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North Yorkshire Council
Environment Executive Members
06 December 2024

Review of Traffic Regulation Orders — Proposed Disabled Parking Bays
Various locations in Scarborough, Whitby, Hunmanby and Filey

Report of the Assistant Director Highways and Infrastructure

1.0

11

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of the report is:

i. to advise the Corporate Director for Environment in consultation with Executive
Member for Highways and Transportation of the outcome of the public consultation,
and

ii. for a decision to be made on whether to implement the changes, in view of the
comments received.
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3.3

SUMMARY

This report details the comments received during a public consultation exercise regarding a
number of applications made to North Yorkshire Council for residential disabled parking
bays (RDPB). The consultation included seven applications, six of which were requests for
the installation of RDPB’s and one which was a request for the removal of an existing
RDPB.

Five of the applications are fairly straightforward considerations, but two have slightly more
complicated circumstances to consider. The details of all of these cases are outlined in the
report.

BACKGROUND

Residential Disabled Parking Bays can be introduced to provide on-street parking in
residential areas for ‘blue badge’ holders. The Council’s policy states that provision of these
bays should only be considered when an individual does not have access to off-street
parking such as a driveway or a garage. Where a RDPB is provided it is not for the
exclusive use of one resident but is available for use by any ‘blue badge’ holder.

Disabled parking bays require a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) to be in place in order to be
enforceable. Historically some advisory and therefore unenforceable residential disabled
parking bays were introduced without a Traffic Regulation Order. The Traffic Signs
Regulations and General Directions (TSRGD) 2016 (as amended) do not permit the use of
disabled parking bay road markings without a TRO and, as a consequence, enforcement
action cannot be taken against those that misuse the advisory bays.

The Residential Parking Bay Policy was approved in August 2011 which determined that
only enforceable bays would be provided. In line with this decision a two-stage assessment
process was put in place against which applications are assessed. The assessment criteria
for both stages are outlined in Appendix A.
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Applications for RDPB’s are made using the North Yorkshire Council public website. Once
received the next stage is an assessment of whether the applicant meets the Stage 1
criteria as outlined in Appendix A and is undertaken by Customer Resolution Centre
officers.

Stage 2 of the process requires that the local Area Highways Office assesses the
applications and the proposals for changes to TRO’s against the relevant highway and site
assessment criteria.

PROPASAL

North Yorkshire Council received a number of applications from residents of various streets
in Area 3 for disabled parking bays to be installed within a comfortable walking distance of
their homes. The applications were from blue badge holder residents of streets in Filey,
Hunmanby, Scarborough and Whitby.

The Customer Resolution Centre carried out the Stage 1 assessments for these
applications and the criteria were met. The local Area Highways Office then carried out the
Stage 2 assessments and the criteria for these proposals were also deemed to be met.

Six of the applications are for the installation of RDPB’s on the public highway adjacent to
the residences of the applicants. The addresses of the applications are:

o 1 Spring Vale, Whitby

2 Park Street, Scarborough

20 Holbeck Hill, Scarborough

28 Stonegate, Hunmanby

45 Stepney Avenue, Scarborough

68 Grange Avenue, Filey

One application is for the removal of an existing RDPB on a street where the original
applicant has moved away and there are currently no blue badge holders in residence at
that property. The address of this application is:

o 18 Park Terrace, Whitby

Consultation Undertaken and Responses

The proposals have been the subject of consultation and public advertisement in
accordance with the Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1996. A letter, copy of a plan showing the proposals (shown at Appendix B)
and questionnaire were circulated to a list of Statutory consultees and hand delivered to
neighbouring properties on 22 May 2024. The proposals were advertised on 23 May 2024.
The last date for receipt of comments was 17 June 2024.

The proposals for the seven sites, when taken together, were hand delivered to
approximately 260 properties.

Table 1. Summary of the responses received from residents
Site Address Number of responses from residents
In support Objections
1 1 Spring Vale Whitby 0 1
2 2 Park Street Scarborough 0 4
3 20 Holbeck Hill Scarborough 2 5
4 28 Stonegate Hunmanby 2 3
5 45 Stepney Avenue Scarborough 1 4
6 68 Grange Avenue Filey 2 1
7 18 Park Terrace Whitby (removal) 1 1
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53 Further details of the objections/comments received from residents for the seven sites are
summarised in Appendix C, along with officer comments.

5.4  The Yorkshire Coast & Ryedale Disability Forum and the Scarborough Ramblers indicated
approval for all of the sites.

55 1 Spring vale, Whitby: The proposal is supported by Whitby Town Council, Whitby Group
Practice Medical Centre and the local member. One resident responded with an objection
stating that parking is difficult enough already. A shortage of on street parking is a reason
for making an application for an RDPB and the application fits the criteria of the assessment
stages. Recommendation; to approve the proposed bay.

5.6 2 Park Street, Scarborough: The proposal is supported by the local member with a
comment that better parking enforcement is needed for on street disabled parking bays. No
support was received from residents. Four residents responded with objections, two of
which were on the grounds that parking on the street is already limited. The other
comments received were unsubstantiated claims doubting the validity of the disability and
the property being on and off the sales market. Other comments expressed dissatisfaction
that the bay marking and sign have already been installed. None of these objections are
considered to outweigh the benefit of providing a disabled parking bay to the applicant. A
shortage of on street parking is a reason for making an application for an RDPB and the
application fits the criteria of the assessment stages. Recommendation; to approve the
proposed bay.

Note: The bay marking and sign, installed erroneously, are not enforceable until approval
has been given and the Traffic Regulation Order is sealed. Should this bay not be
approved, officers would remove the bay marking and sign.

5.7 20 Holbeck Hill: The proposal received support from two residents but objections from five.
The main theme of the objections was that the applicant is no longer in residence, having
moved away. This was confirmed following a visit to the address. With no blue badge
holder in residence, the assessment criteria are not met and the proposed bay is no longer
required. The local member concurs with this. Recommendation; not to approve the
proposed bay.

5.8 28 Stonegate, Hunmanby: Two residents of Stonegate have responded to the consultation
to support the proposal for a new disabled bay outside number 28.

5.8.1 Two further residents of Stonegate objected on the grounds that parking is very limited and
if a new disabled bay were introduced the amount of available parking for other drivers
would be decreased. There was also a concern from one respondent that approving this
disabled bay could lead to other applications for disabled bays and further loss of general
parking on the street. One of the respondents suggested the applicant could use the
existing disabled bay outside the community centre.

5.8.2 Hunmanby Parish Council objected on the grounds that on-street parking is very limited,
especially in the evenings, and that the parish council believed this new bay would be
unlikely to be enforced and neighbour disputes may arise, as has been the case at
Northgate, Hunmanby.

5.8.3 Officers have looked into the disputes, which appeared to arise due to residents parking
their vehicles in a manner that causes a chicane with the disabled bay opposite.

5.8.4 The local member, ClIr. Michelle Donohue-Moncrieff is aware of and is sympathetic to the
needs of the applicant but has concerns relating to long standing traffic problems on
Stonegate which the local councillor believes approval of this application would impact
upon. These include the issues of speeding, lack of available off-street and on-street
parking for the existing residential demand, and the use of the road as a through route by
large HGV’s and farm vehicles. Page 5
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5.8.7

5.8.8

5.8.9

5.8.10

5.8.11

Clir. Donohue-Moncrieff is also aware of the problems that the other disabled bay
installation caused within her division elsewhere (Northgate) and advocates a more holistic
review of parking on Stonegate, taking into consideration the characteristics and usage of
the street and the needs of the residents, business holders and community centre as well
as the needs of the applicant.

The councillor is aware there are other blue badge holders resident in Stonegate and, with
the well-used community centre close by, is concerned the proposed disabled bay outside
28 Stonegate could be at risk of being used by other blue badge holders rather than the
applicant themselves. Most of the properties on Stonegate do not have access to off-street
parking. 28 Stonegate is situated generally opposite, and a couple of terraced properties to
the west of, the access to the Hunmanby community centre’s car park.

Officers note that on-street parking demand is generated by the presence of holiday
accommodation and the activities of the Hunmanby community centre which has five
lettable rooms hosting various village/community activities and holds several arts events
(sometimes more than one a month). This can bring in additional traffic which exceeds the
10 - 12 off-street car parking spaces provided at the community centre.

The existing disabled bay outside the community centre is 40m from the applicant’s
property and thus is unsuitable for use by the applicant, and it is intended for users of the
community centre. There are no other existing residential disabled bays on Stonegate, and
the council’s Residential Disabled Bay policy allows up to 10% of the parking on any one
street to be allocated to residential disabled bays should eligible applicants successfully
apply. Although there are concerns around a lack of available parking for all, and that
approving this application could lead to others, all residents with blue badges on Stonegate
are entitled to make applications for disabled bays of their own should they wish.

The Council, as local highway authority, has previously received concerns from local
residents regarding Stonegate. These have been in relation to the speed of traffic and
conflict situations where east bound traffic fails to give way to approaching traffic at the
western end of Stonegate. The local highways office has installed road markings and
bollards to mitigate these issues. Consideration was given to installing a build out and a
‘give way’ feature at the western end of Stonegate to encourage drivers to take effective
observation before travelling down towards the community centre. This was discounted due
to weighing cost against the lack of any recorded personal injury accidents. The local
highways office has also given consideration to a ‘one way’ system with traffic travelling
east down Stonegate and west along Hungate Lane to Bridlington Street. This was
discounted because buses would need to be accommodated along Stonegate and there is
insufficient carriageway width without removing some off-street parking. Alterations to the
Hungate junction would also be required to accommodate buses turning right into Hungate.

Stonegate did go through the Speed Management Protocol (SMP) in December 2022. The
results showed mean speeds of 20 mph in each direction with 85% speeds of 24 mph.
There had been no recorded injury collisions in the previous five years before the survey
was implemented. As a result, the Road Safety Task Group recommended that the site
would be suitable for Community Speed Watch. This information was relayed to the initial
complainant and the Parish Council.

The purpose of providing residential disabled parking bays is to help those disabled drivers

whose mobility impairment means they cannot walk any significant distance and therefore
need help in parking close to their homes.
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5.8.12 Difficulty for blue badge holders in finding a parking space close to their homes due to the
pressure on the available spaces is one of the reasons why the disabled bay policy was
introduced. Although considering one disabled parking bay application at a time could be
considered to be piecemeal, the council’s Residential Disabled Bay policy sets out that
each application must be considered on its own merits.

5.8.13 A full Equality Impact Assessment has been submitted for the 28 Stonegate disabled
parking bay application. Refer to Appendix D of this report.

5.8.14 Considering all the above, officers consider the parking needs of other, more able bodied,
drivers and the potential risk of neighbour disputes are not justifiable reasons to
recommend this application be refused. Recommendation; to approve the proposed bay.

5.9 45 Stepney Avenue, Scarborough The proposal is supported by the local member with a
comment that better parking enforcement is needed for on street disabled parking bays.
The proposal also received support from one resident who recognises the needs of the
applicant. Objections were received from four residents, none of which were considered to
be based on reasonable grounds. Recommendation; to approve the proposed bay.

5.10 68 Grange Avenue, Filey The proposal is supported by the local member and two residents
responded in support but gave ho comments. An objection based on unsubstantiated
grounds was received by one resident. Recommendation; to approve the proposed bay.

5.11 18 Park Terrace The existing disabled parking bay outside this address was installed in
2018 but the blue badge holder, for whom the existing disabled bay was created, no longer
lives there.

5.11.1 This location is just outside Whitby’s conservation area and the street is populated with
Victorian terraced houses with walled front gardens. Parking in this part of Whitby is under
a great deal of pressure, as it is close to the town centre and hospital and outside the
controlled parking zone (CPZ). Whilst there are longer term plans to consult the public on a
CPZ to cover this area (Fishburn Park), until a county wide review of parking policy has
been undertaken, progression of any CPZ consultation is on hold. One of the main
considerations is that there are so many holiday accommodations in the area that a CPZ
with the current permit issue rules is unlikely to provide significant relief for residents.

5.11.2 The local member, ClIr Neil Swannick, feels strongly about the parking situation on the
street and the way that commercial interests have taken over and degraded on street
parking arrangements. He wants no changes made on Park Terrace that further diminish
the availability of on street parking.

5.11.3 The consultation response from the next door neighbours at 17 Park Terrace, who
themselves already have a disabled bay outside their home, voices objection to the
proposed removal of the bay outside 18 Park Terrace. This is on the grounds that the
disabled bay outside 17 Park Terrace is often legally occupied by other blue badge holders,
and so the blue badge holder at 17 Park Terrace relies at times on using the bay outside
number 18.

5.11.4 One other resident of Park Terrace responded to the consultation to support the proposal to

remove the disabled bay, but did not include the reason for their support. Whitby Town
Council also responded in support of the proposal to remove the disabled parking bay.
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5.11.5 The guidance notes for ‘Application for a Residential Disabled Parking Bays (March 2013)’

6.0

6.1
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7.1
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8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

state that the council has the authority to remove any residential disabled parking bay in
future if any of the eligibility criteria or highway specific conditions are no longer satisfied or
appropriate. Whilst it is perhaps expected that all existing disabled bays will be removed
once the original applicant is no longer in residence at the adjacent property, it would still
need to follow the Statutory procedure including the public consultation, therefore, it is not a
given. Recommendation; not to approve the removal of the existing bay.

ALTENATIVE OPTIONS
None
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Funding is available from the existing Highways Area 3 Signs, Lines and TRO budget to
support the installation of these measures for the proposed parking bays. The current
estimate for installing a RDPB is £1250. In total the 5 sites are estimated in the region of
£6,250.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

Consideration has been given to the potential for any legal implications arising from the
recommendations.

The process for the consideration of objections to Traffic Regulation Orders was approved
by the Executive on 29 April 2014 and Council on 21 May 2014. The consideration of
objections to TRO’s is now a matter for the Environment Executive Members and the role of
the Area Constituency Committee is changed to a consultative role on wide area impact
TRO'’s. The consideration of objections has been delegated by the Executive to the
Corporate Director for Environment in consultation with the Environment Executive Member
for Highways & Transportation. The decision-making process relates to the provision and
regulation of parking places both off and on the highway where an objection is received
from any person or body entitled under the relevant statute. A wide area impact TRO is
classed as a proposal satisfying all of the three criteria set out below:

o The proposal affects more than one street or road

o The proposal affects more than one community

o The proposal is located within the ward of more than one Councillor.

There are 7 proposed TRO changes in this report. Each individual proposal is wholly within
the council division of one member, therefore this would not be classed as a wide area
impact TRO.

In the event that the Executive Member — Highways & Transportation and Environment
Corporate Director resolve to follow the recommendations contained in this report, then in
accordance with the Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1996, the Council will be required to make a Traffic Regulation Order (with or
without modifications) and publish a notice of making the Order in the local press. The
Council will also be required to notify the objectors of its decision and the reasons for
making that decision within 14 days of the Order being made.

Where an Order has been made (i.e. sealed), if any person wishes to question the validity
of the Order or any of its provisions on the grounds that it or they are not within the powers
conferred by the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, or that any requirement of the 1984 Act
or of any instrument made under the 1984 Act has not been complied with, they may apply
to the High Court within six weeks from the date on which the Order is made.
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10.3.1

In recommending the implementation of the proposed TROs as advertised for the reasons
set out in this report, officers consider that the Council is complying with its duty under
Section 122 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 and, with the careful assessment of
comments received and having regard to the equalities implications identified in the
equalities impact assessments (EIA) has carried out the required balancing exercise in
coming to that decision. Beyond that, it is the view of officers that the proposals do not have
any legal implications for the Council.

In accordance with the protocol for Environment Executive Member reports, the local
Elected Members will be provided with a copy of this report and be invited to the meeting on
06 December 2024.

PUBLIC INQUIRY IMPLICATIONS

Regulation 9 of the Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1996 outlines the circumstances in which the Council would be required to hold
a Public Inquiry. The Council has satisfied its duty and determined that the proposals do not
include any restrictions on loading and unloading or the prohibition of public service
vehicles therefore paragraph 3 of Regulation 9 does not apply in this regard. As the
proposals are small in scale and are for residential disabled bays designed to assist the
daily living of residents living in adjacent properties and would not make widespread
changes detrimental to other road users to any significant degree, the Council considers
that the holding of a public inquiry would not be proportionate in terms of timescale, officer
time and the costs to public resources in this case.

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

An equalities impact assessment (EIA) has been completed for the Residential Disabled
Parking Bay Protocol and it is published on the North Yorkshire Council website. The
provision of RDPB’s will enhance accessibility for mobility impaired residents enabling them
to participate positively in community life.

An equalities impact assessment screening form has been included in Appendix E for the
following RDPB applications:

o 1 Spring Vale, Whitby

2 Park Street, Scarborough

45 Stepney Avenue, Scarborough

68 Grange Avenue, Filey

The screening form does not include 20 Holbeck Hill, Scarborough because the
recommendation to committee is not to approve the proposal.

18 Park Terrace - An equalities impact assessment has been completed for 18 Park
Terrace, Whitby because the local member’s view does not fully align with the council’s
residential disabled parking bay policy. The EIA is in Appendix F and a summary of the EIA
is shown below:

Park Terrace is located close to the town centre of Whitby but is not part of the controlled
parking zone (CPZ). The street is a through route and frequently gets used for parking by
non-residents since it is free of cost and time limits. There are 19 addresses on Park
Terrace but on-street parking space for only 15, including the two disabled bays. Some
residents have converted their gardens into driveways and thereby reduced on-road
parking availability for others.
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12.4.2

The resident objecting to the removal of the RDPB is the next door property whose
comments were that due to there being limited parking space on the street they often find
the RDPB outside their own property is occupied by another blue badge holder and so they
have to rely on the adjacent RDPB at No0.18 if they are to park reasonably close to their
home.

The local councillor’s view is that no changes should be made to the detriment of residents
on street parking options at the present time.

28 Stonegate - An equalities impact assessment has been completed for 28 Stonegate,
Hunmanby because the local member’s view does not fully align with the council’s
residential disabled parking bay policy. The EIA is in Appendix F and a summary of the EIA
is shown below:

During the public consultation, support and objections were received. However, none of the
objections were of a nature that would justify withholding the provision of a new facility
designed to make a disabled resident’s life a little easier. This is the case even if it is
acknowledged that, at times, the disabled space could be occupied by other blue badge
holders.

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS

Consideration has also been given to the potential for any adverse climate change impacts
arising from the recommendations. It is the view of officers that the recommendations do
not have any adverse impact on climate change. A copy of the Climate Change Impact
Assessment decision form is attached as Appendix G.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

The applicants want to be provided with an on -street disabled parking space within
comfortable walking distance of their homes. The eligibility criteria for these applications
have been met after undergoing the Stage 1 and Stage 2 assessments of the Residential
Disabled Parking Bay application procedure.

The officer recommendations made in this report result from consideration of the
circumstances of each application, including the equalities impact assessments.

Discussions have also taken place with the local members for each ward where the
applications are located. Their comments have been taken into consideration.

Two of the applications are recommended not to be approved.

Installation of a disabled parking bay at 20 Holbeck Hill, Scarborough. After the consultation
exercise it became apparent that the original applicant for this disabled parking bay has
moved away. Further investigation showed that there are no blue badge holders currently at
the application address and no one has come forward to say they are presently making use
of the bay

Removal of an existing disabled parking bay at 18 Park Terrace, Whitby. The original
applicant for this facility is no longer in residence and the current resident is not a blue
badge holder. During the consultation objections on accessibility grounds have been raised
which have been further assessed in the equalities impact assessment.
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13.0 RECOMMENDATION

13.1 It is recommended that the Corporate Director for Environment, in consultation with the
Executive Member for Highways and Transportation:
a. approves as advertised the introduction of new residential disabled parking bays at
the following locations:
. 1 Spring Vale, Whitby
2 Park Street, Scarborough
28 Stonegate, Hunmanby
45 Stepney Avenue, Scarborough
68 Grange Avenue, Filey
b. Does not approve;
. the introduction of a new residential disabled parking bay at 20 Holbeck Hill,
Scarborough
° the removal of an existing residential parking bay at 18 Park Terrace Whitby
c. Assistant Chief Executive (Legal and Democratic Services) be authorised to seal or
revoke the relevant Traffic Regulation Order in light of the objections received and
that all responders are notified of the making or revocation of the Order within 14 days
of it being made.

APPENDICES

Appendix A Assessment / Eligibility Criteria

Appendix B Consultation Location Plans

Appendix C  Summary of Objections

Appendix D Equalities Impact Assessment 28 Stonegate, Hunmanby

Appendix E  Equalities Screening Form for 1 Spring Vale, 2 Park Street, 45 Stepney Avenue and
68 Grange Avenue

Appendix F  Equalities Impact Assessment 18 Park Terrace, Whitby

Appendix G Climate Change Impact Assessment

Barrie Mason

Assistant Director Highways and Infrastructure
County Hall

Northallerton

Author of Report: John Hough, Project Engineer, Area 3 Highways
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Assessment / Eligibility Criteria

Stage One — applicant conditions
The applicant must be:

The blue badge holder

The driver of the vehicle (evidence of driver’s licence and vehicle ownership will be
required).

Requesting a disabled parking bay for the same address as their blue badge has been
issued.

Unable or virtually unable to walk or propel a wheelchair for a comfortable distance
outside the home — estimation of comfortable walking distance required.

Unable to access suitable off-street parking, for example a driveway, garage or parking
place provided by a housing association or social landlord.

Unable to regularly park their vehicle on the public highway within a comfortable
distance of their household.

If you do not meet all these criteria, but feel that your case is exceptional, please contact us.
We will be able to assess your eligibility and advise you on whether to proceed with an
application.

Stage Two — Highway specific conditions
We will make our decision on the following highway specific conditions. The application may
be denied if one or more of the following exist:

We believe there is reasonable evidence to suggest that the driver can regularly park
their vehicle within a comfortable distance of their household either off-street or on-
street.
The request is for a highway that is not maintainable at public expense.
The driver has access to suitable off-street parking, for example a driveway or garage.
The suitability of the off-street parking facility will be considered in line with government
guidance, specifically:

o Whether it is located on firm and level ground

o Whether the gradient is reasonable

o Whether there is space to enable the disabled driver to get into the car easily

and safely

Waiting restrictions (for example double/single yellow lines, clearways / bus stop
clearways and school keep clear road markings) are already in place or have been
proposed in the requested location.
The request is within a Controlled Parking Zone.
Access or visibility will be impaired by the parking bay.
The road is not wide enough to allow the free flow of traffic when a vehicle is parked in
the bay.
The location is listed in the Highway Code as a place where vehicles should not be
parked.
The road has a speed limit over 30mph.
The current number of disabled parking bays installed is higher than 10% of the total
number of residential properties or 10% of the number of parking spaces in the street,
whichever is higher i.e. 40 houses = maximum number of 4 Disabled Bays in that
street.

If either the stage 1 or stage 2 criteria are not satisfied, then the request will be declined. The
process includes the assessments above, and the preparation of a Traffic Regulation Order.
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Review of Traffic Regulation Orders — Residential Disabled Parking Bays — Area 3

Site Location Plans — Included in the consultation material.

Site 1. 1 Spring Vale, Whitby
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Site 2. 2 Park Street, Scarborough
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Site 3.

20 Holbeck Hill, Scarborough — Note: no objections were received for the proposed removal of the existing RDPB outside 3A.
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Site 4. 28 Stonegate, Hunmanby
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Site 5.

45 Stepney Avenue, Scarborough
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Summary of objections for each proposed Residential Disabled Parking Bay location.

Site 1.

1 Spring Vale, Whitby

Proposed disabled parking bay outside No. 1 Spring Vale, Whitby

Responses received.

1 against

Responder | Issue raised (against) Officer comments

Resident of | Enough difficulties parking. Don’t need this! | | The present level of

Spring Vale | object to this proposal. difficulty for drivers trying
to find a parking space
close to their homes is
acknowledged and is also
one of the reasons blue
badge holders make an
application for a parking
space.

Site 2. 2 Park Street, Scarborough

Proposed disabled parking bay outside No.2 Park Street, Scarborough

Responses received

property. By placing a disabled bay on our
street limits the available spaces even more. It
would also basically give No. 2 their own

4 against
Responder | Issue raised (against) Officer comments
Resident of | The blue badge holders only sign has been in Unfortunately there has
Park Street | place for at least the last two months, prior to been an error as the sign
other residents being made aware on 22nd has been installed
May. prematurely. When/if a
2 Park Street has been on and off the sales decision is made to
market recently while this sign has been approve this disabled bay,
erected by Highways with no consultation. Why | the road markings will be
has this bay not been enforced for non- installed and the disabled
compliance. bay would become
enforceable.
Allegation of the applicant
trying to selling the
property is irrelevant.
Should an applicant move
away then we would re-
consult before looking to
remove the parking bay.
Resident of | The parking on this street is very limited. | The present level of
Park Street | already struggle to park anywhere near my difficulty for drivers trying

to find a parking space
close to their homes is
acknowledged.
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parking space outside their home as I'm sure
that being away from the town centre negates
the need for a disabled bay.

RDPB'’s are not for
exclusive use by the
adjacent property. There
are no existing RDPB’s
on the street. The
application has passed
Stages 1 and 2

assessments.
Resident of | Little parking already with a lot of people having | The present level of
Park Street | multiple cars per house. You need to enforce difficulty for drivers trying

pavement parking fines also and reinstate
yellow lines on street corners near here. Plus
you have already put the sign up.

to find a parking space
close to their homes is
acknowledged.

Refreshing of existing
waiting restrictions is a
separate issue and will be
followed up.

Unfortunately there has
been an error as the sign
has been installed
prematurely. When/if a
decision is made to
approve this disabled bay,
the road markings will be
installed and the disabled
bay would become
enforceable.

Resident of
Park Street

| do not understand which member of the family
is disabled. There is plenty of parking on this
street, especially near No.2. The house in
question has 2 large cars and a van that
belongs to them which take up most of the
room. The house originally had a garage to the
rear which has had planning to change the use.
To return this to a garage would be a better
option instead of taking up parking space on
the street. The sign for the disabled parking
bay is already up, none of their cars show any
disabled badge. The family in question have
also recently been trying to sell the property.

Criteria for Stages 1 & 2
assessment have been
met.

Comment on parking
availability is
acknowledged and
contradicts the
statements of other
objectors.

Allegation of the applicant
trying to selling the
property is irrelevant.
Should an applicant move
away then we would re-
consult before looking to
remove the parking bay.
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Site 3.

20 Holbeck Hill, Scarborough

Proposed disabled parking bay outside 20 Holbeck Hill, Scarborough

Responses received

which will effectively replace the general
parking space adjacent to my residence. This
proposal would eliminate two general parking
spaces currently available for residents. At 84
years old, | do not currently meet the criteria for

5 against
Responder | Issue raised (against) Officer comments
Resident of | There is already another disabled parking bay | The existing RDPB
Holbeck Hill | in front of 18 Holbeck. The original regular user | outside No.18 was
has now moved away. The bay is occupied installed about 10 years
24/7 by one sports car (displaying a valid ago and the current status
parking certificate). This could be a misuse as | of the original applicant is
the 2 owners of the car do not seem to have unknown. Several
any form of disability - very able, fully ambulant | respondents are saying
and capable. No one else uses their flat on a the occupant of No. 20
daily basis. This should be investigated prior to | moved away some time
designating a new disabled parking bay. ago.
Resident of | There is a disabled parking bay outside No. 18 | The proposal doesn't
Holbeck Hill | Holbeck Hill. No one in the flats on this side of | encroach on existing
the road is disabled. Parking is already a accesses.
problem without losing another space and
having two disabled bays next to each other.
We have a drive at N0.16 and two garages
beside No. 20A so parking can be difficult.
Resident of | | object to the addition of another disabled The dis-used / mis-used
Holbeck Hill | parking bay alongside the existing one, as this | status of the existing
will further reduce the available on-street disabled bay outside No.
parking. The current bay outside my residence | 18 has also been
at No. 18 was installed many years ago but mentioned by other
remained unused for two years after the respondents.
resident moved away. Recently it has been
used by the resident in flat 2 but her need for it | Despite background
may cease if her health condition improves checks no information can
potentially eliminating the need for a second be found about the
bay. | have not been approached by any applicant for this
neighbours to discuss this matter and am proposed disabled bay at
unaware of any residents with disabilities at No. | No. 20 Holbeck Hill.
20. If the additional bay is deemed necessary, Customer Resolution
could it be moved slightly further up the road to | Centre have confirmed
allow my neighbour (who is in her mid-eighties) | there is currently no Blue
in the flat above to maintain easy access to her | Badge holder registered
car? Otherwise, a significant area directly in at the address.
front of our door will be unavailable, making it
difficult for her to carry in heavy shopping etc.
and access her car conveniently.
Resident of | | am writing to object to the proposed additional | Despite background
Holbeck Hill | disabled parking bay next to the existing one, checks no information can

be found about the
applicant for this
proposed disabled bay at
No. 20 Holbeck Hill. This
situation could be
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a disability designation but I find myself
increasingly limited in mobility. Walking long
distances and carrying heavy shopping from
my car are becoming progressively
challenging. | am unaware of any evidence
supporting the applicant’s disability or the
necessity for a dedicated bay. If a disabled bay
is indeed required, | suggest it be located
slightly further away, beyond the driveway to
No. 22. This would help preserve the existing
parking arrangements for other residents while
still accommodating the needs of the applicant.

explained by there having
been a lapse of time
between the application
and the consultation.

Customer Resolution
Centre have confirmed
there are currently no
Blue Badge holders
registered at the address.

Resident of
Holbeck Hill

Only one bay needed, the person is applying
for her mum who visits and doesn't live here.

No information has been
found about the applicant
for this proposed disabled
bay.

Site 4.

28 Stonegate, Hunmanby

Proposed disabled parking bay outside 28 Stonegate, Hunmanby

Responses received

3 against
Responder | Issue raised (against) Officer comments
Hunmanby | Most of the houses along Stonegate don't have | The present level of
Parish access to a drive so have to park on the road. difficulty for drivers trying
Council Due to the number of vehicles per household to find a parking space
parking is limited especially evenings. The PC close to their homes is
believes placing a disabled parking bay on this | acknowledged.
road would make parking problems worse. As it
is unlikely to be policed concerns were raised Limited parking is one of
that this may cause disputes amongst the reasons for installing
neighbours as has happened on Northgate. an RDPB. All streets are
allowed a 10% ratio of
disabled parking bays.
This is a long street and
easily fits with the criteria.
If approved, the bay
would be enforced by
NYC Parking Services
team.
Resident of | The road space outside the property is not The present level of
Stonegate | owned by the home owner. The road is already | difficulty for drivers trying

oversubscribed with residents parking, this
space would only be available for those with a
disabled badge. If other people had a disabled
badge on the street the owner would not be
guaranteed a parking space. Does the disabled
space remain if the owner was to move from the
property?

to find a parking space
close to their homes is
acknowledged. The
proposed RDPB would
be available to any blue
badge holder.

Should an applicant
move away then we

Page 21

OFFICIAL




would re-consult before
looking to remove the
parking bay.

Resident of
Stonegate

There is insufficient parking for the residents of
Stonegate, if a space is permanently a disabled
space this will make matters worse. There is
already a disabled parking space less than 10m
from the proposed site. If this is allowed then it
would lead to more people applying for their
own disabled parking space on a public road
which is paid for through our road tax.

The present level of
difficulty for drivers trying
to find a parking space
close to their homes is
acknowledged.

The existing disabled
parking bay is on the
other side of the road
40m from the applicants
property. The existing
bay was created for the
community centre.

Site 5.

45 Stepney Avenue

Proposed disabled parking bay outside 45 Stepney Avenue

Responses received

4 against
Resident of | Regarding the application for disabled bay at 45 | The application
Stepney Stepney Ave will cause serious issues as this assessment criteria are
Avenue person can actual walk about and is totally met.

mobile esp when his vehicle broke down. There

are older disabled people on this street who

need a space more than him, but if you agree to

this then everyone will want one.
Resident of | | have sympathy for the resident at No.45 The application
Stepney Stepney Ave but think that this proposal should | assessment criteria are
Avenue not be approved. There are many residents on met.

this street with mobility issues and across the
whole Scarborough area. We recently received
a very rude letter (as did all the neighbours)
complaining that somebody had been parked
outside a house of a resident with mobility
issues. When my son went to move his car he
found it covered in raw eggs which was difficult
to remove. | worry that to approve this
application will open the door to thousands
more applications across Scarborough. How on
earth can this be enforced?

| think that approval of this application will lead
to a great deal of hostility amongst neighbours
on the street. We all have problems parking
outside normal office hours including other
people with mobility issues and parents with
young children. Will parents be able to apply for
mother and baby parking bays too? What will
happen when this resident leaves the property?

There are no other
disabled parking bays on
this street.

Officers regret to hear of
the hostility of the type
described.

Any blue badge holder
who passes the
assessment criteria can
apply for a RDPB.

Mother and baby parking
spaces do not exist in the
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How will the parking restrictions be enforced? |
can't see a parking warden visiting outside office
hours to issue parking tickets. If the resident has
to report people for parking in their disabled
parking bay | can see this leading to abuse and
resentment, given the details of abuse my son
was subiject to for parking outside a neighbour’s

UK on public residential
streets.

Should an applicant
move away then we
would re-consult before
looking to remove the

house. parking bay.
Resident of | There are parking difficulties already in Stepney | This parking space would
Stepney Avenue without effectively one property having | be available to any blue
Avenue a dedicated space. Approval would no doubt set | badge holder and not
a precedent for others. The bay shown on the exclusively for the
plan is wider than the frontage of the property adjacent resident.
which is far more than one vehicle requires and
would further diminish parking provision. What Should an applicant
will happen in the future if no provision is move away then we
required - will it be removed? would re-consult before
looking to remove the
parking bay.
Resident of | If this is passed | take it that any blue badge Any blue badge holders
Stepney holders in the avenue will be able to use it. If not | will be entitled to use the
Avenue you may as well extend the disabled parking proposed parking bay.
bay up to number 57. | have lived all my life (82 | Any other blue badge
years) in this avenue - my opinion should count! | holders on the street are
entitled to apply for a
RDPB and their
applications will be
assessed on merit.
Site 6. 68 Grange Avenue, Filey

Proposed disabled parking bay outside 68 Grange Avenue, Filey

1 against

Responses received

Resident of
Grange
Avenue

Why does she need a disabled parking bay
when she parks outside 62 Grange Ave, she
hasn't parked outside her own home for over 2
years even though the space is free every day
and night. She takes the dog on country car
park 7am every morning, when she comes back
everyone has left for work, the space outside
her house still empty but chooses to park
outside 62. The disabled bay would not be used
and would take up a much needed space for
other residents.

The application has
passed Stage 1 and 2
criteria.

There is no valid reason
to uphold the objection.

Site 7.

18 Park Terrace, Whitby
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Removal of disabled parking bay outside 18 Park Terrace, Whitby

Responses received

2 against
Responder | Issue raised (against) Officer comments
Local No changes to on-street parking arrangements | We are aware that the
member should be made until consultation has taken original applicant no
place on the proposed Controlled Parking longer lives at the
Zone. address. However parking
in this part of Whitby is
under a great deal of
pressure, as it is close to
the town centre and
hospital and outside the
controlled parking zone
(CP2).
Resident of | We have the disabled parking bay next door RDPB’s are not reserved
Park and often find it occupied by tourists parking. for any particular user and
Terrace We are both unable to walk any distance very are available for use by

well. Sometimes the only available place to
park is the disabled bay outside 18. Parking is
a nightmare in this area most of the year.

any blue badge holder.
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APPENDIX D

Equality impact assessment (EIA) form: evidencing paying due regard to
protected characteristics
(Form updated October 2023)

Proposed installation of a new on-street residential disabled parking bay (RDPB) outside
28 Stonegate, Hunmanby

If you would like this information in another language or format such as Braille,
large print or audio, please contact the Communications Unit on 01609 53
2013 or email communications@northyorks.gov.uk.

ﬂﬁmﬂﬁﬁ@fm@wwwwﬁm STETE WAl 0 SATACE I3 |

!rt
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Equality Impact Assessments (EIAs) are public documents. EIAs accompanying
reports going to County Councillors for decisions are published with the committee
papers on our website and are available in hard copy at the relevant meeting. To help
people to find completed EIAs we also publish them in the Equality and Diversity
section of our website. This will help people to see for themselves how we have paid
due regard in order to meet statutory requirements.

Name of Directorate and Service Area Environment
Highways & Transportation

Lead Officer and contact details John Hough 07773 599929

Names and roles of other people involved
in carrying out the EIA

How will you pay due regard? e.g. working | Individual officer carrying out EIA
group, individual officer
When did the due regard process start? 8" Oct 2024

Section 1. Please describe briefly what this EIA is about. (e.g. are you starting a new
service, changing how you do something, stopping doing something?)

A proposal to provide a new on-street residential disabled parking bay outside 28 Stonegate,
Hunmanby

Section 2. Why is this being proposed? What are the aims? What does the authority
hope to achieve by it? (e.g. to save money, meet increased demand, do things in a
better way.)

The proposal meets the council’s Residential Disabled Parking Policy. The proposed bay
would help enable the blue badge holder resident at 28 Stonegate to have an improved
chance of parking their vehicle within close walking distance of their home.
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Section 3. What will change? What will be different for customers and/or staff?

If approved, a new on-street residential disabled parking bay would be marked outside 28
Stonegate, Hunmanby. The bay would be available to any blue badge holder but the
applicant would have an improved chance of finding a convenient parking space adjacent
to their home.

The effect for non blue badge holders would be that one and a half on street car lengths
would no longer be available to them for parking.

Section 4. Involvement and consultation (What involvement and consultation has been
done regarding the proposal and what are the results? What consultation will be needed
and how will it be done?)

In conjunction with Legal Services, the proposal was subject to a Statutory consultation
between 24 May & 17 June 2024. During this period the proposal was advertised in the local
press and the residents of the street received a hand delivered letter and questionnaire
inviting their comments on the proposal.

The proposal received support from 2 residents as well as from the Scarborough Ramblers
and the Yorkshire Coast & Disability Forum.

The proposal received objections from a further 2 residents and from Hunmanby Parish
Council.

The local member, whilst appreciating the applicants needs, has also raised an objection.
The concerns centred around the general shortfall of off-street and on-street parking on
Stonegate and the extra parking demand generated by activities held at the nearby
Community Centre. It was also raised that the proposed blue badge parking bay could get
used by blue badge holders other than the applicant, which could result in disputes.

Section 5. What impact will this proposal have on council budgets? Will it be cost
neutral, have increased cost or reduce costs?

Please explain briefly why this will be the result.

There would be a small initial works cost with installing the parking bay and costs incurred
by Legal Services for making changes to Traffic Regulation Orders. Estimated total
approximately £2000. The costs would be met from the local highway office’s Signs and
Lines budget.

Section 6. How | No Make Make Why will it have this effect? Provide
will this impact | things |things | evidence from engagement,
proposal affect better | worse | consultation and/or service user data
people with or demographic information etc.
protected
characteristics?
Age

\
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Disability The applicant would likely have an
\ improved chance of finding a convenient
parking space adjacent to their home.
The disabled parking bay would also be
available for any blue badge holder.

N As the location is close to a busy
community centre, it is more likely than
usual that, at times, a blue badge holder
other than the applicant could be
occupying the disabled space. This is
true for residential disabled bays
everywhere, as they are not reserved for
a particular person.

Sex
\/
Race
\
Gender
reassignment V
Sexual
orientation V
Religion or belief
\
Pregnancy or
maternity \
Marriage or civil
partnership V
Section 7. No Make Make Why will it have this effect? Provide
How will this impact | things | things | evidence from engagement,
proposal better worse | consultation and/or service user data
affect people or demographic information etc.
who...
.live in a rural
area? \
...have a low
income? \
...are carers Visiting carers engaged in supplying
(unpaid family V transportation needs for the applicant will
or friend)? be entitted to use the parking bay
providing they are displaying the blue
badge.
are from the
Armed Forces |V
Community
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Section 8. Geographic impact — Please detail where the impact will be (please tick all
that apply)

North Yorkshire
wide

Craven

Hambleton

Harrogate

Richmondshire

Ryedale

Scarborough N

Selby

If you have ticked one or more areas, will specific town(s)/village(s) be particularly
impacted? If so, please specify below.

No

Section 9. Will the proposal affect anyone more because of a combination of
protected characteristics? (e.g. older women or young gay men) State what you think
the effect may be and why, providing evidence from engagement, consultation
and/or service user data or demographic information etc.

No

Section 10. Next steps to address the anticipated impact. Select one of the | Tick
following options and explain why this has been chosen. (Remember: we option
have an anticipatory duty to make reasonable adjustments so that disabled chosen
people can access services and work for us)

1. No adverse impact - no major change needed to the proposal. There is | V
no potential for discrimination or adverse impact identified.

2. Adverse impact - adjust the proposal - The EIA identifies potential
problems or missed opportunities. We will change our proposal to reduce or
remove these adverse impacts, or we will achieve our aim in another way
which will not make things worse for people.

3. Adverse impact - continue the proposal - The EIA identifies potential
problems or missed opportunities. We cannot change our proposal to reduce
or remove these adverse impacts, nor can we achieve our aim in another
way which will not make things worse for people. (There must be compelling
reasons for continuing with proposals which will have the most adverse
impacts. Get advice from Legal Services)

4. Actual or potential unlawful discrimination - stop and remove the
proposal — The EIA identifies actual or potential unlawful discrimination. It
must be stopped.

Explanation of why option has been chosen. (Include any advice given by Legal
Services.)

If the new residential disabled parking bay is approved and implemented, there is no
adverse impact for people with protected characteristics.
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Section 11. If the proposal is to be implemented how will you find out how it is really
affecting people? (How will you monitor and review the changes?)

It is expected that the proposal once implemented would have a positive impact on the
disabled resident. RDPB’s are not usually monitored other than by enforcement officers.
This proposal has been subject to a great deal of discussion due to the objections from the
Parish Council and two of the residents and we feel that if problems result from this
installation we would be informed by the Parish Council and local member.

Section 12. Action plan. List any actions you need to take which have been identified in
this EIA, including post implementation review to find out how the outcomes have been
achieved in practice and what impacts there have actually been on people with protected
characteristics.

Action Lead By when Progress Monitoring
arrangements

Section 13. Summary Summarise the findings of your EIA, including impacts,
recommendation in relation to addressing impacts, including any legal advice, and next
steps. This summary should be used as part of the report to the decision maker.

During the public consultation, support and objections were received. However, none of the
objections were of a nature that would justify withholding the provision of a new facility
designed to make a disabled resident’s life a little easier. This is the case even if it is
acknowledged that, at times, the disabled space could be occupied by other blue badge
holders. It is recommended that the proposal for a hew disabled bay outside number 28
Stonegate should be approved.

Section 14. Sign off section
This full EIA was completed by:
Name: John Hough

Job title: Project Engineer
Directorate: Environment
Signature:

Completion date: 09 Oct 2024

Authorised by relevant Assistant Director (signature): Barrie Mason

Date: 25/11/2024
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Initial equality impact assessment screening form
(As of October 2015 this form replaces ‘Record of decision not to carry out an EIA’)

This form records an equality screening process to determine the relevance of
equality to a proposal, and a decision whether or not a full EIA would be appropriate
or proportionate.

Directorate Environment
Service area Highways & Transportation
Proposal being screened Traffic Regulation Orders — Proposed

installation of residential disabled parking
bays at 4 separate locations.

Officer(s) carrying out screening John Hough
What are you proposing to do? Installation of residential disabled parking
bays at:

1 Spring Vale, Whitby

2 Park Street, Scarborough

45 Stepney Avenue, Scarborough
68 Grange Avenue, Filey

Why are you proposing this? What are Eligible residents have applied for RDPB’s
the desired outcomes? outside or near their properties going
through the application process set out by
NYC. The desired outcome is to provide
these facilities for the applicants.

Does the proposal involve a significant No
commitment or removal of resources?
Please give details.

Is there likely to be an adverse impact on people with any of the following protected

characteristics as defined by the Equality Act 2010, or NYC’s additional agreed

characteristics?

As part of this assessment, please consider the following questions:

e To what extent is this service used by particular groups of people with protected
characteristics?

o Does the proposal relate to functions that previous consultation has identified as
important?

o Do different groups have different needs or experiences in the area the proposal
relates to?

If for any characteristic it is considered that there is likely to be a significant adverse
impact or you have ticked ‘Don’t know/no info available’, then a full EIA should be carried
out where this is proportionate. You are advised to speak to your Equality rep for advice if
you are in any doubt.

Protected characteristic Yes No Don’t know/No
info available

Age

Disability

Sex (Gender)

Race

< |2 |2 |2 <

Sexual orientation
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Gender reassignment

Religion or belief

Pregnancy or maternity

Marriage or civil partnership

NYC additional characteristic

People in rural areas

People on a low income

Carer (unpaid family or friend)

2|2 <2 < |2 <=2

Does the proposal relate to an area
where there area known
inequalities/probable impacts (e.g.
disabled people’s access to public
transport)? Please give details.

Blue badge holders will be able to park in
the proposed bays therefore improving
access for disabled people.

Will the proposal have a significant None

effect on how other organisations

operate? (e.g partners, funding criteria

etc.) Do any of these organisations

support people with protected

characteristics? Please explain why you

have reached this conclusion.

Decision (Please tick one option) EIA not N Continue to
relevant or full EIA:
proportionate:

Reason for decision

The proposed RDPB’s will have a positive
impact on people with disabilities who are
blue badge holders.

Signed (Assistant Director or
eguivalent)

Barrie Mason

Date

25/11/2024
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Equality impact assessment (EIA) form: evidencing paying due regard to

protected characteristics
(Form updated October 2023)

Proposal to remove an existing residential disabled parking bay (RDPB) at 18 Park Terrace,
Whitby

If you would like this information in another language or format such as Braille,
large print or audio, please contact the Communications Unit on 01609 53
2013 or email communications@northyorks.gov.uk.
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Equality Impact Assessments (EIAs) are public documents. EIAs accompanying
reports going to County Councillors for decisions are published with the committee
papers on our website and are available in hard copy at the relevant meeting. To help
people to find completed EIAs we also publish them in the Equality and Diversity
section of our website. This will help people to see for themselves how we have paid
due regard in order to meet statutory requirements.

Name of Directorate and Service Area Environment
Highways & Transportation

Lead Officer and contact details John Hough 07773 599929

Names and roles of other people
involved in carrying out the EIA

How will you pay due regard? e.g. Individual officer carrying out EIA
working group, individual officer

When did the due regard process start? | 08 Oct 2024

Section 1. Please describe briefly what this EIA is about. (e.g. are you starting a new
service, changing how you do something, stopping doing something?)

A proposal to remove an existing residential disabled parking bay (RDPB), outside 18
Park Terrace, Whitby.

Section 2. Why is this being proposed? What are the aims? What does the authority
hope to achieve by it? (e.g. to save money, meet increased demand, do things in a
better way.)

The parking bay was installed for a former resident blue badge holder who has since
moved away from the property. There are no longer any blue badge holders resident at 18
Park Terrace. The new owner of 18 Park Terrace has applied to the council to have the
existing disabled parking bay removed.
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The owner of 18 Park Terrace has converted the front garden for parking, but it has no
vehicle crossing (dropped kerbs). The highway authority cannot agree to a new vehicle
crossing whilst the disabled bay remains. For new RDPB applications, the council’s policy
requires a corresponding, vehicle owning, blue badge holder at the application address. It
could therefore be inferred that when those conditions are not met, the parking bay should
be removed.

Section 3. What will change? What will be different for customers and/or staff?

If the RDPB was removed it would enable all drivers, including the resident of 18 Park
Terrace, to park outside 18 Park Terrace. At present only those with blue badges can park
in the disabled bay.

However, if the RDPB was removed, it is likely the owner of 18 Park Terrace would apply

for a vehicle crossing to make their unofficial off street parking place into a driveway. This

would benefit 18 Park Terrace, but would remove one on street parking space for general
use as no one would be able to park on the street in front of the new driveway (blocking it)
except the owner of number 18 Park Terrace.

Section 4. Involvement and consultation (What involvement and consultation has been
done regarding the proposal and what are the results? What consultation will be needed
and how will it be done?)

In conjunction with Legal Services, the proposal was subject to a public consultation
between 24 May & 17 June 2024. During this period the proposal was advertised in the
local press and the residents of the street received a hand delivered letter and
guestionnaire inviting their comments on the proposal. The proposal to remove the
parking bay received support from one resident as well as the Scarborough Ramblers, the
Yorkshire Coast & Disability Forum and Whitby Town Council.

The proposal to remove the parking bay received objections from one resident and the
local councillor. The resident objecting to the removal of the bay was the next door
neighbour who commented that despite having the use of a RDPB outside their property
they have come to rely on the adjacent RDPB outside number 18 Park Terrace in order to
park anywhere close to their home.

The local councillor’s objection is based on Park Terrace not being part of the controlled
parking zone, CPZ, despite it being located close to the town centre of Whitby. Park
Terrace properties have a limited amount of off street parking. The demand for parking is
high amongst residents, and with the location being close to many businesses, shops and
holiday accommodations there is heavy competition for on street parking by all those
categories of user. The demand for on-street parking on Park Terrace is so great that the
local member does not wish to see anything change that reduces further the number of
publicly available on street parking places.
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Section 5. What impact will this proposal have on council budgets? Will it be cost
neutral, have increased cost or reduce costs?

The anticipated impact on council budgets would be neutral. There would be a small initial
works cost with removing the parking bay and costs incurred by Legal Services for making
changes to Traffic Regulation Orders. Estimated total approximately £1000.

If the parking bay were to be removed and the highway authority granted the owner of 18
Park Terrace permission for a dropped kerb crossing and ‘H’ bar road marking at No.18 to
legalise use of the driveway, the applicant would have to bear the cost.

Section 6. How | No Make Make Why will it have this effect? Provide

will this impact | things |things | evidence from engagement,

proposal affect better | worse | consultation and/or service user data

people with or demographic information etc.

protected

characteristics?

Age N

Disability The removal of a disabled parking bay
\ would have a direct impact on blue

badge holders. The response from the
consultation showed that the disabled
bay outside number 18 Park Terrace is
used by a neighbouring blue badge
holder when necessary when the
disabled parking bay outside 17 Park
Terrace is occupied by another blue
badge holder. Both RDPBs are
available to any blue badge holder,
whether they are residents of Park
Terrace or not.

If the disabled parking bay outside 18
Park Terrace were to be removed and
the owner of 18 Park Terrace creates an
off street parking place, then there
would be one less on street parking
space available for general use. This
may impact those who are not blue
badge holders but who have a disability.

Sex N
Race N
Gender N
reassignment

Sexual N
orientation

Religion or belief |
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Pregnancy or
maternity

Marriage or civil
partnership

Section 7.
How will this
proposal
affect people
who...

No
impact

Make
things
better

Make
things
worse

Why will it have this effect? Provide
evidence from engagement,
consultation and/or service user data
or demographic information etc.

live in a rural
area?

have a low
income?

...are carers
(unpaid family
or friend)?

are from the
Armed Forces
Community

Section 8. Geographic impact — Please detail where the impact will be (please tick

all that apply)

North Yorkshire
wide

Craven

Hambleton

Harrogate

Richmondshire

Ryedale

Scarborough

Selby

If you have ticked one or more areas, will specific town(s)/village(s) be particularly

impacted? If so, please specify below.

No

Page 35

OFFICIAL



APPENDIX F

Section 9. Will the proposal affect anyone more because of a combination of
protected characteristics? (e.g. older women or young gay men) State what you think
the effect may be and why, providing evidence from engagement, consultation
and/or service user data or demographic information etc.

No

Section 10. Next steps to address the anticipated impact. Select one of the | Tick
following options and explain why this has been chosen. (Remember: we option
have an anticipatory duty to make reasonable adjustments so that disabled chosen
people can access services and work for us)

5. No adverse impact - no major change needed to the proposal. There is
no potential for discrimination or adverse impact identified.

6. Adverse impact - adjust the proposal - The EIA identifies potential N
problems or missed opportunities. We will change our proposal to reduce or
remove these adverse impacts, or we will achieve our aim in another way
which will not make things worse for people.

7. Adverse impact - continue the proposal - The EIA identifies potential
problems or missed opportunities. We cannot change our proposal to
reduce or remove these adverse impacts, nor can we achieve our aim in
another way which will not make things worse for people. (There must be
compelling reasons for continuing with proposals which will have the most
adverse impacts. Get advice from Legal Services)

8. Actual or potential unlawful discrimination - stop and remove the
proposal — The EIA identifies actual or potential unlawful discrimination. It
must be stopped.

Explanation of why option has been chosen. (Include any advice given by Legal
Services.)

In light of the responses from consultation, the local highways team will recommend to
decision makers that the removal of this RDPB should not be approved, ie it is to remain.

Section 11. If the proposal is to be implemented how will you find out how it is really
affecting people? (How will you monitor and review the changes?)

The proposal is not recommended to be implemented.

Section 12. Action plan. List any actions you need to take which have been identified in
this EIA, including post implementation review to find out how the outcomes have been
achieved in practice and what impacts there have actually been on people with protected
characteristics.

Action Lead By when Progress Monitoring
arrangements
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Section 13. Summary Summarise the findings of your EIA, including impacts,
recommendation in relation to addressing impacts, including any legal advice, and next
steps. This summary should be used as part of the report to the decision maker.

Park Terrace is located close to the town centre of Whitby but is not part of the controlled
parking zone (CPZ). The street is a through route and frequently gets used for parking by
non-residents since it is free of cost and time limits. There are 19 addresses on Park
Terrace but on-street parking space for only 15, including the two disabled bays. Some
residents have converted their gardens into driveways and thereby reduced on-road
parking availability for others. The applicant at No.18 has also converted the garden into a
driveway but it is unofficial and has no dropped kerb.

The resident objecting to the removal of the RDPB is the next door property whose
comments were that due to there being limited parking space on the street they often find
the RDPB outside their own property is occupied by another blue badge holder and so
they have to rely on the adjacent RDPB at No.18 if they are to park reasonably close to
their home.

If the driveway at No.18 Park Terrace were to be made legitimate, the removal of the
disabled parking bay would reduce the number of on street parking spaces by one.

The local councillor’s view is that no changes should be made at the present time that
reduces further the number of publicly available on street parking places.

Due to the outcome of the public consultation which included evidence about how people
with a disability would be affected if the disabled bay were to be removed, the local
highways team will recommend to decision makers that the disabled bay outside number
18 Park Terrace should remain.

Section 14. Sign off section

This full EIA was completed by:

Name: John Hough
Job title: Project Engineer
Directorate: Environment
Signature:

Completion date: 09 Oct 2024
Authorised by relevant Assistant Director (signature): Barrie Mason

Date: 25/11/2024
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APPENDIX G

Climate Change Impact Assessment

The purpose of this assessment is to help us understand the likely impacts of our decisions on the environment of North Yorkshire and on our
aspiration to achieve net carbon neutrality by 2030, or as close to that date as possible. The intention is to mitigate negative effects and identify
projects which will have positive effects.

This document should be completed in consultation with the supporting guidance. The final document will be published as part of the decision
making process and should be written in plain English.

If you have any additional queries which are not covered by the guidance, please email climatechange@northyorks.gov.uk

Please note: you may not need to undertake this assessment if your proposal will be subject to any of the following:
Planning Permission

Environmental Impact Assessment

Strategic Environmental Assessment

However, you will still need to summarise your findings in the summary section of the form below.

Please contact climatechange@northyorks.gov.uk for advice.

Title of proposal Residential Disabled Parking Bays — Area 3 various locations
Brief description of proposal To introduce disabled parking bays at five different locations.
Directorate Environment

Service area Highways & Transportation

Lead Officer John Hough

Names and roles of other people involved in carrying out the

impact assessment

Date impact assessment started 27/06/2024

Options appraisal
Were any other options considered in trying to achieve the aim of this project? If so, please give brief details and explain why alternative options
were not progressed.
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None

What impact will this proposal have on council budgets? Will it be cost neutral, have increased cost or reduce costs?

Please explain briefly why this will be the result, detailing estimated savings or costs where this is possible.

The cost of implementing the road markings and traffic signs would be funded from the local highway area office’s Signs, Lines and TRO
budget. Maintenance of the road markings would be absorbed as part of the annual maintenance budget. Disabled parking bays will be enforced
by North Yorkshire Council parking enforcement as part of their daily duties.

How will this proposal impact on the

environment?

N.B There may be short term negative
impact and longer term positive impact.
Please include all potential impacts over
the lifetime of a project and provide an

Explain why it will have this effect
and over what timescale?

Where possible/relevant please

include:

e Changes over and above business
as usual

Explain how
you plan to
mitigate any
negative
impacts

Explain  how
you plan to
improve any

positive
outcomes as
far as
possible

explanation. = e Evidence or measurement of effect
4 e Figures for COge
= e Links to relevant documents
o
z
Minimize greenhouse Emissions from X
gas emissions eg. travel
Reducing emissions Emissions from X n/a
from travel, increasing construction
energy efficiencies etc. | Emissions from X n/a
running of
buildings
Other X
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Minimise waste: reduce, reuse, recycle and
compost eg. reducing use of single use
plastic

Reduce water consumption X
Minimise pollution (including air, land, X
water, light and noise)
How will this proposal impact on the Explain why it will have this effect Explain how | Explain how
environment? and over what timescale? you plan to | you plan to
mitigate any | improve any

N.B There may be short term negative Where possible/relevant please negative positive
impact and longer term positive impact. include: impacts outcomes as
Please include all potential impacts over e Changes over and above business far as
the lifetime of a project and provide an as usual possible
explanation. 5 e Evidence or measurement of effect

o e Figures for COge

£ e Links to relevant documents

o

P
Ensure resilience to the effects of climate X
change eg. reducing flood risk, mitigating
effects of drier hotter summers
Enhance conservation and wildlife X
Safeguard the distinctive characteristics, X
features and special qualities of North
Yorkshire’s landscape
Other (please state below) X

Are there any recognised good practice environmental standards in relation to this proposal? If so please detail how this proposal

meets those standards

OFFICIAL




Tt obed

APPENDIX G

None

Summary summarise the findings of your impact assessment, including impacts, the recommendation in relation to addressing impacts,

including any legal advice and next steps. This summary should be used as part of the report to the decision maker.

In summary, the Highway Authority’s recommendation to install 5 No. residential disabled parking bays is expected to have a negligible
impact on environmental issues. These proposals are not expected to have a significant effect on traffic speeds. The proposals are not
anticipated to have any impact on the choice of mode of transport.

Sign off section

This climate change impact assessment was completed by:

Name

John Hough

Job title

Project Engineer

Service area

Highways and Transportation

Directorate

Environment

Sighature

J. Hough

Completion date

27/06/2024

Authorised by relevant Assistant Director (signature) : Barrie Mason

Date: 25/11/2024
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Agenda Item 2

North Yorkshire Council

Environment Directorate

Executive Members

06 December 2024

Proposed Introduction of 20 Mph Speed Limit Various Roads - Bellerby

Report of the Assistant Director — Highways and Infrastructure

1.0

11

1.2

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to advise the Corporate Director of Environment and
the Executive Member for Highways and Transportation of the outcome of the
public consultation and statutory advertisement which took place with regard to
this proposal and to ask for a decision to be made as to whether or not the
proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit should be introduced.

A decision from the Corporate Director of Environment and the Executive Member
is sought regarding the proposed recommendation outlined in this report.

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

3.0

3.1

3.2

BACKGROUND

A request for a 20 Mph Speed Limit to be introduced throughout the village has been
received from Bellerby Parish Council.

Formal surveys of the speed of vehicles were undertaken at various locations on the
roads in the village and the results compared against the criteria contained in this
Council’s policy which relates to the assessment of requests for 20 Mph Speed
Limits. It was established that the introduction of a 20 Mph Speed Limit on several
sections of minor side road in the village would be possible under the terms of the
policy but not on the A6108 which is the main road through the village.

The sections of road where it is considered appropriate for a 20 Mph Speed Limit to
be introduced are as shown on the plan provided as Appendix A of this report.

CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN AND RESPONSES RECEIVED

The proposal as shown on the plan provided as Appendix A has been the subject of
consultation and public advertisement in accordance with the Local Authorities’
Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales) Regulations 1996. The details were
advertised for public comment in the local press, published on North Yorkshire
Council’s website and by means of a Legal Notice placed on street in accordance
with the requirements of the Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England
and Wales) Regulations.

Councillor Sedgwick who is the local member representing the Leyburn & Middleham

Division was contacted during the consultation as was Bellerby Parish Council and
both are supportive of the proposal.
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3.3

3.4

3.5

4.0

4.1

5.0

5.1

6.0

6.1

6.2

6.3

During the consultation stage details of the proposal were also hand delivered to
approximately 120 residential properties adjacent to the sections of road where it is
proposed that the 20 Mph Speed Limit should be introduced.

At the conclusion of the consultation and public advertisement stages, 49
notifications of support had been received along with eight full objections and two
partial objections. These latter responses agreed with the basic principle of the
proposal but felt that the scope of the proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit should be
extended so as to include the A6108 in the village.

The details of the notifications of support and the objections along with officer
comments are as shown in Appendix B of this report. Whilst the various negative
comments received are noted, on balance it is considered that the introduction of the
proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit will have a positive influence on drivers and provide a
road safety benefit. For this reason it is the recommendation of officers that the
proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit should be introduced as shown on the plan provided
as Appendix A of this report.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

If the proposed introduction of the 20 Mph Speed Limit is approved by the Executive
Members and Corporate Director for Environment the costs involved in making the
relevant Traffic Regulation Order and in providing any signs and road markings
necessary would be met by the Councils capital maintenance budget in line with the
current Local Transport Plan.

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

An initial equality and impact assessment screening form has been completed for the
proposed waiting restrictions and a copy is provided with this report as Appendix C. It
is the view of officers that the recommendations included in this report do not have
any adverse implications for equality.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

In the event that the Executive Members and Corporate Director for Environment
resolve to follow the recommendations contained in this report, then in accordance
with the Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1996, the Council will be required to make the relevant Traffic Regulation
Order (with or without modifications) and publish a notice of making the Order in the
local press before the Order comes into operation. The Council will also be required
to notify the objectors of its decision and the reasons for making that decision within
14 days of the Order being made.

Where an Order has been made (i.e. sealed), if any person wishes to question the
validity of the Order or any of its provisions on the grounds that it or they are not
within the powers conferred by the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, or that any
requirement of the 1984 Act or of any instrument made under the 1984 Act has not
been complied with, they may apply to the High Court within six weeks from the date
on which the Order is made.

In recommending the implementation of the proposed TRO, the Council has had
regard to its duty pursuant to Section 122 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 to
secure the expeditious, convenient and safe movement of vehicular and other traffic
including pedestrians. Officers do not consider that these proposals would be of
detriment to those duties.
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6.4  Regulation 9 of the Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1996 outlines the circumstances in which the Council would be required
to hold a Public Inquiry. The Council has satisfied its duty and determined that the
proposals do not include any restrictions on loading and unloading, therefore
paragraph 3 of Regulation 9 does not apply in this regard. There were also relatively
few objections received, therefore the Council considers that the holding of a public
inquiry would not be proportionate in terms of timescale, officer time and the costs to
public resources in this case.

7.0 CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS

7.1  Consideration has been given to the potential for any adverse impacts on climate
change arising from the recommendations of this report. A climate change
assessment has been completed and included as Appendix D to this report. It is the
view of officers that the recommendations included in this report do not have any
adverse impacts on Climate change.

8.0 REASON FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 Inrecommending that the proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit is implemented it is
considered that this will enable the Council to comply with its duties under Section
122 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 to exercise its function as road traffic
authority so as to secure the expeditious, convenient and safe movement of vehicular
and other traffic (including pedestrians).

9.0 RECOMMENDATION

9.1 It is recommended that:
i. The proposal to introduce the 20 Mph Speed Limit as outlined in this report
and detailed in Appendix A is agreed under the delegated authority of the
Corporate Director of Environment;

ii. the Assistant Chief Executive (Legal and Democratic Services) be
authorised to allow the 20Mph Speed Limit traffic regulation order as
identified in Appendix A (subject to the amendments and recommendations
approved by the Corporate Director ‘Highways & Transportation’ in
consultation with Executive Members in light of the objections received) and
that the objectors are notified within 14 days of the decision being made.

Appendices

Appendix A — Project: proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit

Appendix B — Proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit - Bellerby (comments received)
Appendix C - Initial Equality Impact Assessment screening form

Appendix D — Initial Climate Change Impact Assessment

Background Documents: None

Barrie Mason

Assistant Director Highways & Infrastructure
County Hall

15 November 2024

Author of Report: lan Beighton, Project Engineer
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Appendix B

Proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit - Bellerby (Support)

Consultee Comments received Officer Comment
Clir Peacock Would not agree with the introduction of a 20 Noted
Mph Speed Limit on the A6108
Cllr Sedgwick Supports the proposal Noted
NYC Passenger | The proposal does not impact on the operation Noted
Transport of either home to school or local bus services.
North Yorkshire | Support the proposal Noted
Police
Bellerby Parish | Supports the proposal Noted

Council

Resident No. of

Responses comments

44 Responses 20 Mph Speed Limit should coverthe full length. | 1 The full length of the developed village part of the road
of Moor Road is covered
The side roads are narrow with large number of | 2 Noted
pedestrians many of whom are elderly
Does the 20 Mph Speed Limit need to apply to 2 The local Parish Council is strongly in favour of the
the very minor roads to the south of the A6108 ? additional emphasis which the reduced speed limit
Waste of money providing signs would bring about
Road safety will be improved at bus stop, 1 Noted
playing field, play area, community garden and
memorial hall
Motorcyclists are the worst for speeding on the 1 Specific concerns about speed should be reported to
roads in question North Yorkshire Police
Road markings rather than road signs should be | 1 Legislation would require signs to be provided to
provided to indicate the proposed reduced advise of any change to the speed limit
speed limit
Only needed on Moor Road 1 The local Parish Council is strongly in favour of the

additional emphasis which the reduced speed limit
would bring about on all side roads in the village
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The A6108 should be included in the proposal 7

The speed of traffic on the A6108 is not within the
range within which a 20 Mph Speed Limit could be
introduced

The reduced speed limit will need enforcement 5

This would be a matter for the Police

Reduced buffer speed limit required on each 1
A6108 approach to the village

This is not considered necessary at this time

Proposed speed limit should be extended further | 2
north west along Moor Road to cover individual
properties remote from the village

It.is not appropriate to introduce a 20 Mph Speed Limit
on a section of road which is in open countryside and
would not comply with Department for Transport
guidance on the setting of local speed limits
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Proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit - Bellerby (Objections)

Residents Comment received No. of Officer Comment
comments
8 Responses | Parking restricts speeds to less than 20 Mph 3 Noted but on-street parking cannot be relied upon to be
(Full always there
Objection)
Money better spent on reducing speeds on 2 Buffer speed limits with reduced speed limits in open
A6108 approaches to village. 40 Mph buffer countryside are not in accordance with the appropriate
Speed Limit suggested guidance
Widths of roads restrict speeds to less than 1 The reduced speed limit would offer additional direction to
20 Mph those motorists who may otherwise be inclined to travel at
an inappropriate speed
Spend the money on the provision of grit bins. | 1 A request for a grit bin to be provided can be made at any
which would be of more use time and will be assessed in accordance with the appropriate
criteria
Waste of money as speed of traffic is already |3 The local Parish Council is strongly in favour of the
self-regulated additional emphasis which the reduced speed limit would
bring about as are many local residents
A 20 Mph Speed Limit would never be 1 This would be a matter for North Yorkshire Police
monitored / enforced
The signs and road markings would be 1 Any new signing will be in accordance with the minimum
detrimental to the aesthetics of the village standards required by legislation and will use the smallest
giving it a cluttered look and feel signs permissible
2 Responses | The 20 Mph Speed Limit should also be 2 The speed of traffic on the A6108 is not within the range

(Qualified introduced on the A6108

Obijection)

within which a 20 Mph Speed Limit could be introduced
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Initial equality impact assessment screening form

This form records an equality screening process to determine the relevance of
equality to a proposal, and a decision whether or not a full EIA would be
appropriate or proportionate.

Directorate Environment
Service area Highways Operations
Proposal being screened Proposed 20 Mph Speed Limit

Various Roads - Bellerby

Officer(s) carrying out screening Jayne Charlton - Area Manager
lan Beighton - Project Engineer

What are you proposing to do? Introduce-@ 20 Mph Speed Limit on various
sections of road in the village which are presently
subject to a 30 Mph Speed Limit

Why are you proposing this? What | The proposal comes in response to a request from
are the desired outcomes? the local Parish Council and seeks to ensure that
vehicles are driven along the sections of road in
guestion at a speed which is mare appropriate to
the characteristics of the road and the village
environment.

Does the proposal involve a There has already been a cost to the Council in
significant commitment or.removal | terms of officer time and advertising costs and if
of resources? Please give details. the proposed reduced Speed Limit is introduced

then'there will be further cost to supply and install
the various road signs necessary to give effect to
this.

Funding is available from a dedicated budget to
cover all costs associated with this scheme but
these will not be significant.

Impact on people with any of the following protected characteristics as defined by

the Equality Act 2010, or NYC’s additional agreed characteristics

As part of this assessment, please consider the following questions:

e To what extent is this.service used by particular groups of people with protected
characteristics?

e Does the proposal relate to functions that previous consultation has identified as
important?

o Do different groups have different needs or experiences in the area the proposal relates
to?

If for any characteristic it is considered that there is likely to be an adverse impact or
you have ticked ‘Don’t know/no info available’, then a full EIA should be carried out
where this is proportionate. You are advised to speak to your directorate
representative for advice if you are in any doubt.

Protected characteristic Potential for adverse | Don’t know/No
impact info available
Yes No
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Age X

Disability X

Sex X

Race X

Sexual orientation X

Gender reassignment X

Religion or belief X

Pregnancy or maternity X

Marriage or civil partnership X

People in rural areas X

People on a low income X

Carer (unpaid family or friend) X

Are from the Armed Forces Community X

Does the proposal relate to an area

where there are known

inequalities/probable impacts (for No

example, disabled people’s access to

public transport)? Please give details.

Will the proposal have a significant

effect on how other organisations

operate? (for example, partners, No

funding criteria, etc.). Do any of

these organisations support people

with protected characteristics?

Please explain why you have reached

this conclusion.

Decision (Please tick.one option) EIA not Continue to
relevant or v | full EIA:

proportionate:

Reasonfor decision

No adverse impact is expected.

Signed (Assistant Director or

eguivalent) Barrie Mason
Date
19/11/2024
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Initial Climate Change Impact Assessment (Form created August 2021)

The intention of this document is to help the council to gain an initial understanding of the impact of a project or decision on the environment.
This document should be completed in consultation with the supporting guidance. Dependent on this initial assessment you may need to go on
to complete a full Climate Change Impact Assessment. The final document will be published as part of the decision-making process.

If you have any additional queries, which are not covered by the guidance please email climatechange@northyorks.gov.uk

Title of proposal Proposed Introduction Of 20 Mph Speed Limit - Various Roads, Bellerby

Brief description of proposal To introduce a 20 Mph Speed Limit on various sections of road in the village which are presently
subject to a 30 Mph Speed Limit

Directorate Environment
Service area Highways Operations
Lead officer Jayne Charlton - Area Manager

Names and roles of other people | lan Beighton - Project Engineer
involved in carrying out the
impact assessment

2G abed

The chart below contains the main environmental factors to consider in your initial assessment — choose the appropriate option from the drop-
down list for each one.
Remember to think about the following;
o Travel
Construction
Data storage
Use of buildings
Change of land use
Opportunities for recycling and reuse.
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Environmental factor to consider For the council For the county Overall
Greenhouse gas emissions No effect on No Effect on No effect on emissions
emissions emissions
Waste No effect on waste No effect on waste No effect on waste
Water use No effect on water No effect on water No effect on water usage
usage usage
Pollution (air, land, water, noise, light) No effect on pollution | No effect on pollution No effect on pollution
Resilience to adverse weather/climate events (flooding, No effect on resilience | No effect on resilience No effect on resilience
drought etc)
Ecological effects (biodiversity, loss of habitat etc) No effect on ecology No effect on ecology No effect on ecology
Heritage and landscape No effect on heritage | No effect on heritage | No effect on heritage and
and landscape and landscape landscape

If any of these factors are likely to result in a negative or positive environmental impact then a full climate change impact assessment will be
required. It is important that we capture information about both positive and negative impacts to aid the council in calculating its carbon footprint
and environmental impact.

Decision (Please tick one option) Full CCIA not X Continue to full
relevant or CCIA:
proportionate:

Reason for decision It is not considered that the proposed introduction of a reduced speed limit on various
sections of road in Bellerby will have a material impact on any of the factors listed in the
table above.

Signed (Assistant Director or equivalent) Barrie Mason

Date 19/11/2024
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Agenda Iltem 3

North Yorkshire Council
Environment Executive Members
06 December 2024
Markets Harmonisation — Knaresborough & Ripon

Report of the Assistant Director Highways and Infrastructure

1.0

11

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To bring forward proposals to harmonise the operation of the seven outdoor markets managed
by North Yorkshire Council and thereby ceasing the subsidised stall set up service provided to
stall holders at Knaresborough and Ripon markets.

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

3.0

3.1

3.2

BACKGROUND

As a unitary authority, North Yorkshire Council (NYC) operates seven outdoor markets
across the county with five of these (Thirsk, Northallerton, Helmsley, Pickering and Whitby)
operating as ‘self-set’ where traders bring and set up their own stalls each week. Two
markets, Knaresborough and Ripon, operate differently where permanent traders have the
option of stalls being supplied and erected by the Council for a modest surcharge on their
pitch rentals.

The market operation for Knaresborough and Ripon is currently run at a significant subsidy
which unfortunately is not sustainable. Further immediate investment is also required in the
Council’s trailer equipment over and above current costs to continue the safe operations of
stall set up. A temporary mitigation plan is in place that adds to the time taken to set and
take down the stalls on the market, increasing the risk of a service failure.

The Council is therefore proposing to harmonise the operating model across the county and
cease setting up market stalls for traders at Knaresborough and Ripon markets, bringing
operations in line with how the other five outdoor markets run, to deliver a long term,
efficient and sustainable solution. If implemented, the proposals would address the current
annual subsidy for stall set up of £35,000.

KNARESBOROUGH & RIPON MARKET OPERATIONS AND ISSUES

Each week NYC is responsible for running the charter market in Knaresborough
(Wednesdays) and Ripon (Thursdays) and a smaller market in Ripon each Saturday.
Permanent traders have the option for stalls that are owned by the Council to be erected
and dismantled for a surcharge of £5.30 per stall, per week. This does not represent full
cost recovery as per the Council’s policy on fees and charges for commercial services.
However, all new traders are required to provide and set up their own stalls.

A small voluntary team of operational staff drawn mostly from Parks & Grounds and some
Waste & Street Cleansing services set up the required stalls very early on market days
before they start their substantive role at 07:30. They return at the end of the working day
after 16:30 to take down and transport the stalls back to their storage locations. A set
payment is received for this work, as set out in paragraph 12.1.
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3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

4.0

4.1

4.2

4.3

Several vehicles (either a transit van or tractor) are used to tow trailers loaded with market
tabletops, poles and frames from storage sheds in Ripon and Knaresborough to the
marketplace for erection. This process has remained largely unchanged for over 20 years,
although over time the number of stalls erected has reduced as the number of stall holders
has reduced and new stall holders ‘self-set’ their stalls with their own pop-up stalls and rails.

Following an incident on 03 March 2024 during the set-up of Ripon Market an investigation
concluded the number of stall ends carried on a trailer should be significantly reduced. This
was because, as a customised trailer design, the permissible load of each axel could not be
identified - meaning it was necessary to default to the maximum tow weight of this type of
trailer. This has effectively made these trailers redundant for operational use.

To ensure the safety of staff, customers and the public an alternative operating procedure
has been put in place, using a standard flatbed transit van to move the market stall ends.
This has been risk assessed prior to implementation but takes twice as long to undertake
due to an increased number of trips and requires more staff to ensure risk from the manual
handling is mitigated. In November 2024, a further regular trailer has been taken out of
service as it did not pass its annual test. Therefore, these work arounds are increasing and
remain a temporary arrangement due to the additional cost and time taken and added risk
of staff not wishing to undertake this voluntary duty.

All market traders for Knaresborough and Ripon pay a licence fee per stall to stand at the
market each week. Based on the last full financial year of 2023/24 the fee for a regular
trader paying by direct debit was £20.70 per stall per week, falling to £17.40 in the Winter
season. Where NYC provides a stall, a surcharge of £5 was levied towards the estimated
total cost of £17 per stall. The Council is therefore subsidising the cost of stall set up to the
value of around £35,000 per year, based on the average number of stalls put up each
week. However, the final outturn for the year indicated an actual cost of £25,000 by
carefully managing the number of staff required to set up stalls. With the current temporary
work around in place additional staff are required which will likely negate any savings seen
the year before.

The service has investigated the capital implications to continue providing the market stall
service. To replace the six trailers with a modern and compliant design will cost 6 x £5,500
(£33,000). Alongside the lead in times for any procurement process there is a real risk of
service failure given the short-term nature of the work around and the risk other issues
arising.

CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN AND RESPONSES

Consultation has been undertaken with NYC staff who deliver the stall set up service,
directly with affected market traders, divisional North Yorkshire Council members,
Executive Member for Highways and Transportation, Knaresborough Town Council, Ripon
City Council, the Harrogate and Knaresborough Area Committee, and the Skipton and
Ripon Area Committee.

Details of the formal staff consultation are set put in paragraph 12 (Human Resources
Implications) of this report.

All traders received a letter via email on 23 July 2024 detailing the proposals to move to
self-set stalls and included a feedback form and email address for comments by 21 August
2024 with a proposed implementation date of 01 September 2024. Senior Officers from the
Parks and Grounds service also attended both market places that week and the following
week to speak directly with traders to ensure they had received the Council’s
communication and to hear first-hand how this would impact them.
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4.4

4.5

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

The early feedback from traders and other interested stakeholders was helpful in
highlighting potential issues and where further engagement was required. Subsequently, a
formal decision on markets harmonisation was put back until later in the municipal year,
with implementation thereafter.

There were 11 responses to the consultation feedback form which were broadly from those
mostly like to be affected with the majority (9) of those stating they are reliant on erection of
NYC stalls due the limiting factor of the size and weight of including stalls in their vehicles
along with their stock. The detailed responses are included in Appendix A to this report.

The Executive Member for Highways and Transportation, alongside the relevant North
Yorkshire Council divisional members have been kept appraised of the emerging proposals
and have supported with local engagement with the respective parishes and within the
context of the devolution agenda.

On 12 September 2024, the Harrogate and Knaresborough Area Committee received a

petition of over 500 signatures ‘to reconsider the plans to require Knaresborough market

traders to self-erect their stalls, and preserve a beloved local landmark’. Following the

debate, it was resolved that the committee make recommendations to the decision maker,

as follows:

a) The discussions between North Yorkshire Council and Knaresborough Town Council
should continue at pace.

b) no final decision on the implementation of the proposals be made until the discussions
be completed.

Subsequently, two in person meetings have taken place with Knaresborough Town Council,
(KTC) one on 12 September 2024 and a further meeting on 14 October 2024. The purpose
of these meetings was to explore the opportunities for devolution of market operations and
provide detailed information on the operating model of Knaresborough market. Information
on trader terms and conditions, staffing, and financial performance have been shared and
KTC is now considering this information for its own decision.

Ripon City Council invited NYC to give a presentation on the proposals to their Council
meeting on 07 October 2024. Discussion focussed on the possible local impact(s) of
changes to the market operating model and questions were received around trader
engagement and the potential to work with traders from other self-set markets.
Subsequently, detailed information on the operating model of Ripon market such as trader
terms and conditions, staffing, and financial performance have been shared to help inform
their own decision on devolution.

The Skipton and Ripon Area Committee received a petition ‘Save Ripon Market’ to their

meeting on 21 November 2024, which had over 500 signatures. Following the debate, it

was resolved that the committee make recommendations to the decision maker, as follows:

a) That the Executive Member for Highways and Transportation defer making a decision
on this issue for six months, continuing the service.

b)  That North Yorkshire Council actively and aggressively markets the space that exists
on Ripon Marketplace for use on market days.

c) That if this change in policy is still being considered following the active and
aggressive marketing of the space, an economic and community impact assessment
is carried out to assess the vitality of the market. This should only be carried out if the
change in policy is still being considered. The Area Committee should be consulted
on the assessment before a decision is brought before the Executive Member for
Highways and Transportation.

d) That North Yorkshire Council engages in detailed discussions with stall holders that
don’t self-erect elsewhere, discussing alternative approaches if North Yorkshire
Council does withdraw the erection of the stalls.
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6.0

6.1

7.0

7.1

7.2

7.3

From an operational perspective, postponing a decision and continuing market operations
‘as is’ for at least six months is not viable without immediate further financial and
management intervention. However, the complex stakeholder context is recognised and the
need for North Yorkshire Council to support devolution of services and allow sufficient time
for current discussions to conclude. It is therefore proposed that any decision to cease the
current stall set up arrangements be deferred giving all stakeholders certainty of the
direction of travel and sufficient time to plan.

The proposal to market and promote any vacant pitches is welcomed has been identified
within the risk management implications as a practical mitigation to any loss of traders and
footfall.

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED

The option to continue stall set up with the temporary operational work around in the long
term was considered. It is recommended that this option is rejected as this will increase
costs, manual handling, overall worked hours, and likelihood of a service failure.

The option to continue stall set up with new trailer equipment was considered. It is
recommended that this option is rejected due to the cost and slow speed of implementation
and the benefits of a harmonised approach for the whole of North Yorkshire would be
missed.

The option to continue stall set up with new trailer equipment and a full cost recovery model
(over a 5-year period) was considered. It is recommended that this option is rejected as it
would represent an unsustainable increase to traders in the stall surcharge from £5 to £28
per stall, per week. The benefits of a harmonised approach for the whole of North Yorkshire
would also be missed.

IMPACT ON OTHER ORGANISATIONS

It has been recognised through discussion that NYC currently provides a commercial
service to provide and erect stalls once per year for the organisers of the Knaresborough
Christmas Market. In implementing any decision, the community have requested the
Council works with them to safeguard this event both in terms of retaining the stalls for this
use and commissioning staff to undertake stall set up and dismantling.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Financial cost implications are considered in paragraph 3 of this report, with a full schedule
of costs set out in Appendix B, based on the previous full financial year 2023/24. In
summary a saving of the current subsidy of £35,000 is anticipated per annum and is
reflected in current overarching transformation plans for the service.

If 9 traders (comprising 15 stalls) were to cease trading at the market as indicated through
the consultation exercise, there would be a corresponding drop in income equivalent to
£1,200 per month. However, as identified through the risk assessment, there are several
routes to mitigate this risk for example through potential devolution arrangements or
continued promotion of the market to new stall holders.

The financial implications from potential redundancy are summarised in paragraph 12.2 and
are not expected to exceed a one off cost of £10,000.
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8.1
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9.1
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9.4

9.5

10.0

10.1

11.0

111

11.2

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

Any legal implications arising from this decision are contained in the body of this report. Any
legal implications associated with the running of the markets pursuant to double devolution
will be the subject of a future report.

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

An Equalities Impact Assessment (EIA) has been undertaken for proposed changes as set
out in Appendix C. This has highlighted there may be an adverse impact to continue with
the proposal. This could include for older people that prefer the market to shop locally and a
possible temporary reduction in stalls could reduce personal choice.

The proposals will have an effect on any market traders who have a disability and are
unable to erect their own stalls. NYC has offered all traders use of the council stalls with the
proviso that they store and erect them themselves and at their own cost. As business
owners, traders will have the option to pay for assistance via another person/business of
their choosing to erect their stalls on their behalf. In balance for the whole of the county -
any market traders with protected characteristics at other Council ran markets do not get
Council assistance to assemble their stalls.

The proposals could have an effect on the public who have a disability and who prefer to
shop locally, however, the market will still be operational but personal choice could be
reduced. The number of local shops and supermarkets would not be affected.

Overall the operational context to the proposed decision together with the need to deliver
on transformation plans means that the both the working arrangements and subsidy cannot
be sustained beyond the short term.

The proposed action plan arising from the EIA recommends that devolution discussions
with the relevant parishes continue as this may lead to the continuation of a stall set-up
service by another operator. Additionally, a post implementation review should be

completed after 6-12 months to review actual impacts and any further actions required.

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS

A Climate Change Impact Assessment has been undertaken in the preparation of this
report as set out in Appendix D. This indicated a broadly positive outcome for the proposal
through a reduction in business mileage with associated CO2 emissions potentially
reducing by just under 1 tonne (929kg) based on the current use of a standard 2 litre diesel
flatbed transit van, with cab. Associated emissions from traders bringing their own stalls are
estimated as marginal from increased vehicle weight.

RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

A risk assessment on the implications of ceasing the stall set up service is provided in
Appendix E to this report. The key risks identified centre on the possibility that some traders
may choose to leave the market as a result of changing the operating model and the
associated financial impact, whilst paradoxically the consequence of not implementing the
decision also risks a potentially larger financial impact of making unplanned capital
investments, or a service failure from not being able to secure staffing resource.

Mitigations around maintaining stall holder numbers, such as continued promotion of the
market to potential new traders who operate a self-set model, are considered to have a
positive impact. However, the benefit of mitigations should implementation not proceed is
assessed as minimal as the underlying causes will remain.
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12.1

12.2

12.3

12.4

13.0

13.1

HUMAN RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS

A small pool of six staff currently undertake the market stall erection duties for the Council.
The role is not a formally evaluated one, but a fixed payment is received for the complete
job of erecting and dismantling the stalls on market days at the following rates

Market Staff pay rate

Knaresborough (Wednesday) £83.69

Ripon (Thursday) £79.13

Ripon (Saturday) £53.43

A formal 30-day staff consultation was conducted between 23 July 2024 and 21 August
2024, with no substantive comments received. However, staff have indicated they are
prepared to continue stall set up in the short term whilst a formal decision is reached and
communicated.

Advice from Human Resources and discussion with UNISON has concluded that where
staff meet the necessary threshold, a redundancy payment for this element of their work
would be payable if the decision to cease stall set-up is implemented. Actual sums will need
to be calculated on an individual basis closer to implementation but would be a one off cost
and is expected to be less than £10,000.

Should Ripon City Council or Knaresborough Town Council wish to take on running the
markets, including continuing to set up stalls for some traders, it is not envisaged that TUPE
protection would apply to stall set up staff as this additional voluntary task is a relatively
small part of these employees’ time spent in work.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS
To ensure that a harmonised and equitable approach to NYC run markets is adopted that

also reduces the risk of a service failure and contributes to the Environment Directorate
transformation programme.

14.0

14.1

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Corporate Director for Environment, in consultation with the

Executive Member for Highways and Transportation:

i. Note the contents of the Equalities and Climate Change Impact Assessments.

i Agree that the current subsidised stall set-up arrangements be discontinued by
North Yorkshire Council.

iii. Agree that implementation is delayed by a period of six months to minimise the
impact on trading over the busy Christmas period, and to allow separate
discussions supported by the Localities Team to continue with Knaresborough
Town Council and Ripon City Council in relation to their devolution ambitions.

iv.  Agree that existing promotion of the markets is expanded to mitigate any adverse
impacts from changing the operating model.

V. Confirm that the outcome of this report be communicated to affected staff so the
necessary formal HR processes can be concluded.

APPENDICES:

Appendix A — Trader feedback (anonymised)
Appendix B — Financial summary

Appendix C — Equalities impact assessment (EIA)
Appendix D — Climate change impact assessment
Appendix E — Risk Assessment
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BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:
Draft minute 82 Harrogate and Knaresborough Area Committee, 12 September 2024
Draft minute 147 Skipton and Ripon Area Committee, 21 November 2024

Karl Battershy

Corporate Director — Environment
County Hall

Northallerton

21 November 2024

Report Author — Jon Clubb, Head of Parks & Grounds
Presenter of Report — Jon Clubb, Head of Parks & Grounds

Note: Members are invited to contact the author in advance of the meeting with any detailed
gueries or questions.
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Appendix A
Annex 2 - Trader feedback full text
Summary analysis of responses:
11 responses in total.
5 trade at Knaresborough only.
2 trade at Ripon market only.
4 trade at both markets.
2 have said they own their own stall (1 of which uses this at the markets)
All but one trader in this survey response would like the use of an NYC stall.
6 traders (10 stalls) in Knaresborough said they would leave the market if changes
implemented.
o 3 traders (5 stalls) in Ripon said they would leave the market if changes implemented.

Full text responses:

Business / Trader: Trader 1

Trading at: Knaresborough

No. stalls: x1

Has own stall: No

Comments: | have been a trader at Knaresborough Market since April 2008. As the only egg stall on the
market | feel | provide a valuable service to the locals. | attend the market with my Dad who has the watch
stall next to me. We come to the market together in an estate car, therefore, bringing stalls would not even
be an option as the car is absolutely full of stock, therefore having the use of a stall from NYC is imperative
to me being able to continue on the market. | have built this market up over a number of years and this is
now a substantial part of my income.

Business / Trader: Trader 2

Trading at: Knaresborough

No. stalls: x1

Has own stall: No

Comments: | have been on Knaresborough market since April 2018 as a regular trader. | offer a watch
battery/repair service and feel this its essential for local people as there is no longer a jeweller in the town
where people could get this done. | attend the market with my son who has the egg stall and stands next to
me. We come to the market together in an estate car, therefore, bringing stalls would not even be an option
as the car is absolutely full of stock, therefore having the use of a stall from NYC is imperative to me being
able to continue on the market. | have built this market up over a number of years and this is now a
substantial part of my income.

Business / Trader: Trader 3

Trading at: Knaresborough & Ripon

No. stalls: x1

Has own stall: Yes

Comments: The market stall provided by the council are heavier duty and provide a little more stability and
protection when it is windy.

Business / Trader: Trader 4

Trading at: Knaresborough

No. stalls: x2

Has own stall: No

Comments: Between myself and partner, we have 4 stalls. If, the proposals are implemented we would
reluctantly have to leave the market. This would have severe implications financially to us and would also
impact on the shop keepers of Knaresborough.
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Appendix A

Business / Trader: Trader 5

Trading at: Knaresborough

No. stalls: x2

Has own stall: No

Comments: It is not feasible to transport own self erect stalls so both myself and partner would have to
leave Knaresborough Market if these proposals are enacted. This means 4 stalls would be lost, there would
be a negative impact on Knaresborough and feedback from local people has been supportive of affected
market traders. It is not possible to transport own self erect stalls to Knaresborough. This proposal will lead
to significant loss of revenue to me and others, including local businesses. It is against common decency.
Why does a small cost once a week impact NYC so much? It surely doesn't. If it's cost saving, why have we
4 people cleaning Knaresborough on market day, when previously one did it? No doubt the council are fully
signed up to the 2030 agenda and attacks on small businesses, but why does the proposed introduction
not date from 1 Jan 2025 allowing traders the Christmas period? And time to fully engage in discussions.
Or has the decision already been made?

Business / Trader: Trader 6

Trading at: Knaresborough & Ripon

No. stalls: x1 (own)

Has own stall: Yes — and uses this at the market

Comments: We are relatively new traders and see the markets from possibly a different angle to other more
established traders. As traders who have our own gazebo/stall we understand how transporting it to weekly
& artisan markets reduces the amount of stock we can carry. Any existing traders who suddenly need to
change their business model will clearly be adversely affected. We do not understand the background to
this proposal but from our point of view and put simply, any action which has a negative impact can only be
self-defeating and will no doubt result further down the line in corrective and more costly action.

Business / Trader: Trader 7

Trading at: Knaresborough & Ripon

No. stalls: x2

Has own stall: Yes

Comments: | can't fit my stalls in the van on Wednesday and Thursday. | do have my own stalls which | use
on Tuesday at Otley market but | take 2 vans there as | only live 20 minutes away. It would not be cost
effective to take both vans to Knaresborough and Ripon. So if this goes ahead | will have no choice but to
leave.

Business / Trader: Trader 8

Trading at: Knaresborough

No. stalls: x2

Has own stall: No

Comments: It is not possible for me to erect my own stall. This proposal is causing me anxiety on top of my
daily battle with my disability. My business is a huge part of Knaresborough community after trading for 35
years. | work with the churches, local businesses, funeral directors and loyal public. Have you done an
Equality Impact Assessment? | feel you have a duty of care to me under the Equality Act 2010. | will have to
close my business if this proposal goes ahead. | look forward to hearing from you soon Mrs ** *****
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Business / Trader: Trader 9

Trading at: Ripon

No. stalls: x2

Has own stall: No

Comments: Due to the weight factor of 20 foot of steel and 4 boards plus my stock would put my van
overweight. | have built my business up on Ripon Market using your stalls. | bought a new van twelve
months ago at a cost of £18,000 that it is Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) compliant so | can drive through
areas with restrictions now and in the future. | cannot afford to buy a larger van and fit it out to carry bars
just for Ripon market. Ripon Market will have to consider cancelling more market days when it is windy as
portable stalls are much lighter that the current council stalls. It is mentioned that other North Yorkshire
markets have self-erect stalls but that is how the market has been operating for many years, encouraging
traders with self-erect stall to stand. However, that has not been the case at Ripon, we have been
encouraged to use the council stalls and this is how we as traders have planned our future at Ripon Market.
Leeds Council have looked into the self-erecting option but decided against it as the amount of traders lost
would offset any financial gains by not supplying stalls. My personal solution would be for the council to
continue putting up stalls for existing traders but future new traders to self-erect.

Business / Trader: Trader 10

Trading at: Ripon

No. stalls: x1

Has own stall: No

Comments: Hi Guys, we travel quite far to this market from Reeth and my daughter does this market for us.
As a 2 person business we really rely on this market for my daughter’s wages and her little car does not
have the space for a market stall. We really need a stall putting up for us. We are very consistent since we
started and never not turn up. Thank you.

Business / Trader: Trader 11

Trading at: Knaresborough & Ripon

No. stalls: x1

Has own stall: Yes

Comments: N/A.
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Bud
Cost Centre Subjective Subjective In Year Budget - éz(](;:tr_ In Year Net Actuals YTD - A\((:.tl%al_s Actuals Vs
Name Description Expenditure (£) | Budget (£) Expenditure (£) YTD (£) Act
ncome (£) Income (£) Var
Knaresborough AP&T Staff Gross
Market 1100 Pay 29,900 - 29,900 28,573 - 28,573 1,327.21
Knaresborough -
Market 1104 AP&T NI Contribution - - - 2,801 - 2,801 2,801.26
Knaresborough AP&T Staff Pensions -
Market 1105 Contributions - - - 5,894 - 5,894 5,893.50
Knaresborough Property
Market 2105 Maintenance 500 - 500 - - - 500.00
Knaresborough
Market 2181 Waste Collection 2,300 - 2,300 - - - 2,300.00
Knaresborough Rates (inc Council
Market 2300 Tax) 7,800 - 7,800 4,990 - 4,990 2,810.00
Knaresborough
Market 2600 Fuel & Oil 1,300 - 1,300 - - - 1,300.00
Knaresborough Other Expenses -
Market 4370 General - - - 225 - 225 225.00
Knaresborough - - - - R
Thrket 5200 Fees - Other - 71,100 71,100 - 63,208 63,208 7,892.50
Qlarkets
(M anagement AP&T Staff Gross
(Brea C 1100 Pay 27,800 - 27,800 23,504 - 23,504 4,295.90
prkets
(yfpnagement -
Area C 1104 AP&T NI Contribution - - - 1,388 - 1,388 1,388.20
Markets
Management AP&T Staff Pensions -
Area C 1105 Contributions - - - 4,361 - 4,361 4,360.75
Markets
Management
Area C 3006 Equipment Purchase 200 - 200 - - - 200.00
AP&T Staff Gross
Ripon Market 1100 Pay 17,700 - 17,700 - - - 17,700.00
Property
Ripon Market 2105 Maintenance 300 - 300 225 - 225 75.00
Ripon Market 2181 Waste Collection 2,100 - 2,100 - - - 2,100.00
Rates (inc Council
Ripon Market 2300 Tax) 8,600 - 8,600 6,488 - 6,488 2,112.50
Ripon Market 2600 Fuel & Oil 800 - 800 - - - 800.00
Ripon Market 5200 Fees - Other - 70,500 70,500 - 56,507 56,507 13,992.71
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141,600

42,300

119,715

41,717

99,300 77,998 583
A) Cost of erecting
stalls 50,500 Actual Cost 37,493
B) Management costs (i.e. Markets Officer, Street Cleansing) 28,000 Actual Cost | 29,253
Market stall storage
recharge 17,130
Overheads charge of
20% 19,860
Waste disposal 4,400
Fuel Ol 2,100
1Y)
D TOTAL BUDGET - - -
(o] FOR MARKETS 136,290 141,600 5,310 119,715 16,575
11
(o))
o
Illustration of
Knaresborough
Market Budget
Expenditure Income Net Actuals
Stall set up 60% 30,300 30,300 22,496
Markets Officer 50% 14,000 14,000 14,000
All other costs (fuel,
waste, tax) 10,100 10,100 6,565
Share of additional
costs 50% 18,495 18,495 18,495
Fees (i.e. income) 71,100 -71,100 -63,208
72,895 | 71,100 1,795 -1,652
Illustration of Ripon
Market Budget
Expenditure Income Net Actuals
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Stall set up 40% 20,200 20,200 14,997
Markets Officer 50% 14,000 14,000 14,000
All other costs (fuel,
waste, tax) 10,700 10,700 9,613
Share of additional
costs 50% 18,495 18,495 18,495
Fees (i.e. income) 70,500 -70,500 -56,507
63,395 | 70,500 -7,105 597
Stalls subsidy
(across both
markets)
Budgeted Actual
Cost of erecting stalls 50,500.00 37,492.55
No. of stalls set up in
year (57 pw x 52
wks) 2,964.00 2,964.00
T Cost per stall 17.04 12.65
QD Subsidy charged to
(o] traders per stall -5.00 -5.00
(D Median
[@)) Net cost 12.04 7.65 point
~ Cost to Council 35,680.00 22,672.55 29,176.28

Trailer replacement
if required

Appendix B

Trailer for poles — £5500 + VAT each (Require 1 for each location) = Total: £11,000 + VAT

Trailer for boards - £5500 + VAT (Require 1 for each location) = Total: £11,000 +VAT

currently unknown. =Total £11,000 + custom attachments.

Income per stall per
year (excluding set
up surcharge)

X no. of
£ Charge per stall weeks Sub Total
Summer rate 20.7 40 | 828
Winter rate 17.4 12 | 209
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1,037
Averaged over year -
(per week) 19.94
4 weeks allowable
breaks / absence 79.75
Total expected
income per stall per -
year 957
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P Ty N NORTH Appendix C
@ YORKSHIRE
COUNCIL
Equality impact assessment (EIA) form: evidencing paying due regard to
protected characteristics

(Form updated October 2023)

Markets Harmonisation Ripon & Knaresborough

If you would like this information in another language or format such as Braille, large
print or audio, please contact the Communications Unit on 01609 53 2013 or email
communications@northyorks.gov.uk.

Tt Ao G2 SIS S ST I T 51, SR T FE AT I |

T

I E U E—BEXHER s — AU TR - FERAFBLE - .

& je e LTun Kt A S BT

Equality Impact Assessments (EIAs) are public documents. EIAs accompanying reports going
to County Councillors for decisions are published with the committee papers on our website and
are available in hard copy at the relevant meeting. To help people to find completed EIAs we
also publish them in the Equality and Diversity section of our website. This will help people to
see for themselves how we have paid due regard in order to meet statutory requirements.

Name of Directorate and Service Area Parks and Grounds

Lead Officer and contact details Jonathan Clubb — Head of Parks & Grounds

Names and roles of other people involved in Sheila Horner — Strategy & Performance

carrying out the EIA Manager Environment

How will you pay due regard? e.g., working Individual officer with advice from colleagues in

group, individual officer legal team and direction from the HoS Parks and
Grounds.

When did the due regard process start? July 2024

Section 1. Please describe briefly what this EIA is about. (e.g. are you starting a new service,
changing how you do something, stopping doing something?)

The proposal is to cease the set-up of Council owned market stalls at Ripon and Knaresborough

Section 2. Why is this being proposed? What are the aims? What does the authority hope to
achieve by it? (e.g., to save money, meet increased demand, do things in a better way.)

As a unitary authority, North Yorkshire Council (NYC) operates seven outdoor markets across the
county with five of these (Thirsk, Northallerton, Helmsley, Pickering and Whitby) operating as ‘self-set’
where traders bring and set up their own stalls each week. Two markets, Knaresborough and Ripon,
operate differently where permanent traders have the option of stalls being supplied and erected by the
Council for a modest surcharge on their pitch rentals. The proposal is to harmonise the operating
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model across the county and cease setting up market stalls for traders at Knaresborough and Ripon
markets, bringing operations in line with how the other five outdoor markets run, to deliver a long term,
efficient and sustainable solution.

If implemented, the proposals would address the current annual subsidy for stall set up which is in the
region of £25,000 - £35,000 and address the current lack of correct transport and equipment that is
required to safely and legally transport the market stalls and subsequent equipment.

Section 3. What will change? What will be different for customers and/or staff?

The change could result in a total of nine traders (total of fifteen market stalls overall) not having the
business capacity to attend the market days of both sites.

Council officers who currently set up the stalls, would no longer be required to work additional hours
outside of their substantive posts hours.

Section 4. Involvement and consultation (What involvement and consultation has been done
regarding the proposal and what are the results? What consultation will be needed and how will it be
done?)

Market traders affected by the proposals have been contacted by letter and have had the opportunity
to submit comments. Eleven responses have been noted.

Council Officers would be notified through the Council HR process.

Section 5. What impact will this proposal have on council budgets? Will it be cost neutral,
have increased cost or reduce costs?

If implemented, the proposals would address the current annual subsidy for stall set up which is in the
region of £25,000 - £35,000 at a cost loss to the council.

Section 6. How No Make Make Why will it have this effect? Provide evidence
will this proposal | impact |things |things |from engagement, consultation and/or

affect people better worse | service user data or demographic

with protected information etc.

characteristics?

Age X The proposals could have an effect on the

elderly who prefer to shop locally, however, the
market will still be operational but personal
choice could be reduced. The number of local
shops and supermarkets would not be affected.

Disability X The proposals will have an effect on any market
traders who have a disability and are unable to
erect their own stalls. NYC has offered all
traders use of the council stalls with the proviso
that they store and erect them themselves and at
their own cost. As business owners, traders will
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have the option to pay for assistance via another
person/business of their choosing to erect their
stalls on their behalf.

In balance for the whole of the county - any
market traders with protected characteristics at
other Council ran markets do not get Council
assistance to assemble their stalls.

The proposals could have an effect on the public
who have a disability and who prefer to shop
locally, however, the market will still be
operational but personal choice could be
reduced. The number of local shops and
supermarkets would not be affected.

Sex X

Race X
Gender X

reassignment

Sexual orientation | x

Religion or belief | x

Pregnancy or X

maternity

Marriage or civil X

partnership

Section 7. How | No Make Make Why will it have this effect? Provide evidence
will this impact | things things | from engagement, consultation and/or
proposal affect better worse | service user data or demographic
people who... information etc.

.live in arural

area? X

...have a low

income? X

...are carers X

(unpaid family or

friend)?

..... are from the | x

Armed Forces

Community
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Section 8. Geographic impact — Please detail where the impact will be (please tick all that apply)

North Yorkshire wide

Craven

Hambleton

Harrogate X

Richmondshire

Ryedale

Scarborough

Selby

If you have ticked one or more areas, will specific town(s)/village(s) be particularly impacted?

If so, please specify below.

Ripon and Knaresborough

Section 9. Will the proposal affect anyone more because of a combination of protected
characteristics? (e.g. older women or young gay men) State what you think the effect may be and

why, providing evidence from engagement, consultation and/or service user data or
demographic information etc.

No.

Section 10. Next steps to address the anticipated impact. Select one of the following
options and explain why this has been chosen. (Remember: we have an anticipatory
duty to make reasonable adjustments so that disabled people can access services and
work for us)

Tick
option
chosen

1.

No adverse impact - no major change needed to the proposal. There is no potential
for discrimination or adverse impact identified.

2.

Adverse impact - adjust the proposal - The EIA identifies potential problems or
missed opportunities. We will change our proposal to reduce or remove these adverse
impacts, or we will achieve our aim in another way which will not make things worse for
people.

Adverse impact - continue the proposal - The EIA identifies potential problems or
missed opportunities. We cannot change our proposal to reduce or remove these
adverse impacts, nor can we achieve our aim in another way which will not make things
worse for people. (There must be compelling reasons for continuing with proposals
which will have the most adverse impacts. Get advice from Legal Services)

4.

Actual or potential unlawful discrimination - stop and remove the proposal — The
ElA identifies actual or potential unlawful discrimination. It must be stopped.

Explanation of why option has been chosen. (Include any advice given by Legal Services.)
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The operational context to the proposed decision together with the need to deliver on transformation
plans means that the both the working arrangements and subsidy cannot be sustained beyond the
short term.

Section 11. If the proposal is to be implemented how will you find out how it is really affecting
people? (How will you monitor and review the changes?)

To undertake a post implementation review 6-12 months after any changes are made. However, this
will need to take account of any further decision around devolution of services and the possibility that a
similar stall set-up service may be continued by another operator in the future.

Section 12. Action plan. List any actions you need to take which have been identified in this EIA,
including post implementation review to find out how the outcomes have been achieved in practice
and what impacts there have actually been on people with protected characteristics.

Action Lead By when Progress Monitoring
arrangements
Continued HoS Parks & Ongoing (there
devolution Grounds are currently no
discussions deadlines
imposed for
devolution of
services)
Post Commercial July — Dec 2025 Assessment of
implementation Manager — Parks what actually took
Review & Grounds place in terms of
stall holder
numbers.

Section 13. Summary Summarise the findings of your EIA, including impacts, recommendation in
relation to addressing impacts, including any legal advice, and next steps. This summary should be
used as part of the report to the decision maker.

The EIA has highlighted there may be an adverse impact to continue with the proposal. This could
include older people that prefer the market to shop locally and a possible temporary reduction in stalls
could reduce personal choice.

The proposals will have an effect on any market traders who have a disability and are unable to erect
their own stalls. NYC has offered all traders use of the council stalls with the proviso that they store
and erect them themselves and at their own cost. As business owners, traders will have the option to
pay for assistance via another person/business of their choosing to erect their stalls on their behalf. In
balance for the whole of the county - any market traders with protected characteristics at other Council
ran markets do not get Council assistance to assemble their stalls.

The proposals could have an effect on the public who have a disability and who prefer to shop locally,
however, the market will still be operational but personal choice could be reduced. The number of local
shops and supermarkets would not be affected.

Overall the operational context to the proposed decision together with the need to deliver on
transformation plans means that the both the working arrangements and subsidy cannot be sustained
beyond the short term.

The proposed action plan arising from the EIA recommends that devolution discussions with the
relevant parishes continues as this may lead to the continuation of a stall set-up service by another
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operator. Additionally, a post implementation review should be undertaken 6-12 months post
implementation to review actual impacts and actions required.

Section 14. Sign off section.

This full EIA was completed by:

Name: Job title: Jon Clubb, Head of Parks & Grounds
Directorate: Environment

Signature:

Completion date: 15 November 2024

Authorised by relevant Assistant Director (signature): Barrie Mason

Date: 25/11/2024
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Climate change impact assessment

The purpose of this assessment is to help us understand the likely impacts of our decisions on the environment of North Yorkshire and on our
aspiration to achieve net carbon neutrality by 2030, or as close to that date as possible. The intention is to mitigate negative effects and identify
projects which will have positive effects.

This document should be completed in consultation with the supporting guidance. The final document will be published as part of the decision
making process and should be written in Plain English.

If you have any additional queries which are not covered by the guidance please email climatechange@northyorks.gov.uk

Version 2: amended 11 August 2021

Please note: You may not need to undertake this assessment if your proposal will be subject to any of the following:
Planning Permission

Environmental Impact Assessment

Strategic Environmental Assessment

However, you will still need to summarise your findings in the summary section of the form below.

Please contact climatechange@northyorks.gov.uk for advice.

Title of proposal Markets Harmonisation — Knaresborough & Ripon

Brief description of proposal To bring forward proposals to harmonise the operation of the seven outdoor markets
managed by North Yorkshire Council and thereby ceasing the subsidised stall set up
service provided to stall holders at Knaresborough and Ripon markets.

Directorate Environment

Service area Highways and Infrastructure / Parks and Grounds
Lead officer Jonathan Clubb, Head of Parks and Grounds
Names and roles of other people involved in N/A

carrying out the impact assessment

Date impact assessment started 11 November 2024
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Options appraisal
Were any other options considered in trying to achieve the aim of this project? If so, please give brief details and explain why alternative
options were not progressed.

e The option to continue stall set up with the temporary operational work around was considered. It is recommended that this option is
rejected as this will increase costs, manual handling, overall worked hours, and likelihood of a service failure.

e The option to continue stall set up with new trailer equipment was considered. It is recommended that this option is rejected due to the
cost and slow speed of implementation and the benefits of a harmonised approach for the whole of North Yorkshire would be missed.

e The option to continue stall set up with new trailer equipment and a full cost recovery model (over a 5 year period) was considered. It is
recommended that this option is rejected as it would represent an unsustainable increase to traders in the stall surcharge from £5 to £28
per stall, per week. The benefits of a harmonised approach for the whole of North Yorkshire would also be missed.

What impact will this proposal have on council budgets? Will it be cost neutral, have increased cost or reduce costs?

A saving of the currently subsidy to set up market stalls of £25,000 - £35,000 is anticipated per annum, and is reflected in current overarching
transformation plans for the service.
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How will this proposal impact
on the environment?

N.B. There may be short term
negative impact and longer
term positive impact. Please
include all potential impacts
over the lifetime of a project
and provide an explanation.

Minimise
greenhouse gas
emissions e.g.
reducing emissions
from travel,
increasing energy
efficiencies etc.

Emissions
from travel

No impact
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Explain why will it have this effect and
over what timescale?

Where possible/relevant please
include:
e Changes over and above business
as usual
Evidence or measurement of effect
e Figures for CO.e
e Links to relevant documents

Explain how you
plan to mitigate any
negative impacts.

Explain how you
plan to improve any
positive outcomes
as far as possible.

Assumed GHG emissions from travel
associated with market stall set up.
Vehicle: Ford Transit (flatbed with cab),
2L diesel, 181g/km CO2 emissions.
Mileage:

1 x return trip, Harrogate Claro Depot —
Knaresborough Market at:

13km x 181g CO2/km = 2.4 kg of CO2
2 x return trips pw, Harrogate Claro
Depot — Ripon Market Place at:

84km x 181g CO2/km = 15.2kg of CO2.
Plus 10% incidental emissions from
manoeuvring stalls on site:

(2.4kg CO2 + 15.2kg CO2) = 17.6kg +
10% = 1.76 kg CO2.

Total emissions:
19.36kg of CO2 per week / 929.28kg of
CO2 per year (assuming 48 x markets)

N/A

By ceasing stall set
up operations, travel
by NYC will be
reduced. Traders’
emissions may
increase if they bring
their own stalls but is
expected to be
marginal given they
are making the trip
anyway, whereas
NYC stall set up
requires specific,
regular travel to /
from the depot.
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Appendix D
Explain why will it have this effect and [Explain how you Explain how you

How will this proposal impact

on the environment? over what timescale? plan to mitigate any jplan to improve any
negative impacts. [positive outcomes

N.B. There may be short term Where possible/relevant please as far as possible.

negative impact and longer include:

term positive impact. Please e Changes over and above business

include all potential impacts as usual

over the lifetime of a project
and provide an explanation.

Evidence or measurement of effect
e Figures for CO.e
e Links to relevant documents
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Emissions
from X
construction
Emissions
from_ X
running of
buildings
Emissions
from data X
storage
Other X
Minimise waste: Reduce, reuse,
recycle and compost e.g. X
reducing use of single use plastic
Reduce water consumption X
Minimise pollution (including air,
land, water, light and noise) X
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How will this proposal impact
on the environment?

N.B. There may be short term
negative impact and longer
term positive impact. Please
include all potential impacts
over the lifetime of a project
and provide an explanation.

Ensure resilience to the effects
of climate change e.g. reducing
flood risk, mitigating effects of

No impact
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Explain why will it have this effect and
over what timescale?

Where possible/relevant please
include:
e Changes over and above business
as usual
Evidence or measurement of effect
e Figures for CO.e
e Links to relevant documents

Explain how you
plan to mitigate any
negative impacts.

Explain how you
plan to improve any
positive outcomes
as far as possible.

drier, hotter summers X
Enhance conservation and
wildlife X
Safeguard the distinctive
characteristics, features and
special qualities of North X
Yorkshire’s landscape
Other (please state below) X
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Are there any recognised good practice environmental standards in relation to this proposal? If so, please detail how this proposal
meets those standards.

N/A

Summary Summarise the findings of your impact assessment, including impacts, the recommendation in relation to addressing impacts,
including any legal advice, and next steps. This summary should be used as part of the report to the decision maker.

The Climate Change Impact Assessment indicates a broadly positive outcome for the proposal through a reduction in business mileage with
associated CO2 emissions potentially reduced by just under 1 tonne (929kg) based on the current use of a standard 2 litre diesel flatbed
transit van, with cab. Associated emissions from traders bringing their own stalls are estimated as marginal from increased vehicle weight.

Sign off section

This climate change impact assessment was completed by:

Name Jonathan Clubb

Job title Head of Parks and Grounds

Service area Highways & Infrastructure — Parks and Grounds
Directorate Environment

Signature

Completion date 11 November 2024

Authorised by relevant Assistant Director (signature): Barrie Mason

Date: 25/11/2024
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Risk Assessment
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and Ripon markets.

Appendix E
RISK ASSESSMENT DETAILS RISK MATRIX & RATING
- - POTENTIAL OUTCOME LIKELIHOOD
Directorate Environment Catastron e P More likely to
atastropnic efinite Tfailure | significant costs I LG
Team Parks and Grounds gy = YV HEY | oceur
Major Possible failure / and major costs Likely
Title of risk assessment Markets Harmon'sat'on - Moderate Likely issues or costs Possible
Knaresborough and Ripon

Details of activity: To harmonise the operation of the seven outdoor Al Col Calem (25,125 @ CElEd wueli Uiy

markets managed by North Yorkshire Council and thereby ceasing the Insianificant Minor impact Remot Less likely to
subsidised stall set up service provided to stall holders at Knaresborough nsignifican orimpac emote occur

Location of activity

Knaresborough and Ripon market

POTENTIAL OUTCOME

Date of assessment

15 November 2024

Catastrophic

Major

Name of person carrying
out assessment

Jon Clubb, HoS Parks & Grounds

Moderate

Minor

Person carrying out
assessment’s signature

Insignificant

Unlikely Possible

Highly Likely

Name of employee(s)
consulted on activity

Head of Finance — Highways & Waste
Commercial Manager, Parks &
Grounds

Performance & Strategy Manager
Head of Legal, Major Projects

LIKELIHOOD

Manager’s signature

Date

Risk rating
Urgently review/add controls & monitor (if Likely or Highly Likely — stop
HIGH work, seek competent advice)
MEDIUM Review/add controls (as far as reasonably practicable) & monitor
LOW Monitor control measures
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Risk identified Risk Control Measures Residual Further Control Measures - if required
Risk
[RAG]

If change implemented, some Med [Likelihood = likely, Outcome = moderate] Med [Likelihood = possible, Outcome = moderate]
traders may leave the market due to Control: NYC to offer a limited number of traders Control: Offer of a free stall(s) appears to have
cessation of stall set up as they are the opportunity to have one of our existing stalls free limited impact due to their size and weight.
unable or willing to adapt to new of charge if they don’t currently own a stall. Consider supporting traders to collaborate with
operating model. Additionally, continue to work with Knaresborough alternative options such as teaming up to set up

Town Council and Ripon City Council on devolution stalls or contract this service.

of the markets, with the possibility that stall set up is

maintained.
If change implemented and some Med [Likelihood = possible, Outcome = major] [Likelihood = possible, Outcome = minor]
traders leave, there is a risk further Control: Communicate with stall holder on actions Control: Ongoing promotion of markets to
traders may leave if footfall drops being pursued to limit any loss of traders and return encourage self-set traders.
and negatively impact on town to stable position with potential for growth
centres.
If change implemented, potential Med [Likelihood = likely, Outcome = moderate] [Likelihood = possible, Outcome = minor]
loss of income to NYC from reduced Control: Potential for circa £1k per month but will Control: Ongoing promotion of markets to
number of traders. be mitigated by seeking alternative stalls from encourage self-set traders.

existing NYC markets and elsewhere.
Not implementing change to Med [Likelihood = likely, Outcome = major] Med [Likelihood = likely, Outcome = major]
operating model. Temporary stall set Control: Ongoing engagement to reassure that a Control: Plan for investment in new trailers. But
up work arounds not sustainable. resolution will be in place. Continue to review stall at significant unplanned cost.

set up risk assessment.
Not implementing change to Med [Likelihood = likely, Outcome = major] Med [Likelihood = likely, Outcome = major]
operating model. Requires Control: Not evaluate and maintain existing fixed Control: N/A - Control measures would only
evaluated job profile for stall set up, payment. However, risk this is unstainable or maintain current risk levels.
which may change pay rate desirable.
negatively for staff.
Not implementing change to [Likelihood = Highly likely, Outcome = significant £] Med [Likelihood = Highly likely, Outcome = moderate]
operating model. Savings Control: Review transformation plan to find Control: N/A
opportunity missed. alternative savings.
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Not implementing change to
operating model. Further
unidentified investment required.

Appendix E

[Likelihood = Highly likely, Outcome = significant £]
Control: Work with colleagues in fleet and heath
and safety to identifying most efficient alternate
operating model, which may include purchasing new
equipment.

[Likelihood = Highly likely, Outcome = major £]
Control: N/A — additional costs unavoidable.

SUMMARY INFORMATION

The key risks identified centre on the possibility of some traders choosing to leave the market as a result of changing the operating model and the associated financial
impact, whilst paradoxically the consequence of not implementing the decision also risks a potentially larger financial impact of making unplanned capital investments,
or a service failure from not being able to secure staffing resource. Mitigations around maintaining stall holder number, such as continued promotion of the market to
potential new traders who operate a self-set model, are considered to have a positive impact. However, the benefit of potential mitigations should implementation not
proceed is assessed as minimal as the underlying causes will remain.

Scheduled date of next review

Minimum annually, or if there are
any significant changes, or following
an incident or near miss

Clarify that all the controls are still in place and how monitored on a regular basis

Are there any changes to the activity since the last review?

Date of review

November 2025

TBA
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Agenda Item 4

North Yorkshire Council
Environment Executive Members
06 December 2024
Derwent Villages Flood Alleviation Scheme

Report of the Assistant Director — Highways and Infrastructure

1.0

11

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To request approval from the Corporate Director of Environment, in consultation with the

Executive Member for Highways and Transportation to:

° submit two funding applications totalling £350K to the available Environment
Agency Flood Defence Grant in Aid funding to enable Derwent Villages Flood
Alleviation scheme development through 2025/26, these are:

Project 1. Derwent £170k
Project 2. Kirkbymoorside £180k

° submit two funding applications totalling £480K to the available Flood and Coastal
Committee Local Levy funding to enable Derwent Villages Flood Alleviation
scheme development through 2025/26, these are:

Project 1. Derwent £240k
Project 2. Kirkbymoorside £240k

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

BACKGROUND

Flooding has occurred in Derwent Villages in 1986, 2000, 2002, 2007, 2010, 2015 and 2020.
Approximately 120 properties have experienced or are at risk of both surface and fluvial
flooding.

The villages have been grouped together, due to them sharing a pluvial risk of flooding and a
general geography, with all the water ultimately being part of the Derwent Catchment. The
Towns and villages are:

o Kirkbymoorside and Kirby Mills

Hovingham

Gilling East

Sinnington

Helmsley

Hackness

Thornton Le Dale

As a consequence, of the repeated flooding, the geography and the similar mechanisms, the
locations have been grouped and prioritised as part of the Council’s flood risk programme. This
was originally approved by the Business and Environmental Services Executive Members for
the former County Council in 2017.

A study commissioned by the Environment Agency in 2003 identified a number of actions for it
to progress including reminding riparian owners of their responsibilities and provision of a flood
warning. These actions have been completed, however, another action to consider a capital
scheme has not progressed to date as a high-level cost benefit analysis has not been able to
justify the cost of a traditional flood storage or defence system due to the relatively low number
of properties at risk.
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2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

3.0

3.1

3.2

4.0

4.1

NYC has been able to deliver some lower cost property flood resilience in previous years
through central government grant schemes following the significant flood events of 2015 and
has secured some land management changes which anecdotally have been said by residents
to have had a positive impact on surface water flood risk. Despite this work in the area, a
number of properties remain at risk in larger scale flooding events.

In 2020, the former North Yorkshire County Council commissioned consultants WSP to provide
an assessment of the flood risk and options for mitigation. Property level protection measures
were proposed along with the consideration of some localised drainage modifications and
catchment Natural Flood Management (NFM) measures.

Property flood resilience was the clear affordable option for the conurbations. There have also
been opportunities for partnership working with the EA and local stakeholders to deliver
complementary natural flood management works in the River Dove catchment.

Meetings were arranged with parish councils to make them aware of the content of the reports,
as well as a planned week of public engagement, where the local community discussed
options with officers. A high level of support was received for the progression of property level
resilience, to act as a last line of defence for communities at high risk of flooding.

DERWENT VILLAGES PROJECT

Since 2020 the project was put on hold, to permit the delivery of the scheme in Malton,
Norton and Old Malton to progress and due to Covid. There was also a hiatus due to the
ending of the previous EA Framework. With the recent signing of the EA PFR (2024)
Framework these installations can be completed should funding be agreed.

NYC has recently procured JBA consulting via direct award to survey the remaining
properties as part of a wider exercise including the Dales Villages Project.

FUNDING SOURCES

It is estimated the total cost of PFR will be £1.65m. North Yorkshire would contribute £800k
to the total, additional funding is proposed by this paper, to be sought via the Flood Defence
Grant in Aid and The Regional Flood and Coastal Committee Levy Pot.

Flood Defence Grant in Aid.

e The Flood Defence Grant in Aid is the central government fund for managing flood risk
in England and provides funding for the Environment Agency (EA) flood risk
management studies and strategies along with local authority flood risk and coastal
management studies and projects. North Yorkshire is eligible for the grant in aid to support
the Derwent Villages Flood Alleviation scheme, these have been submitted as individual
projects.

The Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC) levy pot.

e RFCCs guide flood and coastal erosion risk management activities within their river
catchments and along the coastline. Local authorities in an RFCC area pay a levy to the
committee, which alongside the EA and other Risk Management Authorities they can
draw from to enable flood works to be delivered across the region. North Yorkshire
Council is eligible for the FCERM to support the Derwent Villages Flood Alleviation
scheme. Table below shows the levy funding requested for each project.

Project title Grant in Aid Levy

P1. Derwent £170k £240k

P2. Kirkbymoorside £180k £240k
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5.0

5.1

6.0

6.1

6.2

7.0

7.1

8.0

8.1

9.0

9.1

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED

Alternative options such as additional gullies, kerbs and new pipework were considered,
however, due to the relatively small numbers of properties in each location which are
impacted, the cost benefits required cannot be demonstrated. Property flood resilience is
therefore the preferred option. Reports are available upon request.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The estimated total value of the scheme elements to be delivered by NYC is presently
£1.65m. It is however important to stress that the scheme is essentially a package of works
and this value is an outline estimate, some elements being subject to third party agreement,
and is therefore not definitive at this point in time. For example, property flood protection
uptake across the country is typically around 45%. In Malton the take up was very
successful and at over 80% so full scheme contingency is required. Should NYC not be
successful in obtaining the Grant in Aid, and Local Levy funding the Derwent Villages flood
alleviation scheme will be reduced. There is also optimism bias applied to calculations at
40%.

There is presently £1,472,954.99 in the flood risk reserve allocated to various flood
projects. From this value, £800Kk is allocated to the Derwent Villages Project as detailed
above in section 4.1. It should be noted, if the cost of PFR is covered by the additional
Grant in Aid funding and Local Levy, this will reduce the need for the NYC contribution
which could be allocated to other flood projects.

Project title Estimate total NYC Grant in Aid Levy
value of scheme | Contribution

P1. Derwent £170k £240k

P2. £180k £240k

Kirkbymoorside

Total £1.65m £800k £350k £480k

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no legal implications arising from submission of the funding application. Grant
terms are not available at the present time but when available will be reviewed by Legal
Services should the application be successful. If any of the grant terms and conditions
present an unacceptable risk for the Council, then the grant offer would be declined.

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

The scheme benefits all those with protected characteristics by reducing the risk of surface
and fluvial water flooding in the Derwent Villages and thereby the associated effects upon
businesses, residential properties, the public health of the community living at flood risk and
the associated economic growth of the area. An Equalities Impact Assessment Screening
Form is included in Appendix A.

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS

Flood mitigation offers positive benefits to resilience to future climate change projections.
The proposals are anticipated to have a positive impact in response to climate change. A
Climate Change Impact Assessment is included as Appendix B.
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10.0 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

10.1 The Property Flood Resilience is offered to all eligible residents who meet the criteria, the
identified properties have either flooded or been identified as high risk of flooding within the
Environment Agency guidelines and the scheme will improve living conditions for those
flooding has affected. The implementation of PFR (Property Flood Resilience) will offer
peace of mind to residents that in adverse weather conditions their properties and
themselves are protected. It is therefore considered appropriate to continue with the
scheme as intended, with regular relevant liaison through the engagement channels
established as part of the scheme.

11.0 RECOMMENDATION

11.1 Itis recommended that the Corporate Director of Environment in consultation with the

Executive Member for Highways and Transportation:

I Authorise the submission of two applications for £350k to the Environment Agency
Flood Defence Grant in Aid funding to enable scheme development during 2024/25
and 2025/26 these are:

Project 1. Derwent £170k
Project 2. Kirkbymoorside £180k

. Authorise the submission of two funding applications totalling £480K for the
available Flood and Coastal Committee Local Levy funding to enable Derwent
Villages Flood Alleviation scheme development through 2025/26, these are:

Project 1. Derwent £240k
Project 2. Kirkbymoorside £240k

APPENDICES:
Appendix A — EIA Screening Form
Appendix B — Climate Change Impact Assessment

Barrie Mason

Assistant Director — Highways and Infrastructure
Environment Directorate

County Hall

Northallerton

Report Author — Hannah Baker Lead Local Flood Authority Project Manager
Presenter of Report — Meirion Jones, Lead Local Flood Authority Team Leader.
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Appendix A

Initial equality impact assessment screening form
This form records an equality screening process to determine the relevance of equality to a
proposal, and a decision whether or not a full EIA would be appropriate or proportionate.

Directorate Environment

Service area Highways — Flood Risk Management

Proposal being screened Derwent Villages Flood Alleviation Scheme

Officer(s) carrying out screening Hannah Baker

What are you proposing to do? Implement Property Flood Resilience to at risk properties
to Kirkbymoorside, Sinnington, Gilling East, Thornton le

Dale and Hovingham.

Why are you proposing this? What are the | Properties have experienced flooding or have been
desired outcomes? identified as high risk of flooding.

Does the proposal involve a significant Yes, the project will run for 2 to 3 years and will have a
commitment or removal of resources? positive impact.
Please give details.

Impact on people with any of the following protected characteristics as defined by the Equality
Act 2010, or NYC’s additional agreed characteristics

As part of this assessment, please consider the following questions:

e To what extent is this service used by particular groups of people with protected characteristics?

¢ Does the proposal relate to functions that previous consultation has identified as important?

¢ Do different groups have different needs or experiences in the area the proposal relates to?

If for any characteristic it is considered that there is likely to be an adverse impact or you have
ticked ‘Don’t know/no info available’, then a full EIA should be carried out where this is
proportionate. You are advised to speak to your directorate representative for advice if you are in
any doubt.

Protected characteristic Potential for adverse impact Don’t know/No
Yes NG info available
Age No — positive
impact
Disability No — positive
impact
Sex No — positive
impact
Race No — positive
impact
Sexual orientation No — positive
impact
Gender reassignment No — positive
impact
Religion or belief No — positive
impact
Pregnancy or maternity No - positive
impact
Marriage or civil partnership No — positive
impact
People in rural areas No - positive
impact
People on a low income No — positive
impact
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Appendix A

Carer (unpaid family or friend)

No — positive
impact

Are from the Armed Forces Community

No — positive
impact

Does the proposal relate to an area where
there are known inequalities/probable
impacts (for example, disabled people’s
access to public transport)? Please give
details.

No

Will the proposal have a significant effect
on how other organisations operate? (for
example, partners, funding criteria, etc.). Do
any of these organisations support people
with protected characteristics? Please
explain why you have reached this conclusion.

No

Decision (Please tick one option)

EIA not Continue to full
relevant or 4 EIA:
proportionate:

Reason for decision

* The scheme benefits all those with protected
characteristics by reducing the risk of surface water
flooding in the Upper Dales and thereby the associated
effects upon businesses, residential properties, the
public health of the community living at flood risk and
the associated economic growth of the area.

Signed (Assistant Director or equivalent)

Barrie Mason

Date

25/11/2024
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Appendix B

Initial Climate Change Impact Assessment (Form created August 2021)

The intention of this document is to help the council to gain an initial understanding of the impact of a project or decision on the environment.
This document should be completed in consultation with the supporting guidance. Dependent on this initial assessment you may need to go on
to complete a full Climate Change Impact Assessment. The final document will be published as part of the decision-making process.

If you have any additional queries, which are not covered by the guidance please email climatechange@northyorks.gov.uk

Title of proposal Derwent Villages Flood Alleviation Scheme

Brief description of proposal Implement Property Flood Resilience to properties who have experienced flooding or identified
as high-risk to Kirkbymoorside, Sinnington, Gilling East, Thornton le Dale and Hovingham.

This initial climate change impact assessment is for all locations.

Directorate Environment
Service area Highways — Flood Risk Management
Lead officer Hannah Baker

Names and roles of other people | John Ward-Campbell
involved in carrying out the
impact assessment

The chart below contains the main environmental factors to consider in your initial assessment — choose the appropriate option from the drop-
down list for each one.

Remember to think about the following;

Travel

Construction

Data storage

Use of buildings

Change of land use

Opportunities for recycling and reuse
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Appendix B

Environmental factor to consider

For the council

For the county

Overall

Greenhouse gas emissions

No effect on
emissions

No Effect on
emissions

No effect on emissions

Waste

No effect on waste

No effect on waste

No effect on waste

Water use

No effect on water
usage

No effect on water
usage

No effect on water usage

Pollution (air, land, water, noise, light)

No effect on pollution

No effect on pollution

No effect on pollution

Resilience to adverse weather/climate events (flooding,

drought etc)

Increases resilience

Increases resilience

Increases resilience

Ecological effects (biodiversity, loss of habitat etc)

No effect on ecology

No effect on ecology

No effect on ecology

Heritage and landscape

No effect on heritage
and landscape

No effect on heritage
and landscape

No effect on heritage and
landscape

If any of these factors are likely to result in a negative or positive environmental impact then a full climate change impact assessment will be
required. It is important that we capture information about both positive and negative impacts to aid the council in calculating its carbon footprint

and environmental impact.

Decision (Please tick one option) Full CCIA not Continue to full
relevant or CCIA:
proportionate:

Reason for decision

*PFR will have a positive impact on properties with resilience to flooding which may result
in reduced waste and potential increase of greenhouse emissions.

*Waste from the implementation of PFR is one off and limited. Any waste will be removed
by the contractor overseen by a North Yorkshire Council Project Manager.

*Construction for Property Flood Resilience is one off and limited with no effect on
greenhouse emissions and pollution.

Signed (Assistant Director or equivalent)

Barrie Mason

Date

25/11/2024
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Agenda Iltem 5

North Yorkshire Council
Environment & Resources Executive Members
06 December2024
Bid for Development of Seamer Station

Report of the Assistant Director — Highways & Infrastructure

1.0

11

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To seek permission of the Corporate Director of Resources, sub-delegated to the Assistant
Director of Resources — Environment, in consultation with the Executive Member for
Finance and the Executive Member for Highways and Transportation to submit a bid to the
Mayoral Combined Authority for the development of Seamer Station, Scarborough.

2.0

2.1

3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

SUMMARY

This report provides background and an update on access opportunities to and at Seamer
Station, Scarborough which was the subject of a previous bid to Government for Levelling Up
Funding. The report details the proposal to submit a bid to the York and North Yorkshire
Mayoral Combined Authority (MCA) for £557,758 revenue funding to develop options to a bid
ready stage taking account of emerging priorities for the MCA and North Yorkshire Council
(NYC).

BACKGROUND

Seamer Station acts as a ‘parkway’ style station served by a 40-space car park, which
proves popular with commuters who take advantage of its location to avoid congestion in
Scarborough town centre and cut their overall journey time. The station has one platform
which is only accessible via a barrow crossing adjacent to Station Road. Access to the
station by car, foot, wheel and bike is limited, which encourages station traffic to use
smaller residential B and C roads to access its facilities. Furthermore, the rail line severs
the east and west of Seamer, where there are limited opportunities to cross and make short
distance trips via foot or cycle in the town itself.

Historically, Officers have explored opportunities to improve access to the station with the
objective of reducing local congestion and supporting economic growth in the area. The
most recent option reviewed included seeking to move the car park to an alternative nearby
location and setting up a park and ride system, however, an appropriate site and operating
model for a park and ride was never realised. An alternative option identified, as part of a
bid for funding, was to look at a footbridge that could link the station to the neighbouring
residential estate and business park and link it to a new car park on land adjacent to the
station, that wasn’t previously available, removing the need for a park and ride service.

The Levelling Up Fund (LUF) was first announced in March 2021. The fund sought to invest
in local infrastructure that has a visible impact on people and their communities, to support
investment in places where it can make the biggest difference to everyday life, including ex-
industrial areas, deprived towns and coastal communities. Transport bids made to the
Levelling Up Fund had to demonstrate they achieve the following objectives:
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

Reduce carbon emissions

Improve air quality

Cut congestion

Support economic growth and;

Improve the experience of transport users

North Yorkshire County Council was unable to develop a bid in time for the round one
submission deadline in June 2021 and instead deferred to a second round of funding which
was confirmed but not announced at that time.

A comprehensive options review of transport schemes and packages was undertaken and
a North Yorkshire Rail Station Access Package (NYRSAP), focusing on accessibility and
facilities at three rail stations (Seamer, Malton and Thirsk), was agreed for submission. The
rail package was considered the most appropriate to meet the objectives of the funding but
also maximise the value of the bidding opportunity for the county. A report which details the
LUF bid submission can be found here.

NYCC therefore, progressed development on each of the three schemes ahead of the
round two announcement. For Seamer Station, Network Rail were commissioned to
complete a feasibility study to identify options for the design and construction of a new
footbridge and car park. The brief was to meet the objectives of the Levelling Up Fund but,
importantly, to resolve localised traffic management issues around the existing station car
park and to assist growth in the Scarborough Borough.

The LUF bid was for a total of £43m and £28.2m of that was for the development and
delivery of Seamer Station. Consultants developed the designs from the feasibility study,
undertaken by Network Rail, to a bid ready stage acknowledging that further development
work would still need to be undertaken before delivery. The option selected was to deliver a
70m three-span bridge over the trainline, existing platform and A64 and build a new 80
space car park off of the A64/ Dunslow Road roundabout to the southeast of the existing
platform.

The NYRSAP package bid was unsuccessful. Feedback received (for the assessment of
the package as whole, not at an individual scheme level) identified that the value for money
aspect of the package could have been improved and it is implied that other, cheaper
options should have been chosen for development, however, it should be noted again that
the scheme was assessed as a package and feedback on individual projects was not given,
therefore this feedback is not necessarily reflective of the Seamer scheme.

After reviewing the feedback and some of the successful bids, Officers recommended that
any future bid to develop or deliver these projects, either as a package or as individual
schemes, should not be submitted in their current format. Instead, an assessment of the
geographies and opportunities to provide a scheme which offers better value for money is
recommended.

The LUF schemes have been added to our draft Major Schemes Development Pipeline,
which is currently being developed, as a high priority. The Pipeline will form NYC’s
transport investment plan to aid spending decisions in future. You can find more detail
about the Major Schemes Pipeline here.
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4.0

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

PROPOSAL FOR DEVELEOPMENT

A review of opportunities to progress the Seamer Station scheme has been undertaken,
considering the feedback from LUF, NYC priorities and the emerging priorities and
ambitions of the MCA. It is felt that the existing proposals for a footbridge at the station
need to be revisited and wider active travel improvements should be considered as part of
a package which is designed to facilitate better access to the station and not just at the
station, particularly along Cayton Low Road.

In order to continue to develop this locally important project we need £557,758 revenue
funding. £275,000 will be spent on developing the options at Seamer Station and £282,758
will be spent on developing options to facilitate better active mode access to the station. In
the absence of other sources of revenue funding being available it is proposed that we seek
this grant funding from the MCA.

Evidence of need for this scheme is detailed in NYC’s LUF submission which included
letters of support from both Robert Goodwill, the former MP for Scarborough and Whitby,
who recognised the importance of the station improvements to resolve local congestion and
growth ambitions for local businesses but also for helping residents access key services
and employment opportunities and Kevin Hollinrake MP, who recognised the importance of
the station as a link to his constituency (Malton) and the positive impact it could have on the
A64. Local Members also offered their support for the NYRSAP with one in particular
caveating that their support was dependent on consideration being given to providing better
active travel and public transport facilities to provide local villages with greater modal
choice.

Other support came from Network Rail, TransPennine Express (the train operating
company) and National Highways who say the scheme would support their objectives of
minimising severance, promoting modal shift and improving accessibility to local facilities
transport links. The NHS said that congestion on the A64 brings challenges to their service,
citing issues with patients accessing appointments or being transferred between hospitals
in Scarborough and York and how improved rail services could reduce the impact of that
challenge. Businesses in the area also cited an ambition and willingness to grow and
prepare greener business plans but the facilities and access to the station prohibit that from
becoming reality.

The delivery of this scheme will contribute to achieving the ambitions outlined in the Council
Plan including:
1. Place & Environment
a. A clean, environmentally sustainable, and attractive place to live, work and visit
b. A well connected and planned place with good transport links and digital
connectivity Economy
2. Economy
a. Economically sustainable growth that enables people and places to prosper
b. New and Existing Businesses can thrive and grow.
3. Health & Wellbeing
a. People are supported to have a good quality of life and enjoy active and healthy
lifestyles.
4.  People
a. People are free from harm and feel safe and protected
5.  Organisation
a. Good quality, value for money services that are customer focused and
accessible to all.
b. A carbon neutral council
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4.6

5.0

5.1

6.0

6.1

6.2

7.0

7.1

8.0

8.1

9.0

9.1

The North Yorkshire Local Transport Plan 2016-2045 (LTP) also details how increasing
transport choice can mitigate the effects of climate change, improve social disparity and
accessibility, increase public transport modal share, and drive economic growth to reduce
the productivity gap. By delivering this scheme more people will be encouraged to use the
station, in particular people with mobility issues. This will reduce transport inequality by
ensuring that local residents are able to access goods and services in Scarborough and
beyond. In addition, it will support the local economy by making access to/from Seamer and
the Scarborough Business Park easier and more attractive.

NEXT STEPS

If the recommendations highlighted in this report are accepted then a bid will be prepared
for submission to the MCA.

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED

Other schemes have been considered for development. The Major Schemes Pipeline was
used to identify which strategically important schemes need to be progressed at the earliest
opportunity and consideration was given to which of these priority schemes has more
prospects for alternative funding opportunities. Seamer Station has no identified alternative
funding sources, unlike the other schemes within this package.

Though the Major Schemes Pipeline is a draft document an initial sift has been undertaken
by Officers with experience and understanding of transport policy and the Council and MCA
priorities and ambitions. It is necessary to develop this strategically important scheme as a
priority.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no specific financial implications arising from agreeing to submit a bid, save for
Officer time to prepare one. This request is to bid for £557,758 which is 100% of the
revenue-based grant funding required to develop this project with no match funding
required from the Council. The funding will be spent over 12 months to deliver a capital
ready business case which can be used to aid spending decisions going forward. If
successful, acceptance of the grant will be in line with the Council’s governance process.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no legal implications that arise from submission of the bid to the MCA though the
application will be submitted for review by NYCs legal team. Grant terms are not available
at the present time but will be reviewed by Legal Services when released, should the bid be
successful. In the event that the bid is successful, any contracts entered into in respect of
this grant funding will be in accordance with the Council’s Procurement and Contract
Procedure Rules and, if relevant, the Public Contracts Regulations 2015 and/or the
Procurement Act 2023.

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

Consideration has been given to the potential for any equality impacts arising from the
recommendations. It is the view of officers that at this stage the recommendations do not
have an adverse impact on any of the protected characteristics identified in the Equalities
Act 2010. A copy of the Equality Impact Assessment screening form is attached as
Appendix A.
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10.0

10.1

11.0

111

12.0

12.1

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS

A climate change impact assessment has been carried out, see Appendix B. Accepting the
recommendation to submit the bid will not lead to a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions,
however, an overall objective of delivering the scheme is to realise a beneficial climate
change impact.

CONCLUSIONS

It is the recommendation of Officers that a bid be submitted to the MCA for the development
of the Seamer Station project to help with localised traffic management issues and assist
growth in the Scarborough area.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

Without urgent investment existing disparities will worsen, existing deprivation inequalities
may deepen, further reductions in GVA per head could be anticipated where other areas in
the UK are already benefitting from an injection of government funding. The lack of
accessible sustainable transport alternatives will continue to further supress prospects
available to our most vulnerable communities likely to suffer from the impacts of the climate
emergency and will not support wider housing and employment growth ambitions.

13.0

13.1

RECOMMENDATION

That the Corporate Director of Resources, sub-delegated to the Assistant Director of
Resources — Environment, in consultation with the Executive Member for Finance and the
Executive Member for Highways and Transportation agrees that a bid should be submitted
to the Mayoral Combined Authority for the development of Seamer Station, Scarborough.

APPENDICES:
Appendix A — EIA
Appendix B — CCIA

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:
Levelling Up Fund Round 2 Proposals

Major Schemes Pipeline Report

Barrie Mason

Assistant Director — Highways & Infrastructure
County Hall

Northallerton

Report Author — Keisha Moore, Senior Transport Planning Officer
Presenter of Report — Keisha Moore, Senior Transport Planning Officer
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Appendix A

Initial equality impact assessment screening form

This form records an equality screening process to determine the relevance of equality to
a proposal, and a decision whether or not a full EIA would be appropriate or
proportionate.

Directorate Environment

Service area H&T

Proposal being screened Bid for development of Seamer station

Officer(s) carrying out screening Keisha Moore

What are you proposing to do? To seek approval for the submission of a bid to the

Mayoral Combined Authority for the development of
Seamer Station, Scarborough

Why are you proposing this? What To develop proposals at Seamer Station to enhance
are the desired outcomes? access and increase economic growth opportunities
Does the proposal involve a No, though Officer time will be needed to prepare a

significant commitment or removal of | bid
resources? Please give details.

Impact on people with any of the following protected characteristics as defined by the

Equality Act 2010, or NYCC’s additional agreed characteristics

As part of this assessment, please consider the following questions:

e To what extent is this service used by particular groups of people with protected
characteristics?

¢ Does the proposal relate to functions that previous consultation has identified as important?

¢ Do different groups have different needs or experiences in the area the proposal relates to?

If for any characteristic it is considered that there is likely to be an adverse impact or you
have ticked ‘Don’t know/no info available’, then a full EIA should be carried out where this
is proportionate. You are advised to speak to your Equality rep for advice if you are in any
doubt.

Protected characteristic Potential for adverse impact | Don’t know/No
Yes NO info available

Age

Disability

Sex

Race

Sexual orientation

Gender reassignment

Religion or belief

Pregnancy or maternity

XXX XXX XX | X

Marriage or civil partnership

NYCC additional characteristics

People in rural areas

People on a low income

X | X | X

Carer (unpaid family or friend)

Does the proposal relate to an area No.
where there are known
inequalities/probable impacts (e.g.
disabled people’s access to public
transport)? Please give details.
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Will the proposal have a significant
effect on how other organisations
operate? (e.g. partners, funding
criteria, etc.). Do any of these
organisations support people with
protected characteristics? Please
explain why you have reached this
conclusion.

No

Decision (Please tick one option)

EIA not
relevant or
proportionate:

Continue to
full EIA:

Reason for decision

This is a report recommending the submission of an
application for revenue funding to deliver access
enhancements which will seeks to a positive impact
on groups with protected characteristics. At this
stage there are no impacts on people with protected

characteristics.
Signed (Assistant Director or Barrie Mason
equivalent)
Date 14/10/2024
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Climate change impact assessment

North Yorkshire Appendix A

County Council

The purpose of this assessment is to help us understand the likely impacts of our decisions on the environment of North Yorkshire and on our
aspiration to achieve net carbon neutrality by 2030, or as close to that date as possible. The intention is to mitigate negative effects and identify

projects which will have positive effects.

This document should be completed in consultation with the supporting guidance. The final document will be published as part of the decision
making process and should be written in Plain English.

If you have any additional queries which are not covered by the guidance please email climatechange@northyorks.gov.uk

Planning Permission
Environmental Impact Assessment
Strategic Environmental Assessment

Please note: You may not need to undertake this assessment if your proposal will be subject to any of the following:

However, you will still need to summarise your findings in in the summary section of the form below.

Please contact climatechange@northyorks.gov.uk for advice.

Title of proposal

Bid for development of Seamer station

Brief description of proposal

To seek approval for the submission of a bid to the Mayoral Combined Authority for the
development of Seamer Station, Scarborough

Directorate

Environment

Service area

Highways and Transportation

Lead officer

Keisha Moore

Names and roles of other people involved in
carrying out the impact assessment

Date impact assessment started

01/10/2024
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Appendix A

Options appraisal

Were any other options considered in trying to achieve the aim of this project? If so, please give brief details and explain why alternative options were not
progressed.

Other schemes have been considered for development. The Major Schemes Pipeline was used to identify which strategically important schemes need to be
progressed at the earliest opportunity and consideration was given to which of these priority schemes has prospects for alternative funding opportunities. Seamer
Station has no identified alternative funding sources, unlike the other schemes within this package.

Though the Major Schemes Pipeline is a draft document an initial sift has been undertaken by Officers with experience and understanding of transport policy and
the Council and MCA priorities and ambitions. It is necessary to develop this strategically important scheme as a priority.

What impact will this proposal have on council budgets? Will it be cost neutral, have increased cost or reduce costs?
Please explain briefly why this will be the result, detailing estimated savings or costs where this is possible.

This bid will progress a strategically transport investment scheme in the absence of identified budgets to cover the revenue funding required to develop it. The
scheme will unlock economic growth, improve health and safety outcomes and contribute to decarbonisation targets.
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How will this proposal impact
on the environment?

N.B. There may be short term
negative impact and longer
term positive impact. Please
include all potential impacts
over the lifetime of a project
and provide an explanation.

No impact
(Place a X in the box below where

*

Appendix A

Explain why will it have this effect
and over what timescale?

Where possible/relevant please
include:

Changes over and above
business as usual

Evidence or measurement of
effect

Figures for CO.e

Links to relevant documents

Explain how you plan to
mitigate any negative
impacts.

Explain how you
plan to improve any
positive outcomes
as far as possible.

Minimise Emissions
greenhouse gas from travel
emissions e.g. Emissions
reducing emissions o
from travel, construction
increasing energy  [Eissions
efficiencies etc. rom
running of
buildings
Other

Minimise waste: Reduce, reuse,
recycle and compost e.g.
reducing use of single use plastic

Reduce water consumption

Minimise pollution (including air,
land, water, light and noise)
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How will this proposal impact
on the environment?

N.B. There may be short term
negative impact and longer
term positive impact. Please
include all potential impacts
over the lifetime of a project
and provide an explanation.

Ensure resilience to the effects
of climate change e.g. reducing
flood risk, mitigating effects of
drier, hotter summers

No impact
(Place a X in the box below where

*

Appendix A

Explain why will it have this effect
and over what timescale?

Where possible/relevant please
include:

Changes over and above
business as usual

Evidence or measurement of
effect

Figures for CO.e

Links to relevant documents

Explain how you plan to
mitigate any negative
impacts.

Explain how you
plan to improve any
positive outcomes
as far as possible.

Enhance conservation and
wildlife

Safeguard the distinctive
characteristics, features and
special qualities of North
Yorkshire’s landscape

Other (please state below)
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Appendix A

Are there any recognised good practice environmental standards in relation to this proposal? If so, please detail how this proposal
meets those standards.

N/A

Summary Summarise the findings of your impact assessment, including impacts, the recommendation in relation to addressing impacts,
including any legal advice, and next steps. This summary should be used as part of the report to the decision maker.

Submitting the application will have no climate change impact at this stage.

Sign off section

This climate change impact assessment was completed by:

Name Keisha Moore

Job title Transport Planning Officer
Service area Highways and Transportation
Directorate Environment

Signature

Completion date 01/10/2024

Authorised by relevant Assistant Director (signature): Barrie Mason

Date: 14/10/2024
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