m section of the Cinder Lane between Jubilee Terrance and
Scarborough Bridge at its northern and southern extent. Through consultation with CYC and
review of multiple concept design options, two approaches were instructed to be progressed
to feasibility design stage and were subsequently taken forward to public consultation.

Full feasibility drawings are provided at Appendix C (Feasibility Options Roll Plan).

The two approaches are as follows:

6.3.1 Approach 1 (widened shared use route)

Approach |

. . - . . Indicative layout |
Widening the existing shared use path, subject to site

constraints (see cross section opposite and Indicative

layout I). s W-;v.%.
. s
i R
£ J
s ®
S
)
EXISTING PROPOSED - WIDENED PATH \‘\'\
e
N - ;
N
*‘\9 J';
Key - study area SNG-F

NN BN jubilee Terrace improvements
BN mm Riverside path (white line segregated path)

8 B cosingrees

Approach 1 proposals are characterised by widening the existing path to between 4 — 4.3m
to provide an enhanced shared-use path for both cyclists and pedestrians. The route would
follow the existing alignment and aim to retain the existing treeline through incorporating a
tree root protection surface. In addition, improvements to the visibility at the Scarborough
Bridge underpass would aim to reduce conflicts and additional signage / markings along the
route would aim to increase conspicuity of both pedestrians and cyclists.

In addition, this option is also considered to provide an improved lighting and CCTV strategy
and raising of the path at particular low points.
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6.3.2 Approach 2 (parallel path)

Approach 2

. . e e Indicative layout 2
Creating a new parallel path in addition to the existing _

path so that pedestrians and cyclists can be separated
for a significant section of the route, subject to site ey,

g
constraints (see cross section opposite and Indicative g FE ?:,\
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Approach 2 aims to maximise segregation of pedestrians and cyclists, through providing a
separate cycle track and footpath (where possible), with a segregation kerb used to define
the two where this is not possible.

The cycle track would follow the existing alignment, with a new alternative footpath provided
on the opposing side of the tree line. Due to constraints, at the connection with Jubilee
Terrace and at the Scarborough Bridge underpass, the route would become a shared-use
path. However, improvements to the alignment to provide better visibility at Scarborough
Bridge would aim to reduce conflicts and additional signage / markings would increase
conspicuity for both pedestrians and cyclists.

This option is also considered to provide an improved lighting and CCTV strategy and raising
of the path at particular low points.

6.3.3 Approach 1/2 - Additional Measures

Other specific measures identified during the concept / feasibility design process included:

e Upgrade existing lighting or install new lighting where required (including under
Scarborough Bridge).

e Reduce conflict between pedestrians and cyclists at Scarborough Bridge underpass.
e Install CCTV in key locations along the path.

e Raise path level at localised low points (on both sides of Scarborough Bridge). Feasibility
drawings associated with proposals at the specific low point are provided at D (Low
Point Structural Proposals). These include structural proposals to raise the ~230M low
point through introduction of a retaining feature along the existing Network Rail fenceline.

e Provide better advance warning systems to let people know when sections of the route
are likely to be flooded.

e Additional seating / benches along the path.

o Install additional low level bollard lighting along the footpath (If this Approach 2 is taken
forward).

6.3.4 LTN 1/20 assessment of Cinder Lane proposed approaches

Approach 1 — Shared use route

The proposed Section B — Approach 1 passes the 70% threshold, scoring 86% and has no
critical fails. A summary of the CL0S results for Option 1 is provided below in Figure 11.
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Figure 11 — CL0oS Section B, Approach 1
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et \‘ Directnass

Max possible score

Audit % score

Pass/Fail (70% threshold)
Any Critical Fails? [viN)
Number of Critical Fails

Criteria Max Score
Coherence L1
Directness 10
Safety 16
Comfort 8
Aftractiveness 10

50

50

Pass

Sub-
criteria
Proposed
r
5
9

14

% score Proposed

23%

0%

8%
100%
0%

Approach 2 — parallel path

The proposed Section B — Approach 2 provision passes the 70% threshold, scoring 92% and

12.

Figure 12 — CLoS Section B, Approach 2
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has no critical fails. A summary of the CL0oS results for Option 1 is provided below in Figure

/"/\“"H-.,\\ Directness
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7. Flood Impact Assessment

7.1 Existing path closures due to flooding

The Riverside Path is prone to flooding during periods of high river water levels resulting in
the path becoming inaccessible to users for several days a year. Figure 14 below shows an
instance of flooding in February 2022 with the water level being higher than the low point of
the path in the vicinity of Scarborough Bridge.

Figure 13 — River Flooding at Low Point

To mitigate against instance of flooding, the scheme proposals include raising of the specific
low point in the vicinity of Scarborough Bridge to reduce the number of days per year when
the path is inaccessible during periods of flood.

7.1.1 Quantifying instances of path closure

An initial high-level assessment of existing flood levels has been undertaken to quantify the
number of days per year when the path is currently inaccessible due to flooding, and to
guantify the number of days per year when the path is anticipated to be inaccessible should
the low point of the path be raised as per the scheme proposals.

Based on topographical measurements and 3D alignment modelling of the proposed (raised)
path, the outer edge (river side) of the raised foot/cycle path would be 9.301m. This would
tie in the height of the existing path section adjoining the low point. This is an increase of
0.67m compared to the current low point of 8.630m.

A 10-year data set of recorded river levels has been reviewed as set out in Table 3 overleaf
which, based on the nearest available recorder, summarises the number of days per year
when the river level is <8.630m; when the river level is in the range 8.630m-9.301m; and
when the river level is >9.301m.
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Table 3. Viking Recorder — Estimated level of flooding per year

2015
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2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021
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2021 2022 DAYS AVG

340

355

363

362

360

348

357

357 299 355

2012 2013 2014
River level below 8.630M 21 350 362
River level equal to or above 12 8 3

B.630M (Path currently flooded)

21

11

1

3

5

18

8

B 4 9

River level between 8.630 -
9.301M (Potential additional none g 6 2
flooding days)

17

11

River level above 9.301M (Path
flooded)

Key findings from Table 3 are:

On average the number of days the river level sits below 8.630M and is assumed not to
flood the low point is approximately 355 days per year.

Assuming the low point sits within the 8.630-9.301M range, raising the path may reduce
the number of days the path is inaccessible from, typically, 9 days per annum to 3 days
per annum. River levels above 9.301M are assumed to flood the path beyond proposed

1.
2.

raising.
Notes:

7.2

Topographical survey data for the site states ‘Coordinates relative to OS National Grid
via GNSS centred on ST17 Levels relative to OS Datum’, with the Viking Recorder stated
to be located 5m above ordnance datum. As such, an assumption has been made and
adjustment to the recorded flood levels, so that they represent OS national grid levels
shown within the topographical survey.

Noting that the Viking Recorder is located beyond Scarborough Bridge / Riverside Path,
further adjustment will be required to account difference in water level / gradient on the
water surface between Viking Recorder and the path location. As such, whilst the tables
provide an estimate, until an accurate adjustment factor is determined through
hydrological modelling, the exact number of days the path is likely to be flooded cannot
be accurately quantified. In addition, it should be noted that full data sets for the years
2012 and 2022 were not available, therefore these figures were not used within either

calculation.

Hydrological Modelling Requirements

Based on an initial assessment of the Flood Map for Planning within the study area as
shown in Figure 15, both Flood Zone 2 and Flood Zone 3 are located against the boundary
of the existing path. It's not clear from existing records whether the path is currently within
the flood zone or raised above it. As the river floods by overtopping, then this suggests it is in
Flood Zone 3.

Prepared for: City of York Council
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Figure 14 — Flood Risk Zone
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The proposed raising of the Riverside Path at the low point and associated potential
volumetric loss of floodplain is considered minimal, particularly given the volume of flow in
the River Ouse during flood events. However, to demonstrate that the raising works do not
increase flood levels either at-site or elsewhere, hydraulic modelling is required at the next
stage of design.

Recommendations from the Environment Agency (EA) within initial scoping discussions are
to undertake a hydrological model review with the proposed raising works and assess the
impact on flood levels. From here the EA will assess the proposed impact and determine
whether compensatory flood storage is a requirement, with approvals forming part of the
planning approval process.

As such and considering the early stage of design and further planning decisions to be
undertaken, high-level compensatory flood storage cost estimates are included for each
option, as summarised in Chapter 8.
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8.
8.1

High Level Cost Estimates

Whole scheme cost estimate

Project reference: Riverside Path

Project number: 60690177

Indicative high-level cost estimates for the scheme as a whole (end-to-end) are summarised
below in Table 4 for Option 1 (shared use path on Cinder Lane) and Option 2 (segregated
path on Cinder Lane). The estimated cost range for Option 1 is £2.2M-£2.4M and £1.95M-
£2.2M for Option 2. Further detail on the cost breakdown for Section 1B by option is
provided in 8.2 below.

Table 4. Full Route High-Level Cost Estimates

Estimate Cost Range (£)

Option 1

Shared Use Path

Estimate Cost Range (£)

Option 2
Segregated Path

Section 1A (Jubilee Terrace)

150,000 - 200,000

150,000 — 200,000

Section 1B (Cinder Lane)

1,550,000 - 1,650,000

1,400,000 — 1,500,000

Compensatory Flood Storage
Estimate

500,000 - 600,000

400,000 — 500,000

Total Scheme Cost Estimate
(Range)

£2,200,000 - £2,400,000

£1,950,000 - £2,200,000

It is noted that CYC currently have £600K allocated for Riverside Path within the Capital
Programme. As such, additional funding is required to enable the full scheme to be
delivered. Additional funding streams are currently being explored, including a bid
submission to the Active Travel England’s Active Travel Fund 4 (ATF4) programme.

8.2

Cinder Lane cost breakdown (Section 1B)

Section 1B includes the remaining sections of Cider Lane within the study area, Approach 1
and 2 have separate costs associated within Section B, that are provided below. Within both
cost estimates, raising of the specific low section ~270M accounts for approximately
£700,000 — 800,000 of the total cost, which includes foot / cycle path construction, removal /
replacement of the concrete fence, lighting but not associated drainage costs. Costs
included within Table 5 are considered robust estimates.

Table 5. Additional Cost Breakdown — Section 1B

Cost Breakdown

Estimated Cost (£)

Estimated Cost (£)

(Section 1B) Approach 1 Approach 2
Shared Use Path Segregated Path

200 SITE CLEARANCE 190,000 118,000
300 FENCING / BARRIERS / WALLS 80,000 80,000
400 ROAD RESTRAIN SYSTEMS N/A N/A
500 DRAINAGE AND SERVICE DUCTS 135,000 70,000
600 EARTHWORKS 300,000 305,000
700 PAVEMENTS N/A N/A
1100 KERBS, FOOTWAYS AND PAVED AREAS 550,000 465,000
1200  TRAFFIC SIGNS AND ROAD MARKINGS 30,000 27,000
1300 ROAD LIGHTING COLUMNS / CCTV 200,000 310,000
3000 LANDSCAPE AND ECOLOGY 150,000 105,000
OTHER 300 300

Total Cost Estimate £1,635,300 £1,480,300

Prepared for: City of York Council
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8.2.1 Cost Estimate Notes:

e The length and depth of raising has been calculated, based on topographical
measurements of low spots to the east and west of Scarborough Bridge. These equate
to a length of approximately 250m of raised section, subject to final design and layout. At
the next stage of design, a review hydrological data will determine the potential flood
mitigation benefit in average number of days per year.

e The total cost of flood compensation works is estimated to be between £500-600k and
£400-500k respectively for Approaches 1 and 2. In Approach 1, it is assumed that the
path in its entirety must be raised ~250mm in addition to the specific low point, which is
considered a robust estimate. At the next stage of design, informed by Arboriculture
Surveys and confirmation from Network Rail in relation to their requirements, the
requirement to raise the foot / cycle path is expected to be clarified and costs able to be
to refined appropriately.

e Costing accounts for Network Rail fence removal and replacement. Further discussion
with Network Rail and review of aesthetical impact of partial fence removal may reduce
costs at the next stage of design.

e Costing within Approach 2 accounts for resurfacing 33% of the existing path beyond the
point of raising and providing an alternative 2m full construction footpath.

o Potential to omit additional drainage requirements following confirmation of construction
method (this does not include omittance of compensatory food storage).

Cost estimates indicate that the £600K budget would be insufficient for ‘end to end’ route
treatment. This funding constraint was communicated in the public consultation exercise as
below:

“While all the potential improvements may not be possible in the final design within the
current funding package, this consultation is a key element of understanding how to deliver
the best design possible.”

8.3 Phased delivery approach

Reflecting the budgetary limitations and following the consultation feedback highlighting
scheme priorities (see AECOM - Consultation Report), a phased approach is proposed as
follows:

Phase 1 — Highest priority scheme elements

e Progress to preliminary design and more detailed cost estimation with the highest priority
scheme elements, namely:

e upgraded lighting along the length of the Riverside Path
e raising of the path at low points

e widening of the existing path to provide more space for pedestrians and cyclists
(Approach 1, as indicated in consultation feedback), retaining high quality existing trees,
and including resurfacing.

Given the high level of public support/prioritisation (116 responses, 30%) and relatively low
cost, it is also proposed to include CCTV / improved security within the Phase 1 package of
works.

It is note that cost estimation work undertaken at the concept design stage indicates that it is
unlikely that the entirety of Phase 1 priority works as listed above can be completed within
the existing funding package.
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Phase 2 — Lower priority scheme elements

Project number: 60690177

Progress to preliminary design and more detailed cost estimation of lower priority scheme
elements, namely:

e better signage when there are flood events

e seating / resting places

o traffic engineering measures to restrict parking and traffic movements on Jubilee Terrace,
thereby improving conditions for pedestrians and cyclists.

Based on the above, a high-level cost estimate has been determined based on this phased
approach for the preferred Option 1 provided in Table 6.

Table 6. Option 1 (Widened Shared Use Path) - Priority Cost Breakdown

Cost Estimate
(inc uplifts & 25% risk)

Priority 1 Whole route Street lighting £121,000
Supplementary CCTV £81,000
Sub Total 1 £202,000
Priority 2 Raising of low point (either side of Scarborough Bridge)* £683,000
- approx 250m length
- includes reconstruction of NR fence (~275m)**
Estimated cost of compensatory flood storage (tbc) *** £277,000
Sub Total 2 £960,000
Priority 3 Widening of the existing shared use path (west of Priority 2)* £752,000
- approx 400m length
- includes reconstruction of remaining NR fence (~125m)
Estimated cost of compensatory flood storage (tbc) *** £270,000
Sub Total 3 £1,022,000
Priority 3 Jubilee Terrace Area £154,000
GRAND TOTAL (Existing path alignment) £2,338,000
Notes:

* Considered a robust estimate reflecting design stage, potential to use standard

construction methods without raising of the path following Arboricultural input. Potential to
also omit additional drainage requirements following confirmation of construction method.
Cost does not account for street lighting / CCTV already included within Priority 1.

** Includes retaining feature and replacement of Network Rail like for like.

*** Requirement and detailed cost estimate to be reviewed following EA / Hydrological
impact review.

o Cost uplifts — Reflecting the concept stage of design, the above high-level cost estimate
includes 25% risk allowance; 20% utilities allowance; and ‘other’ standard uplifts that
equate to an additional 34%.

o Cost refinement — the recommended next step is to progress to preliminary design and
more detailed cost estimation for the three priority areas identified above to enable
informed decision making.

e Jubilee Terrace — although not regarded as a priority from the public consultation
exercise, the Cycle Level of Service assessment identified the need to improve provision

Prepared for: City of York Council AECOM
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for pedestrians and cyclists on Jubilee Terrace from a road safety perspective. The
estimated cost of such works is £150K-£200K.

Further refinement of proposals at the next stage of design will allow for a more precise cost
estimation exercise to be undertaken and a reduction in associated risk contingency.
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9. Summary & Next Steps

9.1 Summary

Following a review of a range of scheme options and a public consultation exercise, this
feasibility study has identified potential infrastructure enhancements for the Riverside Path to
improve conditions for pedestrians and cyclists. In summary, these enhancements comprise:

= Section A (Jubilee Terrace) — interventions to reduce existing conflict between
pedestrian / cyclists and motor vehicles

= Section 2 (Cinder Lane) — enhancements to the Riverside Path to reduce pedestrian /
cycle conflict and improve user safety / perception of safety, achieved through one of the
following approaches/options:

— Approach 1 (Option 1): Widen the existing path to create a wider shared use path,
supplemented by improved street lighting and personal security measures.

— Approach 2 (Option 2): Provide a separate (parallel) walking path for much of the
length of the route to clearly segregate pedestrians and cyclists.

Indicative high-level cost estimates for the scheme as a whole (end-to-end) are £2.2M-
£2.4M for Approach 1 (widened shared use path on Cinder Lane) and £1.95M-£2.2M for
Approach 2 (new parallel path on Cinder Lane). These cost estimates include an allowance
for improvement works on Jubilee Terrace of £150K-£200K and raising of the and
compensatory flood storage costs in the range of £400K-£600K across the two
approaches/scheme options. It is noted that CYC currently have £600K allocated for
Riverside Path within the Capital Programme. As such, additional funding is required to
enable the full scheme to be delivered.

Reflecting the budgetary limitations and following the consultation feedback highlighting
specific scheme priorities (see AECOM - Consultation Report), a phased approach has been
identified, with the initial focus on the following key priorities:

= improved street lighting (whole route)
= supplement CCTV to enhance personal safety (whole route)

= raising the path at the low point in the vicinity of Scarborough Bridge to reduce the
likelihood of the path being closed/inaccessible during periods of flooding.

Given the feasibility stage of design, it is recognised there are a number of unknowns.
Further refinement of scheme proposals will be required following additional arboricultural
and hydrological reviews, as well as clarification of design requirements from key
stakeholders such as Network Rail and the Environment Agency at the next stage of design
to inform proposed construction methods and associated cost refinement.

9.2 Next Steps

= Following Executive Member approval of the above phased approach, progress to
preliminary scheme design stage for Phase 1 priority improvements.

= Update the scheme cost estimate for Phase 1 and seek Executive Member approval to
progress to full detailed design for those prioritised scheme elements that can be
delivered within the current budget. As noted above, it is recognised that some Phase 1
elements may need to be reassigned to Phase 2 pending the updated scheme costs
estimates following preliminary design. This may include, for example, lower priority
sections for widening and resurfacing.

= Subject to Executive Member approval, progress to preliminary scheme design and
updated scheme cost estimate for Phase 2 works to identify the required additional
funding requirements and to inform a phased implementation strategy.
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Appendix A — Existing CL0S

A.1 Cycle Level of Service baseline results
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A=COM

Cycling Level of Service (CLOS)

Key
Requirement

Coherence

Directness

Attractiveness

Existing - Section 1A |

| Existing - Section 1B |

Jubilee Terrace |

Existing 1.5m white line segregation

Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments Comments
Connections Cyclists should be able to easily and safely join and navigate 1. Ability to join/leave route Cyclists cannot | Cyclists can connect |Cyclists have
along different sections of the same route and between different  [safely and easily considering connect to other  |to other routes with  |dedicated
routes in the network. left and right turns routes without minimal disruption to [connections to
dismounting thelr journey e — Connection to existing facilities at 2 Connection to existing faciltes at
provided, with no Kingsland Terrace / Cinder Lane either end of Cinder Lane
interruption to their|
journey
Routes should be complete with no gaps in provision. ‘End of | 2.Provision for cyclists Cyclists are The route is made up|Cyclists are
route’ signs should not be installed - cyclists should be shown throughout the whole length "abandoned" at of discrete sections, |provided with
how the route continues. Cyclists should not be ‘abandoned’, [of the route points along the  |but cyclists can a continuous Cycle route at Jubilee Terrace is
particularly at junctions where provision may be required to route with no clearly understand  |route, including poorly signed, with lack of Descreet sections towards
ensure safe crossing movements. Clear indication  |how to navigate through markings indicating on-ward 1 Jubilee Terrace. However, links
of how to between them, junctions connections. to on-going facilties.
continue their  |including through
journey. ljunctions.
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or grid) of routes across  [3.Density of routes based Route Route Route
the town or city. The density of the network is the distance on mesh width i toa i toa i toa
between the routes which make up the grid pattem. The ultimate |i.e. distances between primary network density  [network density Inetwork density 2 Connection to existing facities at 2 Connection to exising faciliies at
aim should be a network with a mesh width of 250m. and secondary routes within mesh width mesh width 250 |mesh width either end Jubilee Terrace either end of Cinder Lane
the network >1000 -1000m <250m
Routes should follow the shortest option available and be as near |4.Deviation of route Deviation factor  [Deviation factor Deviation factor
to the ‘as the-crow-flies’ distance as possible. Deviation Factor is calculated against straight |against straight line  [against straight
by dividing the actual distance line or shortest or shortest road line or shortest
along the route by the straight road alternative  |alternative 1.2 — 1.4 |road alternative 2 Route is direct with no shorter 2 Route is direct with no shorter
line (crow-fly) distance, or >1.4 <1.2 alternative alternative
shortest road alternative.
Time: Frequency |The number of imes a cyclist has to stop o loses right of way on |5.Stopping and give way The number of | The number of stops | The number of
of required stops  |a route should be minimised. This includes stopping and give frequency stops or give ways [or give ways on the [stops or give ways. § . Cyclists do not have to stap or
orgiveways  |ways atjunctions or crossings, motorcycle bariers, pedestrian- ontheroute s |route is between 2 |on the route is g | Cyclists only have to give-way at 2 give-way apart from at the
e e Vil el o vecerem e At Jubilee Terrace junction Scarborough Bridge underpass
0 and Jubilee Terrace connection
Time: Delay at | The length of delay caused by junctions should be minimised. _|6.Delay at junctions Delay for cyclists |Delay for cyclists at_|Delay is shorter
ljunctions This includes assessing impact of multiple or single stage at junctions is ljunctions is similar to |than for motor
crossings, signal timings, toucan crossings efc. greater than for  |delay for motor vehicles or cyclists|
motor vehicles vehicles are not required to Cyclists give-way at the Jubilee
s it 1 Tertace junction. 2 Not relevant for section.
(e.g. bypass at
signals)
ime: Delay on The length of delay caused by not being able to bypass slow 7.Ability to maintain own Cyclists travel at  |Cyclists can usually |Cyclists can
links moving traffic. speed on links speed of slowest  |pass slow traffic and |always choose an Cyciists in either direction are
vehicle (including |other cyclists appropriate speed. Cyclists are unable to overtake a within a 1.5m two-way cycle
a cycle) ahead vehicle track.
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphill 8.Gradient Route includes | There are no There are no
sections increase time, effort and discomfort. Where these are sections steeper [sections of route sections of route
lencountered, routes should be planned to minimise climbing than the gradients |steeper than the which steeper N N L
gradient and allow users to retain momentum gained on the recommendedin |gradients than 2% 2 No significant gradients 2 No significant gradients
descent. Figure 4.4 recommended in
Figure 4.4
Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing the carriageway, |9.Motor traffic speed on __|85th percentile > |85th percentile  |85th percentile 85th percentile
the key to reducing severity of collisions is reducing the speeds of [approach and through 37mph (60kph)  |>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
motor vehicles so that they more closely match that of cyclists.  [junctions where cyclists are|
This is particularly important at points where risk of collision is sharing the carriageway 2 Low vehicle speeds 2 Route off carriageway
greater, such as at junctions. through the junction
10.Motor traffic speed on  [85th percentile > |85th percentile 85th percentile 85th percentile
sections of shared 37mph (60kph) ~ [>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph 2 Low vehicle speeds 2 Route off carriageway
carriageway
| Avoid high motor |Cyclists should not be required to share the carriageway with high | 11.Motor traffic volume on |>10000 AADT, 5000-10000 2500-5000 and 0-2500 AADT
raffic volumes |volumes of motor vehicles. This is particularly important at points [sections of shared or >5% HGV AADT and <2% HGV
where cyclists are |where risk of collision is greater, such as at junctions. carriageway, expressed as 2-5%HGV 2 Low traffic flows 2 Route off carriageway
vehicles per peak hour
'Where speed differences and high motor vehicle flows cannot be |12.Segregation to reduce |Cyclists sharing |Cyclists in Cyclists in cycle Cyclists on
reduced cyclists should be separated from traffic — see Table 6.2. risk of collision i i - i lanes at least route away
This separation can be achieved at varying degrees through on- |or from behind nearside lane traffic lanes 1.8m wide on from motor
road cycle lanes, hybrid tracks and off-road provision. Such in criical range  [outside critical |carriageway; traffic (off road
segregation should reduce the risk of collision from beside or between 3.2m range (3.2m 85th percentile provision) or in
behind the cyclist. and 3.9mwide  |to 3.9m) orin motor traffic off-carriageway
and traffic cycle lanes less  |speed max cycle track.
volumes prevent |than 1.8m wide. ~ [30mph. Cyclists in Route in narrow lane 2 Route off carriageway
motor vehicles hybrid/light
moving easily segregated
into opposite track; 85th
lane to pass percentile motor
cyclists. traffic speed
max 30mph.
‘A high proportion of callisions involving cyclists occur at junctions. | 13.Conflicting movements Side road Side road junctions |Side roads closed
Junctions there-fore need particular attention to reduce the risk of [at junctions junctions frequent [infrequent and with  |or treated to blend
collision. and/or untreated. |effective entry in with footway. Side road junction only provides
Junction treatments include: Major junctions,  [treatments. Major Major junctions, all access to Primary School;
- Minor/side roads : cyclist priority and/or speed reduction across confiicting junctions, principal | conflicting however, could be Improved.
side roads. traffic ictis traffic 2 Route off carriageway
- Major roads : separation of cyclists from motor traffic through not traffic  [streams Major junction with Kingsland
junctions. Terrace not separated.
separated.
| Avoid complex Avoid complex designs which require users to process large 14.Legible road markings Faded, old, Generally legible Clear,
design amounts of information. Good network design should be seff- [and road layout unclear, complex |road markings and  [understandable,
explanatory and self-evident to all road users. All users should road road layout but some |simple road Markings on the existing surface Markings on the existing surface
understand where they and other road users should be and what markings/unclear |elements could be markings and road are in poor condition and not are in poor condition and not
movements they might make. or unfamiliar road |improved layout clearly defined clearly defined
layout
Consider and Routes should be assessed in terms of all multi-functional uses of |15.Conflict with kerbside Narrow cycle Significant conflict [Some conflict with  |No/very limited
reduce risk from  |a street including car parking, bus stops, parking, including activity lanes <1.5m or with kerbside kerbside activity - conflict with
kerbside activity | collision with opened door. less (including anyactivity (e.g. e.g.less frequent  [kerbside activity or Route off carriageway. However.
buffer) alongside [nearside cycle [activity on nearside  [width of cycle lane Significant give and take required cyclists in either direction are
parking/loading  [lane <2m of cyclists, min 2m  [including buffer around parked vehicles / 1 within a 1.5m two-way cycle
(including buffer) - [cycle lanes including |exceeds 3m. manouvering vehicles. track, which can cause conflict
wide alongside | buffer. with other cyclists or pedestrians.
kerbside parking)

Reduce severity

possible routes should include “evasion room” (such as

16.Evasion room and

Cyclists at risk of

[ The number of

The route includes|

collisions where  |grass verges) and avoid any unnecessary physical hazards such [unnecessary hazards being trapped by  |physical hazards levasion room and
they do occur  |as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the severity of a collision physical hazards |could be further |avoids any Number of hazards could be i - .
should it occur. along more than  |reduced physical hazards. reduced through removal of 2 Cyclists have sufficient evasion
half of the route. parking. room.
Density of defects including non cycle friendly ironworks, 17.Major and minor defects Numerous minor | Minor and 'Smooth high grip
raised/sunken covers/gullies, potholes, poor quality carriageway defects or any occasional defects  [surface Poor surface quality / subsidence
paint (e.. from previm?s cycleplane) poor aually careqenay number of mayjur 2 |Surface qualty considered good. g and crac(l]ﬂngl% places.
defects
Pavement or carriageway construction providing smooth and level |18.Surface type Any bumpy, Hand-laid Machine laid
surface unbound, materials, smooth and
slippery, and concrete non-slip surface
notentially paviours with - e.g. Thin
hazardous frequent joints. Surfacing, or
surface. firm and closely 2 Laid surface along the route 2 Laid surface along the route
jointed
blocks
undisturbed by
tumning heavy
vehicles.
Effective width Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle without risk of conflict(19.Desirable minimum More than 25% of (No more than 25% (Recommended
without conflict  [with other users both on and off road. widths according to volume the route includes (of the route includes |widths are
of cyclists and route type cycle provision cycle provision with [maintained
(where cyclists are separated with widths which |widths which are no |throughout whole Cyclists in either direction are
from motor vehicles). are no more than  [more than 25% route 1 NJ/A as cyclists with traffic within a 1.5m two-way cycle
2506 below below desirable track.
desirable minimum|minimum
values.
Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate the routes without  |20.Signing Route signingis  [Gaps identified in Route is well
the need to refer to maps. noor with signs  |route signing which [signed with signs
Fitiay | | a Signage could be improved along a Signage could be improved along
decision points. decision points the route. the route.
and junctions
21.Lighting Most or all of route [Short and infrequent |Route is lit to . B
| anti unlit/poorly lit highway standard| Lighting provided at regular Lighting provided at regular
sections throughout 1 intervals hcwevgr illumination 1 intervals however illumination
strategy could be improved due to| strategy could be improved due to
Routes should be appealing and be perceived as safe and usable. old specification of columns. old specification of columns.
G L e G e 22 Isolation Route is generally [Route is mainly Route is
attractive and therefore more likely to be used. . L N
away from activity andis This section of route is mostly Cinder Lane routes through an
not far from activity |throughout its 1 overlooked by residential isolated park (particularly isolated

throughout its length {length properties. at night).
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle provision can enable 23.Impact on pedestrians Route impacts No impact on Pedestrian
people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are not [Pedestrian Comfort Level ively on an provision |provision
suitable for shared use. Introducing cycling onto well-used based on Pedestrian Comfort or i
footpaths may reduce the quality of provision for both users, guide for London (Section 4.7) provision, Comfort Level cycling provision, Shared vehicular / cycle / White line segregation reduces
particularly if the shared use path does not meet recommended Pedestrian remains at B or or Pedestrian pedestrian route. avalilable footway space to 1.5m.
widths. Comfort is at Levelfabove. Comfort Level
C or below. remains at A
Minimise street | Signing required to support scheme layout 24 Street Clutter Large number of |Moderate amount of |Signing for
clutter Signs are informative and signs needed, signing particularly  (wayfinding
consistent but not overbearing difficult to follow  [around junctions. purposes only and 1 Moderate number of signs 2 Street clutter does not cause an
or of inappropriate size and/or leading to not causing required in deliniate the route issue.
clutter additional
obstruction.
Ease of access to secure cycle parking within businesses and on |25. Cycle parking No additional Some secure cycle |Secure cycle
street Evidence of bicycles parked to cycle parking parking provided but |parking provided,
street furniture or cycle stands provided or not enough to meet  |sufficient to meet N ’ P "
inadequate demand demand 2 otre eva"; O propose 1 No cycle parking provision
provision in scheme
insecure none
overlooked areas
Audit Score| 27 0 34 0
Max possible score 50 50
Audit % score
Pass/Fail (70% threshold) Fail Fail
Any Critical Fails? (Y/N) No No
Number of Critical Fails 0 0
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Riverside Path
Project reference: Riverside Path
Project number: 60690177

Appendix B — Proposed CL0S

B.1 Cycle Level of Service proposed scheme results

Prepared for: City of York Council AECOM
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Cycling Level of Service Assessment (CLoS) based on LTN 1/20

Project Number 60690177 m
[Scheme CYC - Riverside Path / Cinder Lane
Location York
Date 1010212023 [ section1A, Proposed | [ Section1B,Approachl | [ Section 1B, Approach2 |
| Version Number V0
By Oliver Gibbs Jubilee Terrace 4.3M Shared Use Facility 2m Footway / 2.5m segregated two-
Checked By Luke Oddy way cycle track.
I S B
Key . L . 5
) Factor Design Principle Indicators Critical 0 (Red) Comments Comments
Requirement
Cyclists should be able to easily and safely join and navigate 1. Ability to join/leave route Cyclists cannot  |Cyclists can Cyclists have
along different sections of the same route and between different [safely and easily connect to other |connect to other dedicated N N
routes in the network. considering left and right routes without  |routes with minimal |connections to Connection to existing facilties . X . X
s - " disruption to their |other routes a at Kingsland Terrace / Cinder 5 Connection to existing facilties 5 Connection to existing facilties
by e b Lane - No significant at either end of Cinder Lane at either end of Cinder Lane
interruption to Improvements
their journey
° Routes should be complete with no gaps in provision. ‘End of _|2.Provision for cyclists Cyclists are The route is made | Cyclists are
= route’ signs should not be installed - cyclists should be shown |throughout the whole ‘abandoned' at up of discrete provided with
& how the route continues. Cyclists should not be ‘abandoned’, [length of the route points along the  [sections, but a continuous Improvements to signage along . .
g particularly at junctions where provision may be reqired to routewithno  |cyclists can clearly [route, including this section and continuity along Descreet sections towards Descreet sections lowards
S ensure safe crossing movements. clear indication ~ [understand how to through 1 |subilee Terrace through removal 1 | Jubllee Terrace. However, inks 1 [Jubiee Terace. However, links
o : PR to on-going facilties. to on-going facilties.
of how to navigate between  [junctions of parking. gong gong
continue their them, including
liourney. through junctions.
Cycle networks should provide a mesh (or grid) of routes across |3.Density of routes based Route Route Route
the town or city. The density of the network is the distance on mesh width i toa i toa i toa " N " N " N
between the routes which make up the grid pattern. The ultimate |i.e. distances between network density |network density  [network density 2 Connection to existing facilties 2 Connection to existing facilties 2 Connection to existing facilties
aim should be a network with a mesh width of 250m. primary and secondary routes mesh width meshwidth 250 |mesh width at either end Jubilee Terrace at either end of Cinder Lane at either end of Cinder Lane
within the network >1000 - 1000m <250m
Routes should follow the shortest option available and be as 4.Deviation of route Deviation factor  |Deviation factor Deviation factor
near to the ‘as the-crow-flies’ distance as possible. Deviation Factor is calculated against straight  |against straight line [against straight
by dividing the actual distance| line or shortest  |or shortest road line or shortest
along the route by the straight road altenative  [alternative 1.2 — 1.4 |road alternative 5 Route is direct with no shorter 5 Route is direct with no shorter 5 Route is direct with no shorter
line (crow-fly) distance, or >1.4 <12 alternative alternative alternative
shortest road alternative.
Time: Frequency [The number of times a cyclist has to stop or loses right of w 5.Stopping and give way The number of | The number of [ The number of N N
of requir:g stop: on a route should be minﬁised. This inc?uds smpp('i]ng anda;ve nequZﬁcyg ¢ Y stops orgive  |stops or give ways  [stops or give Cyclists do not have to stop or Cyclists do not have to stop or
or give ways ways at junctions or crossings, motorcycle barriers, pedestrian- ways on the route on the route is ways on the route 2 Cyclists only have to give-way at 2 give-way apart from at the 2 give-way apart from at the
e i more than 4 per | between 2 and 4 per s less than 2 per Jubilee Terrace junction Scarborough Bridge underpass Scarborough Bridge underpass
b - b and Jubilee Terrace junction and Jubilee Terrace junction
Time: Delay at [ The length of delay caused by junctions should be minimised. |6.Delay at junctions Delay for cyclists |Delay for cyclists at [Delay is shorter
) ljunctions  This includes assessing impact of multiple or single stage at junctions is ljunctions is similar ~ [than for motor
2 crossings, signal timings, toucan crossings etc. greater than for ~ [to delay for motor  |vehicles or
§ motor vehicles - |vehicles rcey::is:da‘fgz‘p « 1 Cyd'“ig‘f‘[’:g’;?z:&'izs Jubilee 2 Not relevant for section. 2 Not relevant for section.
= ljunctions (e.g.
bypass at signals)
The length of delay caused by not being able to bypass slow 7.Ability to maintain own Cyclists travel at |Cyclists can usually [Cyclists can Cyclists will be in 4.3M Cyclists within facilities between
moving traffic. speed on links. speed of slowest |pass slow traffic and|always choose an Cyclists should be able to approriate width shared use desriable and asolute minimum
vehicle (including [other cyclists appropriate overtaken a slow moving cyclists 1 facility. Therefore, should be 1 facilities. As such, should
a cycle) ahead speed. through removal of parking. able to pass other slow moving usually be able to pass flow
cyclists / moving cyclists.
Routes should avoid steep gradients where possible. Uphill 8.Gradient Route includes | There are no There are no
sections increase time, effort and discomfort. Where these are sections steeper [sections of route sections of route
encountered, routes should be planned to minimise climbing than the gradients |steeper than the | which steeper o - _—
e [ e e, e e e e v e el | o e 2 No significant gradients 2 No significant gradients 2 No significant gradients
descent. Figure 4.4 in
Figure 4.4
Reducelremove |Where cyclists and motor vehicles are sharing the carriageway, |9.Motor traffic speed on _|85th percentile > |85th percentile |85th percentile 85th percentile
the key to reducing severity of collisions is reducing the speeds [approach and through [37mph (60kph)  [>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph
of motor vehicles so that they more closely match that of junctions where cyclists
cyclists. This is particularly important at points where risk of are sharing the 2 Low vehicle speeds 2 Route off carriageway 2 Route off carriageway
collision is greater, such as at junctions. carriageway through the
junction
10.Motor traffic speed on _|85th percentile > [85th percentile [85th percentile [85th percentile
sections of shared 37mph (60kph)  |>30mph 20mph-30mph <20mph 2 Low vehicle speeds 2 Route off carriageway 2 Route off carriageway
carriageway
| Avoid high motor | Cyclists should not be required to share the carriageway with 11.Motor traffic volume on |>10000 AADT,  |5000-10000 2500-5000 and 0-2500 AADT
traffic volumes high volumes of motor vehicles. This is particularly important at |sections of shared or >5% HGV [AADT and <2% HGV
where cyclists are |points where risk of collision is greater, such as at junctions.  |carriageway, expressed as 2-5%HGV 2 Low traffic flows 2 Route off carriageway 2 Route off carriageway
vehicles per peak hour
'Where speed differences and high motor vehicle flows cannot  |12.Segregation to reduce  [Cyclists sharing |Cyclists in Cyclists in cycle Cyclists on
be reduced cyclists should be separated from traffic — see Table|risk of collision alongsid i - i lanes at least route away
6.2. This separation can be achieved at varying degrees from behind nearside lane traffic lanes. 1.8m wide on [from motor
on-road cycle lanes, hybrid tracks and off-road provision. Such in critical range  |outside critical carriageway; traffic (off road
segregation should reduce the risk of collision from beside or between 3.2m range (3.2m 85th percentile provision) or in
behind the cyclist. and 3.9m wide  |to 3.9m) or in motor traffic off-carriageway
and traffic cycle lanes less  |speed max cycle track.
\olumes prevent [than 1.8m wide. |30mph. Cyclists in Route in narrow lane 2 Route off carriageway 2 Route off carriageway
motor vehicles hybrid/light
moving easily segregated
into opposite track; 85th
lane to pass percentile motor
cyclists. traffic speed
max 30mph.
[A high proportion of collisions involving cyclists occur at 13.Conflicting movements Side road Side road junctions |Side roads closed
ljunctions. Junctions there-fore need particular attention to at junctions ljunctions frequent |infrequent and with [or treated to blend
reduce the risk of collision. and/or untreated. |effective entry iin with footway. Side road junction only provides
Junction treatments include: Major junctions, [treatments. Major [ Major junctions, access to Primary Schoo -
ax:;/;g: rrgss : cyclist priority and/or speed reduction conflicting warte llunctions, principal - (all conﬂlc(ln?r e Continuos footway optional. > Route of carriageway > Route of carriageway
- Major roads : separation of cyclists from motor traffic through not traffic  |streams Major junction with Kingsland
ljunctions. separated movements separated. Terrace not separated.
separated.
[Avoid complex designs which require users to process large | 14.Legible road markings Faded, old, Generally legible | Clear,
amounts of information. Good network design should be self-  |and road layout unclear, complex [road markings and " "
explanatory and self-evident to all road users. All users should road road layoutbut  |simple road Improvements to signage / Assumed shared-use path Segregated facity wil calirty of
understand where they and other road users should be and what markings/unclear |some elements | markings and B markings along this section 1 |signage and markings to clearly 2 seperation with signage and
movements they might make. or unfamiliar road |could be improved ~ [road layout inform of each other presence. markings.
layout
Consider and Routes should be assessed in terms of all multi-functional uses |15.Conflict with kerbside  [Narrow cycle ignifi flict with ~ [No/very limited
reduce risk from  [of a street including car parking, bus stops, parking, including ~ [activity lanes <1.5m or  [conflict with Kerbside activity - |conflict with
Kerbside activity  |collision with opened door. less (including  [kerbside activity |e.q. less frequent  [kerbside activity Route oft carriageway. However.
any buffer) (e.g. nearside  |activity on nearside [or width of cycle Improvements to kerbside cyclists in either direction are
alongside cycle lane <2m  |of cyclists, min2m  [lane including 1 conflict with reallocation of 1 within a 1.5m two-way cycle 2 Provision prodominatly fully
perkingloading | including buffer) |cycle lanes e — oarking track, which can cause conflict segregated along the route.
wide alongside  [including buffer.  [3m. with other cyclists or
kerbside parking) pedestrians.
Reduce severity |Wherever possible routes should include “evasion room” (such [16.Evasion room and Cyclists at risk of |The number of The route
as grass verges) and avoid any unnecessary physical hazards [unnecessary hazards being trapped by |physical hazards includes evasion Number of hazards could be
such as guardrail, build outs, etc. to reduce the severity of a physical hazards |could be further room and avoids reduced through removal of Cyclists h . Cyclists h .
collision should it occur. along more than |reduced any physical 1 parking - Could be improved 2 yolists have sufficient evasion 2 yolists have sufficient evasion
half of the route. hazards. further through complete room. room.
removal of parking
Density of defects including non cycle friendly ironworks, 17.Major and minor defects Numerous minor [Minor and Smooth high grip
sk corrsigle,plls, por qualycaregevey delectsrany oscaiona defcs|sutace 2 |surtace cuattyconsideresgond| | 2| ewsurtace couse proposes 2| Newsurtace couse praposes
defects
Pavement or carriageway construction providing smooth and | 18.Surface type [Any bumpy, Hand-laid Machine laid
level surface unbound, materials, smooth and
slippery, and concrete non-slip surface
potentially paviours with - e.g. Thin
hazardous frequent joints. Surfacing, or
surface. firm and closely 2 Laid surface along the route 2 Laid surface along the route 2 Laid surface along the route
jointed
blocks
undisturbed by
turning heavy
vehicles.
Cyclists should be able to comfortably cycle without risk of 19.Desirable minimum More than 25% of [No more than 25% |Recommended
conflict with other users both on and off road. widths according to the route includes |of the route includes |widths are
volume of cyclists and cycle provision  |cycle provision with |maintained
route type with widths which |widths which are no |throughout whole 4.3M shared use facility
(where cyclists are separated are no more than |more than 25%  [route 1 N/A as cyclists with traffic 2 provided - LTN 1/20 3M 2 z'fT"’N"iEy;;‘“’,'jfj,‘fi;iZﬂ;’ -
from motor vehicles). 25% below below desirable recommended
desirable minimum
minimum values.
Non-local cyclists should be able to navigate the routes without [20.Signing Route signing is  |Gaps identified in  [Route is well
] poorih s e sginguhih sgned i signs I T —— L | Assumet mprovea sgnage S| ssumet mprovea sionage
| decision points. decision points e strategy. strategy.
and junctions
21.Lighting Most or all of Short and infrequent [Route is lit to
route is unlit i lit highway a Assumed improved lighting a Assumed improved lighting a Assumed improved lighting
. sections standards strategy. strategy. strategy.
perceived Routes should be appealing and be perceived as safe and
usable. Well used, well maintained, lit, overlooked routes are 22.Isolation Route is generally |Route is mainly Route is
more attractive and therefore more likely to be used. away from activi and is This section of route is mostl
Y v not far from activity  [throughout its 1 overlooked by residential Y Assumed CCTV strategy; Assumed CCTV strategy;
p however still isolated. however still isolated.
its properties.
Introduction of dedicated on-road cycle provision can enable 23.Impact on pedestrians Route impacts No impact on Pedestrian
3 people to cycle on-road rather than using footways which are not|Pedes