
 

York North Yorkshire & East Riding 

Local Enterprise Partnership 
 

Infrastructure & Joint Assets Board 

Agenda  
14th June 2017 - 2.00pm 
 
Venue - York St John University, De Grey Building, Lord Mayors Walk, York 
 

Item 
 

Title of Item  Lead  Enclosure  

1. Welcome and Apologies  DD 
 

 

2. Declarations of Interest  
 

All  

3. Minutes of Last Meeting (9th February 2016) and 
Matters Arising (not covered on the agenda) 

DD Paper attached 

4 Role of the Board - Brief overview  AL Presentation at 
meeting 

 Infrastructure Board   

5. Infrastructure Plan update - progress and 
performance – including Local Growth Fund progress 
and developing a future pipeline. 

AL Paper and 
presentation at 
meeting 

6. Transport Update JG Paper attached 

7. Local Growth Fund Projects for decisions: 

7(a)   A1/A59 Jct 47 improvements AG Paper attached 
 

7(b)   A1079 Roundabout improvements –   
Killingwoldgraves 

AG Paper attached 

 Joint Assets Board   

8. Ministry Of Defence estate optimisation in York, 
North Yorkshire & East Riding: Overview and 
Opportunities. 

MR Paper and 
presentation at 
meeting 

9. Managing Assets to support growth – Craven 
District Council 

DS Paper attached 
Presentation at 
meeting 

10. Dates of future meetings: 
2:00pm 4th October 2017 – central York 
2.00pm 13th December 2017 – central York 
2.00pm 15th February 2017 – central York 

  

 
Meeting to close no later than 4.00pm 

 

 



 

 

 
 

York North Yorkshire & East Riding 

Local Enterprise Partnership 
 

Infrastructure & Joint Assets Programme Board 

Minutes of the Meeting held on 9th February 2017  
At 2.00pm in the Rodin Green Room, The Catalyst, Heslington East Campus, University of York 

 

Attendees:-    
David Dickson (Chair) DD YNYER LEP Board 
Cllr Derek Bastiman  DB  Scarborough Borough Council  
Cllr Jane Evison  JE  East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
Cllr Yvonne Peacock  YP  Richmondshire District Council  
Cllr Richard Foster  RF Craven District Council 
Cllr Mark Crane MC Selby District Council 

 
In Attendance:-  
Andrew Leeming  

 
AL  

 
YNYER LEP Head of Infrastructure  

Adrian Green  AG  YNYER LEP Head of Assurance  
Julian Rudd  JR  YNYER LEP Housing and Planning Lead  
Sarah Hall  SH  YNYER LEP Housing Lead  
Liz Philpot  LP YNYER LEP Coastal Lead  
James Gilroy  JG YNYER LEP Transportation Lead 
Adam Holmes  AH East Riding of Yorkshire Council (Item   ) 
Dylis Jones  DJ Homes & Communities Agency  

 

Apologies:-    
Peter Wilkinson  
David Carr  
Chris Metcalfe  
Carl Les  

 Hambleton District Council 
City of York Council  
North Yorkshire County Council  
North Yorkshire County Council  

 

032 – Item 1 – Welcome and Introductions  
DD as Chair welcomed everyone to the Board.  
Meetings will be held approx. quarterly in future, and to consider other venues (next meeting 
proposed for York St John) - provisionally May, September and December this year.  
The Chairman noted the completion and re-opening of Tadcaster Bridge (having received financial 
support from the LEP).  

 
033 – Item 2 – Declarations of Interest  

Declarations of interest to be recorded under relevant items.  
 
034 - Item 3 – Minutes of the last meeting held on the 9th June 2016  

The minutes of the last meeting held on 9th June 2016 were agreed.  
No matters arising. 



 

 

  
035 – Item 4 - Annual Delivery Plan 2017/18 
 AL gave a presentation on the Annual Delivery Plan 

It was noted that:  

 Details will be reported to March 2017 LEP Board meeting for forecast delivery for 2016/17, with 
a final out-turn report to a subsequent Board meeting;  

 York Central needs to be progressed in response to the presentation and discussions at the LEP 
Board meeting on 20th January 2017; JR updated that a York Central Programme Board is being 
set up (with a separate Project Board) to oversee progress of the Enterprise Zone and 
Memorandum of Understanding; the Programme Board will have a brief to manage the Business 
Rate return from the development;  

 There had been recent good progress on York central from an HCA perspective, and this needs 
to be reported back to ensure achievements are being properly communicated;  

 
Resolved: 
That the Infrastructure & Joint Assets Board notes the progress to date with the Annual Delivery 
Plan;  
That further efforts will be made to meet performance targets for year end, which will require 
cooperation from all project interests. 

 
036 – Item 5 – DfT/Housing - recent Govnt funding announcements/implications  

With reference to the report on this item, JR, SH and JG gave a presentation to highlight recent 
Government announcements in relation to funding for transportation and housing programmes, and 
to assess the implications for this LEP, in terms of forward programme management, coordination 
within the LEP area, and necessary resources required to optimise potential opportunities to 
maximise local economic growth and delivery of Strategic Economic Plan targets. 
 

 It was noted that :  
 Housing  

 Whilst the HCA currently provides significant opportunities to support housing delivery, there is 
still a tendency for local authorities to grant permissions, with the expectation that the private 
sector will subsequently “build-out”. The reality is that only approx. 1/3 of permissions, reach 
completion each year. There is acknowledged as being limited resource available to determine 
barriers and blockages that are preventing allocated sites from coming forward, after permission 
is granted. 

 The Housing Board regularly reviews performance, and seeks to encourage SME builders to take 
an active role;  

 Development is often too reliant on few large sites, with the approach in Hambleton cited as 
encouraging small sites in villages across the area; 

 Scarborough Local Plan is expected to be concluded/adopted in summer 2017; 

 Housing Forum will look to share good practice between local authorities in LEP area; 

 There is a Government move to increase in housing supply rather than prioritise by type of 
tenure, recognising that all types of tenure are important in meeting demand;  

 Public sector pension boards could offer potential for increased investment activities to support 
housing growth;  

 ‘Bespoke Deals’ on housing are being promoted by the HCA with opportunity to co-design a 
delivery package across LEP areas, however more input is required from local authorities to 
make this work;  

 S106 Agreements are being revised at Housing Board, along with potential for time limited 
permissions, implications on skills/workforce shortages for construction sector.   

 



 

 

Transport  
With reference to the report on this item JG highlighted recent opportunities that have been 
announced by DfT for transport infrastructure across the YNYER LEP area :  

 National Productivity Investment Fund 

 Safer A Road Funding 

 Highways Maintenance Challenge Fund 

 Highways Maintenance Incentive Element 

 Growth Deal.  
In addition study work has been commissioned in Autumn 2016, by North Yorkshire Council, to 
assess the “Economic Impact of Improved East-West Connectivity” (Mouchel and Regeneris). The 
findings have the potential to inform priorities that could be promoted in response to the criteria 
that has been set out by DfT for some of the aforementioned programmes. However, clearly this will 
be at the discretion of the respective LHAs. 
 
It will be essential to continue to manage and co-ordinate the interface between the pipeline of 
projects that have not currently been prioritised for Local Growth Deal investment, and the potential 
for projects to be promoted through future rounds announced by DfT, due to the enabling role that 
these schemes could have in facilitating further housing and employment growth. 
 
Resolved: 

That a similar report will be presented to the Housing Board on 20th February to consider priorities 
for future housing growth across the YNYER LEP area; 
A response to the Housing White Paper will be submitted by 2 May, working with Heads of 
Planning to coordinate;  
The challenges for delivery of infrastructure development to support local economic growth in this 
LEP area are noted and will continue to be represented and reflected in future development work;  
to consider opportunities for partnership working to be strengthened, with a specific focus on the 
acceleration of delivery of new homes in YNYER LEP area; 
to note the additional transport funding available to local highway authorities; 
To give further consideration to the implications on need to maintain a good medium to long term 
pipeline of projects within the YNYER LEP area;  
To consider the current capacity and associated costs required to undertake the early stages of 
project development.  
 
 

 

037 – Item 6 GD 1 and 2 - progress report/year end forecasts 

The report on this item was presented by AG, with particular reference to two specific areas :  

 performance reporting on the YNYER LEP Local Growth Fund;  

 potential mitigation measures in the programme allocation to achieve the 2016/17 financial 
expenditure target.  

Implementation of the Growth Deal to date has been challenging but successful. However, as there 
is currently a small slippage shortfall identified within the current year, the LEP has been looking at 
projects where additional expenditure could be brought forward. 

 

Resolved :  

The current year performance for delivery of Local Growth Fund be noted;  

The forecasts and proposals for contingency planning set out in the report be endorsed, to 
maximise performance in the current financial year 2016/17.  

  



 

 

038 – Item 7   Catterick - increase in Round 1 LGF approval (£400k) 
NB : Declaration of Interest : Councillor Yvonne Peacock, Richmondshire DC 

Considered: 
AG presented the report setting out the request for an additional £400k funding to the Catterick 
Growth project. The original funding approved for the project was £1.2m.  

  
Additional unexpected costs have now arisen on the project increasing the total cost by £800k. The 
original contingency of £400k was to be shared 50/50 between NYCC and Richmondshire District 
Council meaning each organisation is exposed to £200k further funding. NYCC are, therefore, 
requesting a further £400k from the Local Growth Deal to cover the outstanding funding deficit 
remaining.  

 
The additional funding requested can be accommodated within the overall Growth Deal financial 
allocations.  

 
  Resolved :  

the request for additional funding of £400,000 towards the Catterick Growth Project, as set out in 
the report be approved, and accommodated within the existing Growth Deal allocation.  

 
039 – Item 8 - GD Round 3 Process Settlement and Allocations 
NB : Declarations of Interest : noted for all Councillors present with projects included in the current 
Growth Deal Round 3 Allocation 
 

Considered: 
LP presented the report setting out the process which has been undertaken to respond to the 
Department of Business Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) assessment of the bid submitted to 
Government for Local Growth Deal Round 3. Details of the current Growth Deal national allocations 
and call for Round 3 proposals were set out in previous reports to the Board during 2016, and the 
submission was made to Government by the deadline of 28th July 2016. 

 
In preparation for announcements of Growth Deal Round 3 allocations in the Chancellor’s Autumn  
Budget Statement on 29th November 2016, a request was received from BEIS towards the end of  
October, for details to be provided of the impact on Growth Deal Round 3 submissions, based on a  
range of different funding scenarios to LEPs.  
 
To enable this information to be collated and a response provided within the specified timescales,  
referrals were initially made back to project sponsors that had provided the original project  
expressions of interest (EOIs). During these review meetings/discussions, the original prioritisation 
criteria that had been applied prior to submission of the bid was re-considered for each project, as 
set out in the report.  
 
The final scenarios were submitted to BEIS, as required, following consultation between the Chief  
Operating Officer and the Chair of the LEP. It was also noted that since the original Growth Deal call 
for project EOIs, there have been a number of opportunities to consider alternative sources of 
funding for some of the projects that were ranked as lower priorities, which may enable them to be 
developed and progressed through other routes. 
 
The details for this LEP which were submitted to BEIS in December have subsequently formed the 
basis of the settlement which was confirmed at £23.68million, which was announced on Monday 
21st January 2017.  The distribution between projects is set out in Appendix 1 to the report. It was 
noted that all the project sponsors would, in due course, be required to prepare a full business case 



 

 

submission, which will be subject to appraisal, and subsequent decision as to whether to proceed to 
a full funding agreement. 
 
Resolved to : 
Note the work carried out since the Growth Deal Round 3 submission, to respond to BEIS in 
preparation for financial settlement;  

Endorse the process to review the original Growth Deal Round 3 submission, and further 
assessment and prioritisation which has been undertaken in consultation with the project 
sponsors, which enabled response to BEIS as required in December 2016, as set out in the report;  
Endorse the final settlement/distribution between projects as set out in Appendix 1 of the report.  

 
040 – Item 9 – Bridlington Harbour & Marina - Business Case/Appraisal 

NB : Declaration of Interest : Councillor Jane Evison, East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
Considered: 
A presentation on the Yorkshire Harbour and Marina Project was given by by Adam Holmes, 
Principal Project manager, East Riding of Yorkshire Council.  
AG presented the report setting out the project appraisal of the project Business Case submission for 
the Yorkshire Harbour and Marina Project, which is seeking £3.5million of Local Growth Deal funding 
towards project development work. 

  
This project was included as part of the LEP’s Round 3 Growth Deal bid and scored highly as a 
priority project within, ranking third in the list of twelve projects submitted. As this is such a large 
scale transformational project, the bid for funding was thought to have greater success potential if 
the ask of Government was to support the initial feasibility studies with the promise of a £40-£50m 
project and outputs delivered in return later.  
 
East Riding of Yorkshire Council is fully committed to delivering out the full scheme subject to the 
findings of the project development work, with the Council’s Cabinet having approved expenditure 
up to £40m to support the project.  

 
Resolved: 
To approve funding of £3.5 million towards the Yorkshire Harbour and Marina Project, as set out 
in the report, subject to a Funding Agreement being put in place, to be accommodated within the 
recently confirmed Growth Deal allocation for Round 3.  

 
 
041 – Item 10 – ESIF Calls for Infrastructure Projects 
 Considered :  

AL presented the report which gave a brief performance update on the YNYER ESIF 2014-20 
programme and outlined the current ESIF funding calls for investment in infrastructure projects :  
 PA5 Promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management (flood 

management);  

 PA6 Preserving and Protecting the Environment and Promoting Resource Efficiency 
(blue/green infrastructure). 

Both calls have review dates of 17th February, and closing dates of 30th April 2017.  

 Rural tourism infrastructure grants 
These grants are for capital investments to develop and grow tourism in rural areas. The aim is 
to bring more national and international visitors to rural areas who stay longer, come back for 
repeat visits and tell others to visit. This is a rolling programme. Expressions of Interest can be 
submitted at any time until 31 January 2018. 



 

 

Resolved :  
The current progress with the ESIF 2014-2020 Programme across the LEP area be noted;  
The current calls continue to be publicised and promoted across the LEP area, to maximise 
opportunities for public and private sectors to consider applications.  
 
 

042 – Item 11 - Joint Assets Board - arrangements/remit 
 Considered :  

JR presented the report setting out the role and purpose of the Joint Assets Board, and the proposal 
to incorporate these responsibilities into the business of the Infrastructure programme Board, which 
was agreed at the LEP Board meeting on 20th January 2017. The report set out the changed priorities 
and approach of this Board which will be required, including the proposed work programme, as it 
expands its role to become the 'Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board' for the YNYER LEP, operating 
to the Terms of Reference set out at Annex A to the report. 
 
Resolved :  
The LEP Infrastructure Board becomes the 'LEP Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board', working to 
the terms of reference at Annex 1 and the work programme set out within the report;  
The MoD is invited to attend the Board to discuss disposal and reuse of sites within YNYER area;  
The Board considers detailed work plans for the following three priority areas at its next meeting:  

 MoD land  

 Local authority land holdings and asset strategies  

 Housing pipeline and delivery  
 
  
043 – Item 12 - HM Government Building our Industrial Strategy – Green paper January 2017 
 Considered :  

LP presented the report which set out the recent publication of the Government Green Paper 
“Building Our Industrial Strategy”, with particular consideration of the issues relating to 
infrastructure. 

 
Initial consideration of these pillars shows that the YNYER LEP Strategic Economic Plan (July 2016) 
already includes a significant amount of related activity within its five priorities and twenty two 
specific actions which will contribute to these Government priorities. There will be potential to 
develop SEP priorities and actions further in response to the Industrial Strategy, as it proceeds 
beyond the consultation stage.  
 
A full response will be coordinated from this LEP, with a report to be presented to the next Board 
meeting on 17th March. Therefore, for the purposes of this report, consideration will be focused on 
the Infrastructure related issues in the green paper, which will inform the full response, along with 
other pillars relating to skills, business, and other key components of local economic growth. 

 
 Resolved :  
 To note the key issues raised in the Industrial Strategy Green Paper in relation to Infrastructure;  

consider the questions raised in Pillars 3, 9 and 10 in connection with Infrastructure and associated 
local economic development institutional arrangements;  

provide feedback to inform the full consultation response from the LEP, to be presented to the 
Board on 17th March, which will enable response to Government by 17th April 2017.  

 
 
Meeting closed. 



York, North Yorkshire & East Riding 

Local Enterprise Partnership

Local Growth Deal 
Progress to date and developing a 

pipeline
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PRIORITY 1 PROFITABLE & SUCCESSFUL BUSINESSES

•1 Help fledgling businesses get off the ground

•2 Help established small and micro businesses be more successful

•3 Help growth minded businesses achieve their ambitions

•4 Establish ‘How’s Business?’ as the preferred access point to public and private business support

PRIORITY 2 A GLOBAL LEADER IN AGRI-FOOD & BIORENEWABLES

•5 Facilitate connections between agri-food / biorenewables businesses and support supply chains interventions

•6 Enable small and micro businesses to access new intellectual property, technology and processes which drive commercial value 

•7 Attract investment to our area and our businesses

•8 Develop markets 

•9 Develop the skills needed by businesses for the future

PRIORITY 3 INSPIRED PEOPLE

•10 Increase employability of our young people and attract and keep young talented people in our area

•11  Develop our local workforce

•12 Work to develop strong communities and build the skills, attitude and ambition to help people access jobs

•13 Ensure that the area has the right investment in skills infrastructure 

PRIORITY 4 SUCCESSFUL AND DISTINCTIVE PLACES

•14 Unlock the housing growth the area needs

•15 Fast-track employment sites with market demand for high value sector growth

•16 Stimulate market demand on the coast

•17 Enable sustainable rural economies

PRIORITY 5 A WELL CONNECTED ECONOMY

•18 Improve East West connectivity, particularly between towns and their neighbouring cities

•19 Maximise high speed rail investment through station improvements and better access

•20 Ease congestion in York and Harrogate

•21 Enhance the resilience of the road network, particularly to flooding

•22 Ensure widespread reliable telecommunications and high speed broadband

Our Strategic Economic Plan Priorities
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Growth Deal 
Progress to date
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Our Growth Deal targets
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£
Deliver £124m 
Local Growth 
Funding 

Delivered

Contracted

Medium Delivery Risk

High Delivery Risk  £-

 £20,000,000.00

 £40,000,000.00
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 £80,000,000.00

 £100,000,000.00

 £120,000,000.00

 £140,000,000.00

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21

LOCAL GROWTH FUND PROFILE
Target Profile Projected Spend to date

Potential worst 

scenario profile



Our Growth Deal targets

5

Creating 
11,620 
jobs

Delivering 
6,000 new 
homes £££

Stimulating 
£350m 
investment from 
the public and 
private sectors

Delivered

Contracted

Medium Delivery Risk

High Delivery Risk

Delivered

Contracted

Medium Delivery Risk

High Delivery Risk

Delivered

Contracted

Medium Delivery Risk

High Delivery Risk



SCARBOROUGH

HARROGATE

SKIPTON

YORK

6

BRIDLINGTON

TRANSFORMATION OF OUR 
OPPORTUNITY COAST
Enabling over 1000 new homes to be 
built at Middle Deepdale, Scarborough. 
Redevelopment of Bridlington Harbour 
and enabling an extension to Whitby 
Business Park to support potential potash 
supply businesses.
Total investments
Local Growth Fund £4.1m
Growing Places Fund £2.5m (loan)

HIGH VALUE EMPLOYMENT
Creating 600 new jobs at Malton Agri
Business Park, enabling further 
employment creation at Melmerby and 
Sherburn.
Total investments
Local Growth Fund £2.1m
Growing Places Fund £4m (loan)

A RESILIENT ECONOMY
Ensuring that we have a resilient 
economy by investing in improvements 
to our road network across the LEP area  
and flood alleviation  schemes at 
Skipton, and protecting businesses and 
unlocking further development 
opportunities at Tadcaster and Dalton 
near Thirsk.
Total investment
Local Growth Fund £22.1m

BUILDING MORE HOMES
Unlocking housing sites delivering over 
2,000 new homes at Northallerton and 
Catterick. 
Total investments
Local Growth Fund £8m

HULL

LEEDS

TEES VALLEY

SKILLS CAPITAL PROGRAMME
Ensuring we have the best environment 
for learning and skills, addressing skills 
shortages and supporting our growing 
sectors.
Total investments
Local Growth Fund £5m

EAST-WEST IMPROVEMENTS
Connecting growth through transport 
Improvements - new Bedale Aiskew and 
Leeming Bar By Pass.
Total investment
Local Growth Fund £16m

BUSINESS GROWTH
Helping to support businesses to grow, 
particularly in the agri tech, bio 
economy and food manufacturing.
Total investments
Local Growth Fund £1m
Growing Places Fund £3.2m

WHITBY

NORTHALLERTON

SELBY

MALTON

LEP wide

LEP wide

Delivered so far…



• Our overall performance is

excellent but facing some major

challenges – spend on profile and

outputs just beginning to be delivered.

However the second half of the

Programme will be a major challenge.

•An intelligent place-by-place

approach to investment – The

barriers to growth differ fundamentally

across our diverse urban, rural and

coastal geography and the towns and

cities within it. So we have taken an

approach which understands the

nuance of the economies of different

parts of the LEP area, to make bespoke

investments which have the biggest

impact and take account of the whole.

We have see this in Scarborough,

Bridlington, Skipton and Catterick.

•Building more homes is essential –

While we have significantly increased

housing delivery, there is still much

work to do to tackle our long term

challenges around housing availability,

affordability and demography.

How have we done so far…

Major East-West transport as the

priority for transport investment– We

have excellent North-South connectivity

with the East Coast Mainline and A1(M),

but major road and rail improvements are

needed to make the most of this and

better connect towns and cities across

the LEP area and the North.

• Our economy will deliver jobs:

creating higher value jobs and

improving productivity is where

intervention is needed - We need to do

everything we can to unlock and connect

people to high value employment sites

where there is strong market demand.

As a largely rural geography we need to

focus intently on delivering the limited

number of sites where there is strong

demand for new high value business

space.

• Improving flood resilience is vital for

our economy and businesses – the

flooding of winter 2015/16 highlighted the

need for investment in flood resilience,

taking an approach around at risk river

catchment areas to protect jobs, avoid

major disruption to business and de-risk

growth in the future.

•We can do more to maximise the

impact of national investment in high

speed rail –There is the opportunity to

fast-track growth and connectivity around

key stations to maximise the economic

opportunity of planned national and

regional rail improvements, and for

widespread benefit across the LEP area

and the North.

•The coast needs holistic

interventions to stimulate market

demand – A whole place approach is

required to make real inroads into the

challenges around jobs, housing and

deprivation on the coast. With the right

investments, there is much opportunity

for these towns to become major

economic assets.



Building on OUR GROWTH DEAL

To deliver 

BETTER JOBS

HIGHER PRODUCTIVITY 

MORE HOMES 

ATTRACTING INVESTMENT
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Developing a Pipeline of Projects

9

Capital Investments that will help to accelerate and 

unlock the building of new homes and the creation 

of new jobs.

Criteria:

• Delivered by March 2021 with priority given to those that can deliver in 2018/19;

• Contribute to delivering the LEPs Growth Deal outputs of jobs, new homes and 

investment.

Programmes:

• Unlock the housing growth the area needs and fast-track employment sites with market 

demand for high value sector growth

• Improve East West connectivity, particularly between towns and their neighbouring 

cities, maximise high speed rail investment through station improvements and better 

access, and ease congestion in York and Harrogate

• Enhance the resilience of the local economy, particularly to flooding

• Ensure widespread reliable telecommunications and high speed broadband

• Skills Capital (Skills Board)



Timetable of key Milestones

10

Key Dates:

14th June 2017 – Agreement of process and draft criteria determined

30th June 2017 – Completion of all one to one meetings with Local Authority Teams and other relevant partners

1st July 2017 – Launch of formal call for proposals

1st August 2017 – Closing date for all Expressions of Interest

Mid August 2017 – One to one meetings with project applicants

30th August 2017 - Appraisal and Prioritisation of potential new projects completed

30th August 2017 - Assessment/Review completed of existing Growth Deal indicative projects

1st September 2017 - Draft Produced for LEP Board 

15th September 2017 – LEP Board – Final Plan

December 2017 – Full Business Plan/Application to be Submitted for April starts
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BOARD MEETING:   Infrastructure Board 14th June 2017 
REPORT PRESENTED BY:  Andrew Leeming  
TITLE OF PAPER:  Capital Investments Update  
 
1.0  Purpose of the Report 

This report:  

 Provides a performance report on the delivery of the York, North Yorkshire 
and East Riding Local Growth Funding; and 

 Outlines a forward plan to mitigate against potential programme delivery 
risks. 

 
This report will be supplemented at the meeting with a brief presentation 
 

2.0  Local Growth Funding Progress Report 
The York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Local Growth Fund now totals £146m 
following the announcement of Growth Deal 3. Of which £124m is directly managed 
by the LEP and a further £22m allocated but dealt with directly by the Department of 
Transport (DfT) and Homes & Communities Agency (HCA). The Programme is to be 
delivered between April 2015 and March 2021. 
 

Of the £124m directly in the LEP’s control, £76m has been contracted with spend of 
£40m to date.  
 
 The table set out in Annex A to this report sets out the current overall financial 
position and progress against profile.  The programme has successfully delivered it’s 
spend profile for 2015/16 and 2016/17. Expenditure one month into 2017/18 is 
currently at £1.7m and on track to deliver against a target budget of £18.5m by the 
end of the year.  
 
However there still remains a high risk to the delivery of the overall programme. 
These are set out in the second part of this report. 

  

 

Spend

Contracted
Direct DfT

Direct HCA

Allocated but not 
contracted

TOTAL LOCAL GROWTH FUND £146M
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Local Growth Fund Output Performance 
 
The three main target indicators of Local Growth Funding are jobs created, new 
homes built and private investment levered. A separate document is attached to this 
report and a presentation will be made at the Board meeting regarding the delivery 
of outputs. The figures show that we are currently below target on jobs created, 
housing is only slightly below target and in terms of investment we are well on track 
and potentially over achieving. 
 

3.0 Forward Plan 
As indicated above and highlighted in the table at Annex A there are a series of 
potential risks to the overall delivery of the Programme. 

 Low take up of Bio-economy grants – currently allocated £10m (high risk) (This 
is the responsibility of the Business Growth Board) 

 Failure to deliver a solution for Olympia Park Housing scheme within the 
programme timeframe – currently allocated £8m (medium-high risk) 

 Potential risk in delivery of the Harrogate to York Rail line - allocated but still to 
be worked through to business plan – valued at £9.6m (medium-high risk) 

 
These are all at differing stages in the process and have varying risk. A process is 
currently underway with all these projects/programmes to review and assessed their 
delivery risk. The relevant projects are currently being informed of this situation so 
that the LEP are able to make an informed decision on these allocations by 
September.  
 
This process will be undertaken over the coming months with a decision made on 
what proportion (if any) of the Local Growth Fund needs to be reallocated and for 
what purpose. An initial discussion has already taken place regarding the Bio-
economy grants and Olympia Park. This will be steered by the LEP Board 
Performance Group to be ratified by this Programme Board in terms of 
infrastructure projects and the main LEP Board. 
 
In parallel, work is underway to build up a reserve/pipeline list of projects. This will 
firstly look at all the projects that formed the basis of the Growth Deal 3 and may 
also involve a series of further specific capital project calls, the subject of which will 
be worked up through over the coming months. These calls would be enable us to 
have a good range of alternative projects to take up any potential underspend in the 
Programme. 
 
The timeline is critical in this process. This will require projects for investment in 
2018/19 and 2019/20. New transport projects which are not already under 
development will struggle to deliver within this timescale.  
 
This process is set out in the accompanying document to this report and further 
details will be presented at the Board meeting. 

 
4.0  Recommendation: 
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The Infrastructure Board are asked to:- 

 Consider the financial position of the Growth Deal Funding and note the 
contents of the report.  

 Agree the initial process regarding the forward planning of the Programme, 
this task to be led by the LEP Performance Group  
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Annex 1: Local Growth Fund Financial Position 
 

Expenditure            

Business Growth Capital  
(Indicative Budget Allocation £13,000,000) 
Responsibility of the Business Growth Board 

2015/16 
ACTUAL 

£m 

2016/17 
ACTUAL 

£m 

2017/18 2018/19 
projected 

£m 

2019/20 
projected 

£m 

2020/21 
projected 

£m 

TOTAL 
£m ACTUAL 

£m 
Projected 

£m 

York Bio-Hub.  0.95 0.05 0.05    1.00 
Bioeconomy grants    2.00 3.00 2.50 2.50 10.00 
Lets Grow Grants    1.00 1.00   2.00 
  0.95 0.05 3.05 4.00 2.50 2.50 13.00 
          

Skills Capital  
(Indicative Budget Allocation £9,600,000) 
Responsibility of the Skills Board 

2015/16 
ACTUAL 

£m 

2016/17 
ACTUAL 

£m 

2017/18 
2018/19 

projected 
2019/20 
projected 

2020/21 
projected 

TOTAL ACTUAL 
£m 

Projected 
£m 

Askham Bryan College - Agricultural Skills Centre 1.00       1.00 
Askham Bryan College - Engineering 0.60       0.60 
Selby College - Equipment 0.11       0.11 
Harrogate College. 2.80 0.20      3.00 
Selby College Trailblazers (GD3)  0.07      0.07 
East Riding College Mechtronics (GD3)  0.23      0.23 
Craven College Animal Management Centre     0.80    0.80 
Craven College Electronic and Computing Lab    0.04    0.04 
York College Internet of Things    0.02    0.02 
DTA RADAR 2    0.01    0.01 
Yorkshire Arboretum Tree Health Centre (GD3)     0.26   0.26 
GIFHE - ELITE project Scarborough (GD3)    2.00 1.35   3.35 
York College - HL Skills Engineering (GD3)    0.09    0.09 
Unallocated Skills Capital       0.02 0.02 

  4.51 0.50 0.00 2.96 1.61 0 0.02 9.60 
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Infratsructure Capital  
(Indicative Budget Allocation £60,613,138) 
Responsibility of the Infrastructure Programme Board 

2015/16 
ACTUAL 

£m 

2016/17 
ACTUAL 

£m 

2017/18 
2018/19 

projected 
2019/20 
projected 

2020/21 
projected 

TOTAL ACTUAL 
£m 

Projected 
£m 

Housing at Middledeepdale, Scarborough 2.32       2.32 
Skipton Employment - Flood Alleviation Scheme 1.20       1.20 
Newlands Bridge 1.50       1.50 
Growth at Catterick Garrison. 1.20 0.80      2.00 
Housing and employment at Northallerton. 1.96 4.04      6.00 
Malton Agri Business Park  0.62 1.48      2.10 
Tadcaster Bridge  1.40      1.40 
Dalton Bridge  0.23 1.57 1.57    1.80 
Bridlington harbour (GD3)  1.90 0.11 1.60    3.50 
A1/A59 Jct 47 improvements    2.47    2.47 
A1079 Roundabout Improvements    1.00 3.00 2.30  6.30 
Harrogate-York Rail Improvements   

 
 9.60   9.60 

Scarborough housing and employment (GD3)     0.20 0.80 3.00 4.00 
Skipton Employment and Housing Growth (GD3)    0.50 2.00 2.00 0.28 4.78 
Pocklington Flood Alleviation (GD3)      0.50  0.50 
York Central (GD3)      2.50 2.50 5.00 
Harrogate Central      0.50 0.50 1.00 
Pickering Employment       1.00 1.00 
Selby Housing and Employment Olympia Park     5.00 3.00  8.00 
North Yorkshire Rural Connectivity (NYCC Highways) 2.00 1.62    -2.00 -1.62 0.00 

  10.79 11.48 1.68 7.14 19.80 9.60 5.66 64.50 
          

Transport (DfT Retained) 
(Indicative Budget Allocation £40,700,000) 
Responsibility of the Infrastructure Programme Board 

2015/16 
ACTUAL 

£m 

2016/17 
ACTUAL 

£m 
2017/18 

2018/19 
projected 

2019/20 
projected 

2020/21 
projected 

TOTAL 

North Yorkshire Rural Connectivity Grant (DfT)   7.00    5.00  5.00  5.00 2.00   24.00  

East Riding Road Maintenance Scheme (DfT)   4.78   3.34  3.34 3.34  1.90  16.70  

    11.78    8.34  8.34 8.34 3.90  40.70  
          

Total value of Growth Deal Expenditure 15.3  24.70 1.73 21.49  33.75  20.44 12.09  127.77  
Cumulative 15.3  40.00 41.73 61.49 95.24 115.68 127.77   



6 
 

             

Income 
2015/16 
ACTUAL 

£m 

2016/17 
ACTUAL 

£m 
2017/18 

2018/19 
projected 

2019/20 
projected 

2020/21 
projected 

TOTAL 

Section 31 LGF grant to LEP (DCLG) 15.3 12.92 10.20 10.20 23.65 6.51 14.63 83.21 
Section 31 grant to LEP (DfTretained)  11.78 8.34 8.34 8.34 8.34 3.90 40.70 

Total LGF S31 Income 15.3 24.70 18.54 18.54 31.99 14.85 18.53 123.91 
Cumulative 15.3  40.00 58.54 58.54 90.53  105.38 123.91    

Balance 0    0    16.81 -2.95  -4.70 -10.30 -3.86    

 
 

       
Excluding £21.9m 
direct with HCA and 
DfT 

Contracted/Low Risk Projects         

Medium Risk projects/programmes         

High Risk Projects/Programmes         
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BOARD MEETING:   Infrastructure and Joint Asset Board 14th June 2017 
REPORT PRESENTED BY:  Andrew Leeming  
TITLE OF PAPER:  ITEM 6 Transport Update. 
 
1.0  Purpose of the Report 

This report is presented to the LEP Infrastructure Board and it will provide an update 
on the following work streams 
 

 Current and planned LGF transport schemes. 

 Major transport scheme development  

 Other transport funding source 

 Transport for the North Strategic Transport Plan 
 
2.0  Current and planned LGF transport schemes 
 
2.1 Members of the board will be aware of the current transport schemes that are being 

delivered as part of the LGF programme.  These are as follows; 

 North Yorkshire Rural Connectivity (NYCC) 

 East Riding A Road Improvements (ERYC) 
 
2.2 Both schemes remain on track for delivery, with just under £12million of highway 

improvements being carried out in 2016/17.  A further £28million is programmed to 
be spent between now and 2020/21.  The results of this ongoing investment are 
starting to be realised with the percentage of rural roads in North Yorkshire in need 
of maintenance reducing from 25% in 2014/15 to 18% in 2016/17, and the 
percentage of A roads in the East Riding in very poor condition reduced to 1%.  With 
the ongoing investment from the LGF this network condition will improve further 
over the next 4 years, enhancing business connectivity across the LEP area. 

 
2.3 Within the LGF programme there are further transport schemes planned for funding, 

subject to business case approval.  These are a mixture of Growth Deal 2 and 3 
funded schemes.  A summary of these schemes are shown in the table below; 

 

Scheme Business Case 
Submission 

Lead Delivery 
Authority 

Risk Level 

A1(M) junction 47 
improvements 

June 2017 NYCC  Low 

A1079 Roundabout 
improvements –
Killingwoldgraves 

June 2017 ERYC Low 

A1079 Roundabout 
improvements –Shiptonthorpe 

Autumn 2017 ERYC Low 

York – Harrogate Railway 
Improvements  

To be confirmed NYCC / Network Rail High 

Scarborough Housing and 
Employment (Growth Deal 3) 

Spring 2018 NYCC / SBC Medium  
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2.4 Both the A1 (M) Junction 47 and A1079 Killingwoldgraves schemes will be discussed 

in more detail as part of their business case submissions at this meeting.   
 
2.5  Discussions are ongoing with both ERYC, NYCC and SBC in respect of their respective 

schemes.  This is to ensure timely submission of their business cases and to minimise 
delivery risk. 

 
2.6 The delivery of the York Harrogate rail improvements remains at a high risk.  A 

business case for this scheme has yet to be submitted, and with planned expenditure 
in 2018/19, discussions are ongoing with NYCC as lead delivery authority to fully 
understand whether this scheme will be viable to go ahead or not. 

 
2.7 In addition to the schemes above funded through the YNYER LEP’s LGF allocation, 

ERYC is currently delivering a further major transport scheme funded through the 
Humber LEP’s LGF. The £12m Bridlington Integrated Transport Plan (phase 2) scheme 
comprises a package of highway improvements for the town and is due to be 
complete by mid-2018.  

 
3.0 Major Scheme Development  
 
3.1 In order to develop a pipeline of future major transport schemes, local highway 

authorities are in the process of developing proposals to a “bid ready” state.  This 
would allow them to be able to access any future funding opportunities.  These 
schemes are typically in excess of £30million in value and as such are not able to be 
fully funded through the Local Growth Fund, although opportunities do exist for 
partial funding of local contributions from the LGF. The proposals that are currently 
being developed are outlined below.  

 
3.2 A164/A1079 Jocks Lodge Junction Improvement scheme. In the 2016 Autumn 

Statement it was announced that ERYC had secured feasibility funding from the DfT’s 
large local major schemes fund to progress an improvement scheme at Jocks Lodge 
junction, linking the A164 and the A1079 south of Beverley. The A164 between 
Beverley and the Humber Bridge and the A1079 linking York and Hull are two of the 
busiest roads in the authority area and both carry high volumes of fast flowing traffic 
travelling to locations across the East Riding and beyond. The junction currently 
experiences significant queues and congestion, particularly at peak times, and forms 
a bottleneck on the East Riding’s highway network. 

 
3.3 ERYC is currently evaluating various options for a potential £45m improvement 

scheme at this site including full grade separation of the junction. A preferred option 
will be included in an Outline Business Case to be submitted to the DfT in December 
2017. If the DfT considers that the scheme is likely to offer value for money further 
funding may be awarded to progress to construction.  

 
3.4 A59 - Kex Gill Realignment.  The existing alignment of the A59 at Kex Gill is subject to 

slope stability issues, which impact on the long term viability of the route.  North 
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Yorkshire County Council is working on developing an alternative alignment to 
ensure the long term resilience of this key east west corridor. 

 
3.5 The DfT, which recognizes the potential for a major landslip of at Kex Gill, has 

indicated that a realignment programme would be a strong contender for cash from 
its resilience funding pot which totals £100m and is being made available from 2017 
onwards.   In order to take advantage of any potential funding, the County Council 
has agreed to speed up preparations for the scheme, attempting to fit a programme 
that would normally take six years, into three.   

 
3.6 The revised programme is currently on track, and it is anticipated that a bid for 

funding from the Department for Transport (DfT) should be able to be made in in Q4 
2017/18, with the target for scheme completion in 2020/21.   

 
3.7 Addressing congestion issues in Harrogate and Knaresborough.  North Yorkshire 

County Council has recently started a study to understand the congestion issues that 
impact these two towns.  This will help to identify if a need for intervention exists 
and what (if any) steps can be taken to address them.   A stakeholder engagement 
process will begin in mid-June (this has been delayed as a result of the general 
Election and purdah issues).  This process will seek to understand the impacts of 
traffic congestion on transport users, businesses and individuals. 

 
3.8 A further public consultation exercise is planned for late 2017.  This will seek the 

views of the public and stakeholders on any measures that are identified as being 
able to address any identified congestion issues.   Following this a decision is 
expected to be taken by the County Council in Spring 2018 on what (if any) option 
should be take forward to development of an Strategic Outline Business Case in 
spring / summer 2018, which would enable the County Council to be in a position to 
present a case for funding. 

 
3.7 A1237 York Outer Ring Road – Roundabouts & Dualling.  City of York Council (CYC) 

has been allocated £35million of funding from the West Yorkshire Transport fund for 
improvements to 7 roundabouts on the A1237.  It is hoped that work will commence 
on these improvements in 2018/19 with planned completion by the end of 2021/22. 

 
3.8 CYC has submitted a bid for £400K to the West Yorkshire transport development 

fund, to investigate the feasibility of dualling the A1237.  This piece of work will 
involve a review of potential dualling options to understand what benefits they 
provide and in what order the dualling should be delivered.  

 
3.9 A64 Upgrade.  A formal launch of the A64 Growth partnership is due to take place at 

the LEP AGM 7th July 2017.  The partnership includes local businesses, Councils and 
our Local Enterprise Partnership - working closely to secure the improvement of the 
A64 between York and the East Coast - to unlock transformational growth of the 
region and the UK economy. 

 
3.10 There has been a growing push for this vital east west link between York and 

Scarborough to be upgraded, with local MPS and Council representatives meeting 
with Highways England to discuss the potential for improvements.  The 
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establishment of a business led growth partnership is a very important step in 
working to ensure improvements are delivered... 

 
 
4.0 Other funding sources 
 
4.1 In addition to the Local Growth fund and major scheme funding, there are other 

external sources of funding available for the three local highway authorities to 
access.  These are outline in the following section 

 
4.2 National Productivity Investment Fund (NPIF).  This fund has been established to 

provide funding to local highway authorities to deliver schemes that will  
 

 To ease congestion and provide upgrades on important national, regional or local 
routes; or 

 To unlock economic and job creation opportunities; or 

 To enable the delivery of vital new housing developments to meet the needs of a 
generation of would-be home owners. 

 
 

4.3 This first block of funding was awarded as an allocation to each highway authority.  
The funding was allocated in Q1 2017/18 with all funding to be spent by 31st March 
2018.  A summary of the schemes funded through NPIF in 2017/18 are outline in the 
table below. 

 
  

Local Highway 
Authority  

Funding 
award 
from DfT 

Scheme 

East Riding  £1.9 
million 

Contribution towards a major maintenance 
scheme of Tickton Bridge on the A1035 to the 
east of Beverley 

North Yorkshire £5.1 
million 

A package of measures in Scarborough including 

 Town Centre highway maintenance and 
refurbishment including Westborough, 
Eastborough and Newborough 

 Sign replacement and renewal 

 Junction improvements to A64 retail area 

 Resurfacing of the North Bay road 
 
Access improvements to Ings Lane Industrial area 
in Kirbymoorside. 
 
Resurfacing improvements on key access routes in 
to Skipton Town Centre 
 
Local contribution towards the Junction 47 
improvement scheme. 
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Air quality and congestion remedial measures at 
Bond End junction in Knaresborough 
 
Smart traffic data collection equipment to allow 
congestion monitoring and link traffic flow 
information in to urban traffic management 
control systems 
 

City of York £626K Extension and acceleration of existing Traffic 
signal renewal programme. 
 
Improved reinstatement of superfast broadband 
trenches in the city  
 
Improved city centre signage, in conjunction with 
Business Improvement District funding 
 
Repair of natural stone defects in key city centre 
locations 
 
Additional signage for Park and Rider services  

 
 
4.4 A further round of NPIF funding is available for delivery of schemes in 2018/19 & 

2019/20.  This is a competitive bidding round.  The three local highway authorities 
are able to submit 2 bids, of between £2-5million, with bids in excess of £5million 
being accepted by DfT in exceptional circumstances only.  The deadline for 
submission of bids is the 30th June, with an announcement of successful bids 
expected in September 2017.  All three highway authorities are in the process of 
developing applications. 

 
4.5 Highway Maintenance Challenge Fund.  The first round of bids to the DfT’s new 

Challenge Fund were submitted in early 2015. Through this, ERYC successfully 
secured £6m towards a £15.7m programme to upgrade and replace the street 
lighting stock. This will replace all 9,000 street lighting columns in the East Riding 
that are over 40 years old, and will also upgrade the remaining 19,000 yellow/orange 
lamps to new white light systems. The programme started in April 2015 and is now in 
its third year of delivery.  

 
4.6 The DfT then made a further funding pot of £75million available for large scale 

maintenance proposals.  These bids were submitted in Q4 2016/17, with a decision 
due in early May 2017.  However due the general election, this funding decision has 
been delayed because of Purdah restrictions.   

 
4.7 Both North Yorkshire County Council and City of York Council submitted funding bids 

for highway maintenance on key tourist routes in the National Parks and 
improvements to the National Cycling Network route 65 in York respectively.  East 
Riding did not submit a bid in this round of maintenance challenge fund. 
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4.8 A further bidding round for maintenance challenge funding is anticipated later in 

2017. 
 
5.0  Transport for the North 
 
5.1  Transport for the North (TfN) will shortly be launching their strategic transport plan 

in Harrogate on the 21st June.  This plan is an integrated, multi-modal Strategic 
Transport Plan to make it easier for passengers and freight to move throughout the 
region across all transport modes. This plan will build on the March 2015 Northern 
Transport Strategy to make a prioritised case for investment in the North of England 
to 2050. 

 
5.2  Working alongside the three highway authorities we are continuing to highlight to 

TfN the key SEP objective of improving east west connectivity through the LEP area.  
It is anticipated that further announcements on key work streams will be presented 
at this launch event.  An update following the launch will be circulated to 
infrastructure board members. 

 
5.3  In addition to the overall strategy launch in Harrogate, TfN is organising road show 

drop in sessions in Beverley 26th June, Northallerton 3rd July and York 17th July.  They 
are also hoping to have an exhibitor stand at the LEP AGM 

 
6.0  Recommendations 
 
6.1  It is recommended that board members note the contents of the report 
 
 
 
 
 



BOARD MEETING:   Infrastructure and Joint Asset Board 14 June 2017 
REPORT PRESENTED BY:  Adrian Green  
TITLE OF PAPER:  ITEM 7(A) Local Growth Fund Projects: A1 (M) J47 Improvements  
 
1.0 Purpose of the Report 

 
1.1 This report is presented to the LEP Infrastructure Board for consideration to approve 

£2.47millionfunding to North Yorkshire County Council for improvements to the A1(M) 
Junction 47 (the A59 junction)  

 
2.0 Assessment Review 
 
2.1 A full business case was submitted in April 2017.  This has been reviewed by Mouchel 

Consulting on behalf of the LEP.  
 
2.2 Mouchel prepared an appraisal report and a business case summary report.  Both of these 

documents are supplied as appendices (A&B) to this report. 
 
2.3 On review of the summary report by LEP officers, a request was made to Mouchel to provide 

some further clarity on some of the points that they raised in the appraisal report and 
business case summary report.  This information can be found in appendix C. 

 
2.4 Mouchel has recommended that the business case is approved subject to further 

information regarding the risk register being provided by NYCC and further consideration of 
the economic assessment issues.  This has since been received from NYCC and a summary of 
their responses are outlined in the table below  

 

Issue Raised Promoters Response 

There is a Lack of observed data relating to the 
existing situation and problems. 
It is stated that there is regular peak hour 
congestion and some off peak hour congestion 
on the A59 approaches and the A1 exits of the 
junction. Modelling results are presented which 
indicate how these issues are represented in 
the model, but there is no observed data 
presented to support this.  

Queue length data has not been recorded at 
this location. However regular on site 
observations support this statement. 
 
 

Should the proposal to provide linked traffic 
signals at the adjacent A59 / 
A168 3-arm priority junction to the east of 
Junction 47 be a Do Minimum scheme? 
It is stated that NYCC will provide linked traffic 
signals at the adjacent A59/A168 priority 
junction where there have been a number of 
personal injury accidents. It is also stated that 
this will be funded separately from the A1 
(M)/A59 junction improvements. 
Arguably, this scheme should be treated as a 
Do Minimum project with respect to the 
1(M)/A59 improvements and any benefits 

The proximity of the two junctions (approx. 
150m) means that they effectively operate as 
one unit. Detailed analysis of the accidents at 
the A59 / A168 junction shows that in many 
cases the volume and speed of traffic leaving 
the A1(M) junction is a significant contributory 
factor. Signalisation of the A59 / A168 junction 
in isolation is unlikely to be acceptable due to 
the speed of traffic leaving J47 and approaching 
the signals.   
 
It should be noted that the accident benefits 
arising from the A59 / A168 junction 



attributable to this Do Minimum scheme should 
not form part of the Cost/Benefit analysis. 

improvement are not included in the BCR 
calculation for the scheme. 

Lack of clarity on level of Optimism Bias 
In Section E2 Commercial and Financial 
Assessment, Project Costs, item c, the Business 
case states that a level of Optimism Bias of 3% 
has been applied to reflect progress on the 
scheme. However, the spreadsheet summary of 
the value for money assessment prepared by 
AECOM indicates that a level of 44% has been 
applied. 
 

Based on the original scheme cost estimate of 
£3.5m for the Junction 47 and associated 
A59/A168 scheme the above analysis resulted 
in a ‘high’ BCR for the proposed scheme of 3.8. 
The most current estimate is for approximately 
£3.63m, an increase of £130k. 
 
The impact of this very small cost increase on 
the BCR would be negligible. Given the ‘high’ 
BCR and the costs of recalculating, it has been 
decided it would not be proportionate to 
recalculate the BCR.    
 
The 44% optimism bias relates to the July 2015 
original scheme cost estimate the 3% optimism 
bias relates to the updated (Dec 2016) 
estimate.  

Lack of Consideration of Environmental Issues 
Section D2 ask for evidence of environmental 
benefits. The Business case makes no 
mention of the environmental impacts. 
 
 

Section D2 requests details of amongst others 
what ‘environmental benefits’ the project will 
deliver. It is not envisaged that this project will 
deliver any significant environmental benefits.  
 
Potential environmental impacts have been 
considered as stated in Table 3: Risk 
Management Summary and the scheme Risk 
Register.  

Risk Assessment very limited 
The risk assessment presented in Template C is 
limited to three identified risks and there is no 
mitigation identified. 
Table 3 in the Business Case, provides a Risk 
management Summary, however this is not 
consistent with the Risk Register in Template C. 
It is a concern that the assessment of risk for 
this project has not been adequately dealt with. 

A fully quantified risk register was supplied as 
part of the submission.  This has been 
resupplied. This identifies and quantifies over 
50 different risks. This risk register is reviewed 
and updated regularly.  See Appendix D to this 
report for a copy of the risk assessment. 
 

No evidence presented of historic accident data 
or 
expected reduction in accident numbers 

A summary has been provided by NYCC and full 
details are available on request. However it 
should be noted that the safety record of 
Junction 47 is not the primary purpose of this 
scheme and is not assessed as part of the BCR 
calculations  

 
3.0 Recommendation 

 
3.1 Given that the points raised by Mouchel as part of the assessment have been addressed by 

NYCC it is recommended that the LEP infrastructure board 

 Approve the award of funding of £2.47million to NYCC for improvements to A1(M) 
Junction. 
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Local Growth Fund 
Project Appraisal Report 
 

Date:  

 

Project Name:  A1(M)/A59 Junction 47 Upgrade 

 

Project Reference Number: 

Project Sponsor: Andrew Bainbridge,    

Project Location: North Yorkshire  

Overall Recommendation:   

 

 

 

Project Summary/Description:  

The project is to improve capacity, safety and traffic management at the A1(M) / A59 grade separated motorway junction 

(Junction 47) and adjacent A59 / A168 junction. 

 

Signal control is proposed for all arms at A1(M) 47 with storage areas created on both the circulatory and approaches through 

widening. Signals will operate from two linked controllers, one located in the south east corner of the junction and the other 

in the south west corner of the junction. 

 

Extra lanes would be introduced on both A1(M) exits and the flares improved on both A59 approaches. 

 

Widening is proposed at discrete locations around the circulatory carriageway in order to create the required additional lanes 

and stacking capacity. 

 

It is also proposed that North Yorkshire County Council will provide linked traffic signals at the adjacent A59 / A168 3-arm 

priority junction to the east of Junction 47 at the same time as the A1(M) J47 scheme. There have been a number of personal 

injury accidents at this junction. This will be funded separately from the A1(M) J47 scheme. 

 

 

Investment Sought: £2.47m Total Project Funding: 

£3.63m 

Leverage Ratio:  

No private sector funding 

levered. 

 

Repayment Terms (if loan):  

Annuity or Maturity?  

Payment profile :  

  

 

List Outputs:- 

• Improved journey times 

• Reduce or eliminate Queuing on A1 

mainline  

• Reduce conflict and hence reduce numbers 

of accidents 

 

 

 

Comments: 

• Evidence based on modelling results 

• No evidence presented of historic accident data or 

expected reduction in accident numbers 

Accept subject to more detailed 
risk assessment and 
consideration of economic 
assessment issues 
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Strategic Fit (Assessment of the extent to which it will support the delivery of LEP objectives)  

 

Overall Assessment  

 

Strengths: 

 

• Directly supports a number of SEP objectives and Harrogate District Local Plan. 

Weaknesses:  

 

• None 

Issues: 

 

• York Local Plan is still in preparation  

 

Economic Impact and Value for Money  
 

Overall Assessment  

 

Strengths: 

 

•  Direct relevance to economic activity in Harrogate. 

•  Very high BCR 

Weaknesses:  

 

•  Lack of observed baseline data.  

• Confusing treatment of Optimism Bias. 

•  Lack of consideration of environmental impacts. 

Issues: 

 

• A59/A168 could be considered as a Do Minimum scheme.  

 

 

 

Overall Assessment  

 

Strategic  

 

Economic 

 

Financial 

 

Legal 

 

Management 

 

Overall Risk Assessment  

 

RED                                 AMBER                                 GREEN   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommended Pre Conditions: 

 

• [To note, if any]  
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Financial Viability  

 

Overall Assessment  

 

Strengths: 

 

• NYCC Contribution of £1.16m confirmed 

Weaknesses:  

 

• None  

Issues: 

 

• None 

Applicants’ 

Financial 

Standing 

• Good 

 

 

Legal and State Aid Compliance 
 

Overall Assessment   

 

Strengths: 

 

• N/A 

Weaknesses:  

 

• N/A 

Issues: 

 

• N/A 

 

 

Organisational Delivery Capacity  
 

Overall Assessment  

 

Strengths: 

 

• Experienced team in place with clear roles.  

• Procurement via framework clear. 

• Management processes clear 

Weaknesses:  

 

• None 

Issues: 

 

• None 

 

 

Project Risk 
 

Overall Assessment  

 

Strengths: 

 

• Risk register in place 

Weaknesses:  

 

• Very few risks identified and recorded.  

• No mitigation identified. 

Issues: • Risk table in Business case not consistent with Risk Register in Template C 
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Appraisal Completed By: Gary Billington 
 

Date: 2/5/2017 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background  

A Business Case has been prepared bidding to obtain Local Growth Fund (LGF) 

contributions for upgrade improvements to A1(M) / A59 Junction 47.  

NYCC Major Projects will take a lead role in the delivery (Design, Supervision & 

Management) of the scheme which is a partnership between NYCC as local highway 

authority (with responsibility for the A59 and roundabout) and Highways England (with 

responsibility for the A1(M) and the associated slip roads). 

York / North Yorkshire / East Riding LEP will be responsible for assessing the business 

case and deciding whether or not to provide funding for the scheme, and the conditions 

that should be imposed. 

To ensure impartiality, business case scrutiny will be undertaken by independent 

consultants with named Responsible Officer/Director instructed by the LEP procured 

through the North Yorkshire County Councils’ existing Public Contract /Framework 

Agreement provided that the appointed consultants has not been party to the 

development of the business cases or appraisal work. 

Mouchel has been commissioned by North Yorkshire County Council to undertake a 

review of the Local Growth Fund Business Case for the project. This document 

provides a review of the Business Case and associated documentation which is 

summarised in the LEP LGF Project Appraisal Report and also provides initial 

observations on a number of technical issues identified from the review of the Business 

Case. 

The review has been undertaken using Department for Communities and Local 

Government Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) National Assurance Framework 

(dated October 2016) as a general guide. 
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2 Review 

2.1 Introduction 

The following sections provide a review of the Business Case and associated 

documentation using the LEP LGF Project Appraisal Report and also provides initial 

observations on a number of technical issues identified from the review of the Business 

Case. 

2.2 LGF Project Appraisal Report: 

A copy of the LGF Project Appraisal Report is attached as Appendix 1. 

The form provides a general overview of the proposals and assessment of the 

following areas: 

• Strategic 

• Economic 

• Financial 

• Legal 

• Management 

• Overall Risk Assessment 

The overall recommendation noted is: 

“Accept subject to more detailed risk assessment and consideration of 

economic assessment issues.” 

2.3 Additional Comments 

The following observations are made on technical issues in the Business Case: 

2.3.1 Lack of observed data relating to the existing situation and problems. 

It is stated that there is regular peak hour congestion and some off peak hour 

congestion on the A59 approaches and the A1 exits of the junction. Modelling results 

are presented which indicate how these issues are represented in the model, but 

there is no observed data presented to support this. 

Similarly, it is stated that the scheme will improve safety, but there is no evidence 

presented of the historic accident record. 

This review does not seek to challenge the veracity of the statements regarding the 

existing situation, but the use of observed data, as well as modelled, would enhance 

the case.  
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2.3.2 Should the proposal to provide linked traffic signals at the adjacent A59 / 

A168 3-arm priority junction to the east of Junction 47 be a Do Minimum 

scheme? 

It is stated that NYCC will provide linked traffic signals at the adjacent A59/A168 

priority junction where there have been a number of personal injury accidents. It is 

also stated that this will be funded separately from the A1 (M)/A59 junction 

improvements. 

Arguably, this scheme should be treated as a Do Minimum project with respect to the 

A1(M)/A59 improvements and any benefits attributable to this Do Minimum scheme 

should not form part of the Cost/Benefit analysis. 

2.3.3 Incorrect summary of Journey Time benefits presented in Tables 1 and 2 

Tables 1 and 2 show modelled journey times for Base and Do Something cases for a 

number of assessment years, for AM and PM peak hours respectively. Each table 

has a summary line titled “All Routes” which is used to how that there are overall 

reductions in journey times across the junction. Unfortunately, the values in this row 

(expressed as seconds) are simply the sums of the values for each movement 

considered (also in seconds) without any weighting by flow.  The information 

presented in the summary rows is therefore meaningless and cannot be used to 

demonstrate the scale of the benefit. 

This review does not seek to challenge the results of the modelling or the assertion 

that journey times will be reduced. This is simply a technical issue regarding the 

presentation of the results. 

2.3.4 Is Option Assessment thorough enough? 

The Options Assessment presented in Part C of the Business Case is acceptable at 

a strategic level as a basis for deciding that improving the existing junction is 

preferable to Do Nothing or providing fully separated traffic streams for all 

movements. However, there is no evidence that the improvement scheme has been 

optimised through a value engineering process. For example, have options for 

widening without signals, or part time signals been considered, and if so how do they 

compare with the preferred option? It could be interpreted that two obviously 

unacceptable options have been identified in order to allow the preferred scheme to 

be put forward as the only acceptable option.  

2.3.5 What will happen if the project does not secure LGF? 

The Business case pro-forma specifically asks the question “What will happen if the 

project does not secure LGF?”. There is no information provided to answer this. 

2.3.6 Lack of Clarity in Value for money Assessment     

The Business case reports a BCR for the scheme of 3.8 and this is supported by a 

summary of the analysis undertaken by AECOM. Based on this it is possible to 

conclude that the general inputs are reasonable, however it is not possible to check 

any of the detailed inputs of traffic flows and times nor calculations of benefits. It is 

likely that this work has been done correctly, but given the issue regarding the 
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presentation of journey time benefits highlighted in 3 above, greater transparency 

would be helpful. In addition, the business case states that “The data used relates to 

the combined A1(M) J47 and A59 / A168 junction improvements. This approach has 

been taken to ensure consistency between data sets (cost and modelling) and reflect 

the desired unity of the two schemes (despite the differing funding sources).” Given 

the issue raised in 2 above, consideration should be given as to whether the costs 

and benefits of the A59/A168 should be separated out and treated as a Do Minimum 

scheme. 

2.3.7 Lack of Consideration of Environmental Issues  

Section D2 ask for evidence of environmental benefits. The Business case makes no 

mention of the environmental impacts. 

2.3.8 Lack of clarity on level of Optimism Bias 

In Section E2 Commercial and Financial Assessment, Project Costs, item c, the 

Business case states that a level of Optimism Bias of 3% has been applied to reflect 

progress on the scheme. However, the spreadsheet summary of the value for money 

assessment prepared by AECOM indicates that a level of 44% has been applied. 

2.3.9 Risk Assessment very limited  

The risk assessment presented in Template C is limited to three identified risks and 

there is no mitigation identified. 

Table 3 in the Business Case, provides a Risk management Summary, however this 

is not consistent with the Risk Register in Template C. 

It is a concern that the assessment of risk for this project has not been adequately 

dealt with. 
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3 Recommendations  

3.1 Recommendations / Next Steps 

None of the above observations identifies an issue which is so critical that the 

Business Case should be rejected, although the risk assessment is very limited and 

it is recommended that this is strengthened before the Business Case is approved. 

In addition, the issues regarding option assessment and consideration of what would 

happen without LGF, taken together, are also important issues.  

NYCC may wish to consider the above observations and revise the Business Case 

accordingly. If these issues are left unaddressed, then the formal review of the 

Business Case will need to reflect them. 
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Appendix 1 

LGF Project Appraisal Report  
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Appendix C – Responses from Mouchel Raised by LEP in respect of Junction 47 Business 

Case. 

 

Question 1 - Strategic – where does the scheme fit with LEP priorities,  

 

The Business Case provides the following information: 

 

J47 is the main connection between the A1(M) and the urban area of Harrogate and 

Knaresborough (population approx. 90k) and the main connection between York 

(population approx. 200k) and Harrogate and York and the A1 north. These are the two 

largest urban areas in the YNY&ER LEP area. As well as providing access to the main north / 

south link (A1(M)), the junction is on the main road (A59) between the two settlements and 

also forms part of the main cross county road network from the east coast to the west of 

the county (A64 / A1237 / A59). As such traffic flows on this route are high, there is a mix of 

local traffic between the settlements, traffic seeking access to the A1(M) and long distance 

traffic travelling cross county. 

 

As the largest settlements in the LEP area Harrogate and York also have the greatest growth 

requirements. Whilst the local plans for both settlements are still in preparation it is 

anticipated that there will be a requirement for approximately 9,000 new houses in 

Harrogate District and over 20,000 in York by the end of the plan periods. Such high levels of 

growth will inevitably result in a significant increase in traffic using J47, leading to even 

greater congestion problems. This increases the justification for the present mitigation 

proposals. 

 

Improvements to this junction will therefore directly contribute towards the SEP 

Connectivity objectives of: 

 

• Fast, reliable journeys between key centres; 

• Transport that underpins both growth and low carbon goals; and 

 

• Access to UK and international markets. 

 

Furthermore, the project will directly contribute towards the SEP connectivity actions to: 

 

• Improve east west road and rail connections; 

 

• Ease congestion in York and Harrogate; and 

 

• Enhance the reliability of the existing road network. 

  



Question 2 - Economic – very high BCR. – what does that mean, what did it actually score?  

What are the ranges these schemes are considered in?   

 

Department for Transport (DfT) guidance specifies that the Value for Money (VfM) of a 

scheme should be expressed as a Benefit to Cost Ration (BCR), where a BCR greater than 1.0 

indicates that the economic benefits are greater than the cost of the scheme. The DfT 

guidance also provides advice on the interpretation of BCR as follows: 

 

• poor VfM if the BCR is less than 1.0 

• low VfM if the BCR is between 1.0 and 1.5 

• medium VfM if the BCR is between 1.5 and 2.0 

• high VfM if the BCR is between 2.0 and 4.0 

• very high VfM if the BCR is greater than 4.0 

 

The calculated BCR for this scheme, as given in the Outline Business Case, is 3.8, which is at 

the upper end of the ‘high’ range. 

 

Question 3 -  What are the broader economic benefits described in the application that 

this scheme directly/indirectly generates.  Is there a wider story to tell here?  

 

The Business Case provides the following information: 

 

In order to deliver the long term proposed housing and employment growth in Harrogate 

and York, improvements to the A1(M) J47 will be necessary. The proposed project addresses 

the current capacity issues at this location and helps Harrogate Borough Council and City of 

York Council to realise their growth plans. 

 

Harrogate and York have the largest growth requirements of anywhere in the LEP area; 

between the two settlements, nearly 30,000 homes are to be delivered in their next plan 

periods. The A59 is a key link between the Harrogate and York, with J47 providing the main 

North/South strategic access. The current junction is unable to accommodate the increase 

in traffic volume associated with such development 

 

J47 is already under sustained pressure. This is exacerbated when Harrogate hosts events at 

its two regionally important event centres, The Great 

Yorkshire Showground and The Harrogate International Centre. The Great Yorkshire 

Showground attracts 422,000 visitors to its 582 events per year; its flagship event is the 

Great Yorkshire Show, the largest agricultural show in England, which regularly attracts over 

100,000 visitors. In addition, The Harrogate International Centre attracts 230,000 visitors 

per annum and injects around £60 million per year into the local economy. Harrogate’s 

conference and exhibition capabilities are of national importance and they are crucial to the 



economic buoyancy of the local economy. Harrogate’s increasing use as a venue for 

international cycle races is of great economic and strategic importance to the town and 

surrounding areas and attracts vast numbers of visitors. It is estimated that when Harrogate 

hosted a stage finish of the Tour de France in 2014, approximately £102 million was injected 

to Yorkshire’s economy.  

 

Harrogate will host a stage finish of 2017’s Tour de Yorkshire and may potentially be 

involved when the UCI Road World Cycling Championships come to Yorkshire in 2017. 

Although the frequency of cycling events is intermittent, they create high levels of stress on 

the local and regional road network. Such events have a large sphere of influence with much 

of the visiting traffic being strategic in nature, using J47 as a gateway to the Harrogate area.  

 

When events take place, traffic can often queue back from the diverging slips on to the 

mainline, as can often be seen at peak times. The introduction of traffic signals at J47 will 

allow for the efficient management of traffic through the junction, avoiding 

disproportionate flows on approaching arms and minimising congestion.  The A1 (M) J47 

Upgrade scheme is crucial to the continued provision of access to Harrogate and York for 

existing and new, residents, commuters and tourists. 

 

The junction is close to full capacity at the present time (based on 2014 surveyed flows). Any 

significant increase in traffic as a result of housing and employment growth will exacerbate 

the situation. In order to deliver the proposed housing and employment growth in 

Harrogate and York improvements to this junction will be necessary. The proposed project 

therefore addresses the current capacity issues at this location and allows Harrogate 

Borough Council and City of York Council to realise their growth plans. Whilst the local plans 

for both settlements are still in preparation it is anticipate that there will be a requirement 

for approximately 9,000 new houses in Harrogate District and over 20,000 in York by the 

end of the plan periods. 

 

Question 4 - Lack of observed baseline data and confusing optimism what does this mean? 

 

It would be usual in a Business Case for such a scheme to include a summary of recent 

traffic delay and queue survey data in order to provide evidence of the scale of the existing 

traffic problems. However, the current Business Case does not provide any details of survey 

data, rather it relies on outputs from industry standard computer model (VISSIM) to 

compare existing and future situations under various scenarios. The review of the Business 

Case does not suggest that the outputs from the VISSIM model were in any way unreliable 

and in any case they are necessary to assess the impact of the scheme. However, additional 

reassurance would have been provided if the VISSIM results for the 

  

 



 

 

existing situation had been ‘validated’ through comparison with observed delays and 

queues. 

 

Optimism Bias - Optimism bias is the demonstrated systematic tendency for appraisers to 

be overly optimistic about key parameters, in this case scheme cost estimates. However, it is 

recognised that as work on a scheme progresses through the design process and more 

detailed information becomes available, the scale of this bias reduces. DfT recommends that 

the following percentages are added to the scheme cost estimates for road schemes in 

order to reflect Optimism Bias: 

 

• stage 1 – 44% 

• stage 2 – 15% 

• stage 3 – 3 % 

 

It is not clear from the Business Case what stage this scheme is at, however, it is stated that 

“Robust estimate including a 3% optimism bias allowance to reflect progress of the 

scheme.” Suggesting that the design is well advanced and there should be a high level of 

confidence in the cost estimates. However, examination of the spread sheet used by the 

scheme consultants to calculate the cost estimates suggests that 44% has been used, 

indicative of an early stage design. 

 

Whilst this lack of clarity is not helpful when reviewing the Business Case, it should be noted 

that by using 44%, the consultant has assessed a ‘worst case’. If 3% had been used instead, 

the cost estimate would be considerably lower, and hence the BCR discussed above would 

have been higher, probably in the ‘very high’ range. 

 

Question 5 - Why could the scheme be considered as “Do Minimum”? 

 

Standard DfT practice indicates that when a proposed scheme is being assessed, other 

improvements which are already committed should be identified as separate investments 

known as Do Minimum Schemes. Neither the costs nor the benefits of Do Minimum 

Schemes should be included in the assessment of the proposal for which funding is being 

sought. 

 

The Business Case states “It is also proposed that North Yorkshire County Council will 

provide linked traffic signals at the adjacent A59 / A168 3-arm priority junction to the east of 

Junction 47 at the same time as the A1(M) J47 scheme. There have been a number of 

personal injury accidents at this junction. This will be funded separately from the A1(M) J47 

scheme.” 



 

On this basis, the improvements to the A59/A168 junction should be a Do Minimum 

scheme, although the modelling report provided in support of the Business Case suggests 

that it has been included in the overall assessment. 

  

If the improvements to the A59/A168 junction were treated as a Do Minimum scheme, 

there would a reduction in scheme costs and also a reduction in benefits, and it is not clear 

what the impact on the resultant BCR would be. However, as the calculated BCR is ‘high’ 

and has the potential to be ‘very high’, depending on how Optimism Bias is applied, this 

issue may not change the overall assessment of the scheme. 

 

Question 6 - Financial Viability – have the costs been tested? Do they seem reasonable?   

 

No detailed review of the scheme cost estimate has been undertaken as part of the Business 

Case review. However, the estimate appears reasonable for this scale of scheme on a 

motorway junction. In addition, the VfM assessment indicates that the scheme is good value 

for money. 

 

Question 7 - Legal/State Aid Compliance – is planning in place? Have all permissions been 

granted? 

 

The Business Case indicates that all the required land is in the control of NYCC or Highways 

England. However, the Business Case does not explicitly explain the planning position. 

 

Question 8 - Organisational Delivery Capacity –   What is the governance structure 

surrounding the project, project board? Risk management etc 

 

The Business case provides full details the governance structure and roles of key individuals 

as follows: 

 

“NYCC Major Projects will take a lead role in the delivery (Design, Supervision & 

Management) of the scheme in a partnership between NYCC as local highway authority 

(with responsibility for the A59 and roundabout) and Highways England (with responsibility 

for the A1(M) and the associated slip roads). As the relevant highway authorities for the 

scheme are both in the partnership, this is the best way to deliver the project.” 

 

See the table below for a summary. 

 

  



 

Project Board 

David Bowe Corporate 

Director, Business and 

Environmental Services NYCC 

Over 25 years of experience in the delivery of highway 

maintenance and other major capital projects. 

Barrie Mason Assistant 

Director, Highways and 

Transportation 

NYCC 

Over 20 years of experience delivering capital highway 

projects including several years as assistant director 

responsible for a £35-£45m per year maintenance budget. 

Project Managers 

 Colin Quinn 

Major Projects Manager 

Over 25 years of experience in the planning, design and 

implementation of highway capital projects. 

Project Assurance 

Michael Leah 

Assistant Director Strategic 

Resources 

NYCC 

Financial management and procurement 

 

Barrie Mason Assistant 

Director of Highways and 

Transportation NYCC 

 
 

NYCC transportation management lead 

Internal Project Resources 

 

 

 

 

Mark Hugill 

Senior Engineer- Major 

Projects 

to assist the Major Projects Manager to manage and 

supervise all matters related to the delivery of major 

transport projects 

NYCC – Traffic Engineering 

Peter Horne- 

Traffic signals and signing 

engineer 

NYCCs Traffic Engineering team will be involved in the 

project, providing an input into the designs and 

specifications. 

Anna Goldie NYCCs Traffic Engineering team will be involved in the 

project, providing an input into the designs and 

specifications. 

 

 



A1(M) J47 UPGRADE
RISK REGISTER
60483848_AEC_00_L0_RA_ZX_00002

Revision

P01

P02

P03

Financial Assessment (£K)

Probability
Score

Impact
Score

Probability
Score Probability  % Min Cost (ML) Risk Cost Max Cost PXMin Cost PXML Cost PXMax Cost Comments / Risk Mitigation Measures

A Preparation & Supervision

A.1 Departures from Standard required. 0 2 0 0.0% £2,500 £5,000 £7,500 £0 £0 £0 Design completed and no departures identified.

A.2 Landowner access not obtained; requires further design changes. 2 3 6 35.0% £5,000 £10,000 £15,000 £1,750 £3,500 £5,250 HE to check no action required with reference to land
dedicated as future highway.

A.3 Landowner access negotiations (successful); cost of access and
reinstatment. 4 1 4 12.5% £1,000 £3,000 £5,000 £125 £375 £625 NYCC to seek early consultation with landowner to

confirm access will be granted.

A.4 Drainage data / concerns require further survey work. 5 3 15 65.0% £10,000 £15,000 £20,000 £6,500 £9,750 £13,000 Drainage survey completed, but some further
investigation recommended during construction.

A.5 Drainage repairs required as a result of survey (works). 2 3 6 35.0% £5,000 £10,000 £15,000 £1,750 £3,500 £5,250

A.6 Difficulties establishing drainage attenuation. 2 3 6 35.0% £2,500 £5,000 £7,500 £875 £1,750 £2,625

A.7 Record of Determination required. 0 2 0 0.0% £2,500 £5,000 £7,500 £0 £0 £0 RoD required, completed and submitted.

A.8 Environmental Impact Assessment required. 1 5 5 12.5% £40,000 £50,000 £60,000 £5,000 £6,250 £7,500 Liaison with HE deemed not required.

A.9 Unidentified design processes extend programme and require
additional budget. 2 2 4 12.5% £2,500 £5,000 £7,500 £313 £625 £938

A.10 Inadequate resources assigned to project delays programme. 1 3 3 12.5% £10,000 £15,000 £20,000 £1,250 £1,875 £2,500

A.11 Construction drainage investigation (refer to item A.4 above)
requires amendments to drainage design. 2 3 6 35.0% £5,000 £10,000 £15,000 £1,750 £3,500 £5,250

B Land

B.1 Permanent works require land purchase/access (i.e. outside of
adopted highway boundary). 0 5 0 0.0% £5,000 £10,000 £15,000 £0 £0 £0 Scheme designed within the existing highway

boundary.

B.2 Site facilities require land outside of adopted highway boundary. 5 1 5 12.5% £8,000 £10,000 £12,000 £1,000 £1,250 £1,500 HE / NYCC / RMS to liaise with third parties regarding
potential compound sites.

B.3 Part 1 claims from affected third parties. 1 1 1 2.5% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £75 £125 £175

C Strategic

C.1 Other schemes / works conflict with J47 programme. 3 5 15 65.0% £80,000 £100,000 £120,000 £52,000 £65,000 £78,000 Additional works to junction linked with a proposed
development could impact works.

C.2 Funding constraints delay construction. 2 3 6 35.0% £80,000 £100,000 £120,000 £28,000 £35,000 £42,000

C.3 Event management (e.g. Yorkshire Show); stop works. 3 2 6 35.0% £40,000 £50,000 £60,000 £14,000 £17,500 £21,000

C.4 Procurement route uncertainty; cost inflation. 3 4 12 65.0% £80,000 £100,000 £120,000 £52,000 £65,000 £78,000 HE / NYCC / RMS to confirm procurement strategy.

D Engineering: Highways
D.1 Project 'creep' consumes budget. 2 3 6 35.0% £20,000 £30,000 £40,000 £7,000 £10,500 £14,000

D.2 Unknown utilities. 2 3 6 35.0% £15,000 £20,000 £25,000 £5,250 £7,000 £8,750 C2, C3, C4 enquiries conducted.

D.3 Additional pavement works required. 1 2 2 2.5% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £75 £125 £175

E Engineering: Structures

E.1 Assessment work required for widening over A59 underbridge. 0 1 0 0.0% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £0 £0 £0 AIP and Assessment Report completed at request of
NYCC; approval awaited.

E.2 A59 underbridge assessment requires works to structure. 1 4 4 12.5% £50,000 £75,000 £100,000 £6,250 £9,375 £12,500 AECOM assessment indicates no impact and no works
to structure required.

E.3 Culvert extension required at A1(M) northbound diverge. 0 2 0 0.0% £5,000 £10,000 £15,000 £0 £0 £0 Works designed to avoid the need to extend the
culvert.

E.4 Waterproofing / joint work to A59 underbridge. 2 3 6 35.0% £40,000 £50,000 £60,000 £14,000 £17,500 £21,000

E.5 Retaining wall required at A168 / A59 junction. 1 3 3 12.5% £15,000 £20,000 £25,000 £1,875 £2,500 £3,125

Risk No RISK DESCRIPTION Workshop Notes on
Budget Estimate

Risk Assessment / Occurrence Workshop Risk
Quantification
Notes

Risk Quantification

Comment

Initial proforma set up and pre-workshop assessment.

Completed at Design / Risk Workshop.

Completed as part of scheme cost estimate review and update.



Financial Assessment (£K)

Probability
Score

Impact
Score

Probability
Score Probability  % Min Cost (ML) Risk Cost Max Cost PXMin Cost PXML Cost PXMax Cost Comments / Risk Mitigation Measures

Risk No RISK DESCRIPTION Workshop Notes on
Budget Estimate

Risk Assessment / Occurrence Workshop Risk
Quantification
Notes

Risk Quantification

F Engineering: Other

F.1 Provision of data cable between controllers restricted by widening
of carraigeway over A59 underbridge. 0 2 0 0.0% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £0 £0 £0 Wireless link specified in the detailed design.

F.2 Road lighting required. 0 5 0 0.0% £700,000 £750,000 £800,000 £0 £0 £0

F.3 Third party utilities conflicts (e.g. School). 1 2 2 2.5% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £75 £125 £175

G Environmental Mitigation

G.1 Third party environmental mitigation measures have not been
identified in relation to lighting. 0 2 0 0.0% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £0 £0 £0 Only triggered if lighting required, which is not

proposed.

G.2 Tree survey required. 0 2 0 0.0% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £0 £0 £0 Tree survey completed.

G.3 Design of mitigation required as a result of landscape
assessment. 0 2 0 0.0% £5,000 £7,500 £10,000 £0 £0 £0 Landscape mitigation design completed.

G.4 Validity of ecological data (GCN expires spring 2017). 4 2 8 35.0% £5,000 £7,500 £10,000 £1,750 £2,625 £3,500

G.5 Pre-construction badger survey. 4 2 8 35.0% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £1,050 £1,750 £2,450
Pre-construction badger survey completed. A further
survey may be required if works do not commence by
end of Feb 2017.

G.6 Presence of badgers requires additional works. 1 3 3 12.5% £7,500 £10,000 £12,500 £938 £1,250 £1,563 No evidence from pre-construction survey.

G.7 Additional vegetation survey (Summer 2016?). 0 2 0 0.0% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £0 £0 £0 Survey completed.

G.8 Presence of invasive species within works area. 2 3 6 35.0% £7,500 £10,000 £12,500 £2,625 £3,500 £4,375

G.9 Bird nesting delays programme. 2 2 4 12.5% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £375 £625 £875

H Ground Conditions

H.1 Ground Investigation required. 0 3 0 0.0% £50,000 £60,000 £70,000 £0 £0 £0 GI complete.

H.2 Contaminated material found. 2 3 6 35.0% £15,000 £20,000 £25,000 £5,250 £7,000 £8,750 No significant findings from GI.

H.3 Unforeseen unstable slopes require additional geotechnical
engineering measures. 1 3 3 12.5% £15,000 £20,000 £25,000 £1,875 £2,500 £3,125

H.4 Delayed factual report impacts design programme. 0 2 0 0.0% £5,000 £10,000 £12,000 £0 £0 £0 Factual report received and earthworks design
complete.

J Construction / Contractual
J.1 Inadequate resources assigned to project. 2 2 4 12.5% £200,000 £250,000 £300,000 £25,000 £31,250 £37,500

J.2 Availability of specialist contractor - Traffic Signal Installation. 2 2 4 12.5% £200,000 £250,000 £300,000 £25,000 £31,250 £37,500

J.3 Inadequate handover (in terms of required information made
available) due to insufficient understanding of requirements. 2 2 4 12.5% £3,000 £5,000 £7,000 £375 £625 £875 Agree requirements and add timescales to project

scope and programme.

J.4 Insufficient time given to reserve road closure space. 2 3 6 35.0% £30,000 £50,000 £70,000 £10,500 £17,500 £24,500

J.5 Landscaping handover. 2 2 4 12.5% £1,000 £2,000 £3,000 £125 £250 £375

J.6 Restrcited work space lengthens programme. 2 2 4 12.5% £200,000 £250,000 £300,000 £25,000 £31,250 £37,500

K Other Works

K.1 Public consultation / information requirements. 3 1 3 12.5% £2,000 £3,000 £4,000 £250 £375 £500

L Delays in Commencing Construction

L.1 Extraordinary weather conditions. 3 3 9 35.0% £30,000 £50,000 £70,000 £10,500 £17,500 £24,500

L.2 Unplanned works affect programme of works. 2 3 6 35.0% £30,000 £50,000 £70,000 £10,500 £17,500 £24,500

L.3 Delivery of advanced utilities diversions (if required) not delivered
in time for construction. 2 3 6 35.0% £30,000 £50,000 £70,000 £10,500 £17,500 £24,500

L.4 Design approval not granted for construction. 1 2 2 2.5% £5,000 £10,000 £15,000 £125 £250 £375

M Delays During Construction
M.1 Extraordinary weather conditions. 3 3 9 35.0% £200,000 £250,000 £300,000 £70,000 £87,500 £105,000

M.2 Inadequate TTM regime incapable of managing traffic conditions. 2 3 6 35.0% £200,000 £250,000 £300,000 £70,000 £87,500 £105,000

M.3 Unplanned events/incidents affect programme of works. 2 2 4 12.5% £8,000 £10,000 £12,000 £1,000 £1,250 £1,500

M.4 Appointed sub-contractors incapable of undertaking works. 2 2 4 12.5% £15,000 £20,000 £25,000 £1,875 £2,500 £3,125

M.5 Equipment theft. 3 2 6 35.0% £15,000 £20,000 £25,000 £5,250 £7,000 £8,750
£480,775 £632,375 £783,975

Mean risk Allowance for Costing Purposes = £632,375



BOARD MEETING:   Infrastructure and Joint Asset Board 14 June 2017 
REPORT PRESENTED BY:  Adrian Green  
TITLE OF PAPER:  ITEM 7(A) Local Growth Fund Projects: A1079 Killingwoldgraves 

Roundabout 
 
 
1.0 Purpose of the Report 

 
1.1 This report is presented to the LEP Infrastructure Board for consideration to approve, in 

principal, £997k funding for the improvement of the A1079 Killingwoldgraves roundabout. 
This is the first phase of funding provisionally allocated to the East Riding of Yorkshire 
Council (ERYC) for roundabout improvements on the A1079.  A further £5.3million is 
programmed to be spent at other roundabout location(s) on the A1079 across 2018/19 and 
2019/20.   

 
2.0 Assessment Process 
 
2.1 The full business case was planned to be submitted for review and full approval at the 

October 2017 Infrastructure board meeting.  However, in order to enable scheme delivery 
this financial year, with an on-site start in September 2017, it has been necessary to bring 
forward the business case submission and approval process to the June infrastructure board 
meeting. 

 
2.2 This contraction of time for the business case development process, has meant that the 

complete final business case has not been formally submitted to the LEP for assessment and 
review.  The LEP has however received a final draft of the business case, which it has 
reviewed and carried out an initial assessment to identify any major issues that would result 
in the business case being rejected.  The scheme costs contained within the draft business 
case may vary slightly as the final details are confirmed.  

 
2.3 It is proposed that an assessment of the final draft business case is used by the infrastructure 

board to provide a decision in principle on whether or not to award funding to the scheme, 
subject to the submission and assessment of a final business case.   

 
2.4 ERYC anticipate that they will be in a position to submit a final business case by the end of 

June 2017.  Officers from the LEP would then assess and provide an update to members of 
the infrastructure board via email and discuss with the chair of the board as necessary. 

 
3.0 Initial Assessment of the draft business case 
 
3.1 Mouchel Consulting have been commissioned by the LEP to carry out an initial assessment of 

the draft business case.  Following the submission of the Final Business Case, Mouchel will 
provide a full assessment. 

 
3.2 The following points provide a summary of the initial assessment carried out by Mouchel. 
 

Strategic Case – seems well constructed and addresses the following: 
o Business strategy 
o Problem identification 
o Impact of not changing 
o Objectives 



o Measures for Success 
o Scope 
o Constraints 
o Interdependencies 
o Stakeholders 
o Options 

 
One minor issue identified is that there is no evidence presented of observed delays and 
queues at the existing roundabout. Instead ARCADY (traffic modelling) analysis of the 
existing situation is used.  
 

 Economic Case – appears convincing and sensitivity tests show the robustness of the BCR 
result. Appraisal Summary Table and Value for Money statement appear complete and 
sensible. 
 

 Financial Case – as expected at this stage in the project development, the cost estimate is 
detailed and complete.  It should be noted that this may vary marginally in the final business 
case. The level of Optimism Bias is appropriate for this stage. 
 

 Commercial Case – the appropriate steps appear to be in place for the commercial delivery 
of the scheme. Risk register appears appropriate and steps in hand to transfer risk to the 
contactor where possible and appropriate. 
 

 Management Case – standard management structure described with all appropriate issues 
addressed. However, only one individual identified in a role (The Project Manager for the 
project is Alistair Martin, Assistant Principal Engineer). It would be reassuring to know that 
more roles can be filled by identified individuals. 
 

 Appendices – provide full details of back up technical information. 
 
3.3 Based on this initial read through, the draft Business Case appears to be complete and 

addresses all of the necessary issues at an appropriate level of detail (with the exception of 
the small issues identified above). 

 
3.4 It should be noted that, at this stage, the details offered in the draft Business Case have not 

been checked as such that the Mouchel assessment cannot confirm the accuracy of any of 
the analysis contained within the business case. 

 
3.5  Given the fact there are no potential “showstoppers” contained within the draft final 

business case, it seems sensible and proportionate to approve in principal the award of 
funding to ERYC, subject to receipt and assessment of the full final business case. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 

4.0 The LEP Infrastructure Board are asked to:- 

 Approve in principle the award of funding of £997K for improvements to 
Killingwoldgraves roundabout on the A1079 subject to receipt and appraisal of the 
final business case. 

 Authorise LEP officers in consultation with the Chair of the Infrastructure Board to 
make the full award of funding on receipt and appraisal of the final business case. 
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BOARD MEETING:               Infrastructure and Joint Asset Board 14th June 2017  
REPORT PRESENTED BY:             Matthew Roberts  
TITLE OF PAPER:  ITEM 8 - MINISTRY OF DEFENCE ESTATE OPTIMISATION IN YORK, 

NORTH YORKSHIRE & EAST RIDING: OVERVIEW & OPPORTUNITIES 
 
THIS REPORT WAS PREVIOUSLY PRESENTED TO THE MAIN LEP BOARD AN UPDATE WILL BE PROVIDED 
AT THE MEETING 
 

1.0 Purpose 
1.1 To outline the estate optimisation plans of the Ministry of Defence (MOD) across the 

LEP area; whilst identifying opportunities to support sustainable development. 
 

2.0 Background 
2.1 The MOD estate is “too big, too expensive, with too many sites in the wrong 

locations: it covers 424,000 hectares, about 1.8 per cent of the UK land mass; it costs 
£2.5Bn a year to maintain; and 40 per cent of the assets are more than 50 years old”.  
 

2.2 A Better Defence Estate (November 2016) sets out how concentrating investment 
around a significantly smaller estate will more efficiently and effectively enable 
military capability, whilst reducing whole life costs.  
 

2.3 The revised estate will seek to move Defence personnel from remote, small sites and 
base them where more people live and train (e.g. Catterick Garrison). This will 
facilitate greater career opportunities both for Defence personnel and their families.   
 

2.4 Concurrently, estate rationalisation will free up land for affordable housing and 
economic development – with a target of 55,000 new homes on MOD land during 
this Parliament. To this end, 10 sites (across five localities) are planned for disposal 
within the YNYER LEP area - with circa 350 ha of MOD land potentially yielding 
6,000+ new homes. 

 
2.5 In light of this, the LEP has an opportunity to work with local authorities and other 

stakeholders in achieving local ambitions for disposal sites that support the YNYER 
Strategic Economic Plan and Housing Strategy.   
 

2.6 Joint working, aligning objectives and a transparent disposal process will also speed 
up the release of land for sustainable development, whilst achieving value for money 
for the public sector.  
 

3.0 Rationale & Progress to Date 
3.1 The Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) is responsible for the strategic 

management of the Defence Estate. Much of its current focus is on the ‘built estate’ 
and determining the geography for UK forces. However, they are separately 
examining the training estate (16 major training areas and 104 other minor training 
areas) and reserves estate; the outcomes of which may also have implications for 
YNYER.  
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/576401/Better_Defence_Estate_Dec16_Amends_Web.pdf
http://www.businessinspiredgrowth.com/publications/reports/
http://nycyerhousing.co.uk/data/documents/New-Y-NY-and-ER-Housing-Strategy-2015-to-21-LR-DRAFT-FINAL.pdf
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3.2 DIO examined the most expensive 300 sites which make up over 80% of running 
costs. Factors included:  

 Proximity to other sites and other parts of the estate;  

 Potential disposal value for the site and, where relevant, housing potential;  

 Site utilisation compared to site size and accommodation potential;  

 Recent capital investment to improve the site as well as any future capital 
requirements identified.  
 

3.3 The following sites have been selected for disposal within YNYER (timescales are 
indicative and open to change):  
 

 City of York: 
o Queen Elizabeth Barracks (Strensall) (2021) 
o Towthorpe Lines (Strensall) (2021) 
o Imphal Barracks (Fulford) (2031) 

 Harrogate District: 
o Claro Barracks (West Ripon) (2019) 
o Deverell Barracks (West Ripon) (2020) 
o Dishforth Airfield (2031) 

 Richmondshire - Catterick Garrison: 
o Duchess of Kent Psychiatric Hospital at Harden Barracks (2018) 
o Catterick Town Centre Parcel (2018) 
o Land at Harley Hill (2019) 
o Commander And Staff Trainer (2020) 

 
3.4 However, it should be noted that Catterick Garrison will be undergoing a significant 

troop expansion – the details/provision of which have yet to be fully established. 
Therefore, disposal sites and timetables at the Garrison may be subject to change. 
 

3.5 Relevant to all disposal sites, DIO are carrying out assessment studies over the next 
12 months to fully establish and programme relocations.  Following this work they 
will be better informed as to whether there is potential, in some cases, for the 
announced disposal dates to be brought forward. 

 
 

4.0 Catterick Garrison (Richmondshire): Overview 
4.1 One of Europe’s largest garrison towns – the total population of 15,500 currently 

includes 6,000 regular soldiers and 3,000 recruits. MOD is seeking to concentrate 
uses and personnel into fewer, large garrisons in close proximity to training areas 
and with good supporting infrastructure. Catterick Garrison meets this criteria and, 
at present, MOD is estimating that an additional 2,900 military personnel and circa 
1,900 accompanying dependants will be stationed there by 2031 (4,900 total).   
 

4.2 A thriving town centre has, in recent years, benefitted from private sector 
investment, including a successful £25 million shopping and leisure complex. The LEP 
has also provided Growth Fund support for junction improvements along the A6136 
to support development at the Garrison.  
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4.3 A review of the Catterick Long Term Development Plan (CLTDP) was completed in 

September 2016 by MOD. It proposes a land-use zoning framework to guide future 
development, whilst identifying: 

 Opportunities for site disposal; 

 Requirements around health, sport, leisure and education (particularly the need 
for increased primary school provision); 

 Necessary utility infrastructure upgrades, including Colburn Waste Water 
Treatment Works; 

 Prospective strategic transport infrastructure improvements, including: 
o dualling a section of the A6136 from A1(M) to Colburn Roundabout; 
o a southern link road/by-pass between A6136 and Scotton Road via Harley Hill 

and Loos Road; and  
o Camp Centre roundabout signalisation.  

 
4.4 Richmondshire District Council (RDC) has identified Catterick Garrison and Colburn 

(adjacent) as a primary growth area for new housing and employment in the district. 
In total, 22 individual housing sites have been identified by the MOD, with a total 
area of 120 ha and capacity for up to 2,500 dwellings – the largest site being Harley 
Hill (835 new homes).  

4.5 However, comprehensive discussions with the planning authority (RDC) regarding 
the 22 sites identified by MOD have yet to take place. Consequently, suitability and 
deliverability of these sites has not yet been established. Only once detailed land 
supply assessments have been undertaken in conjunction with RDC can the quantity, 
mix and location of service family accommodation and market housing be confirmed 
(see 5.2). 
 

4.6 In 2016, the median house price within Catterick Garrison was 5.8 times the median 
annual full-time workplace earnings across Richmondshire (19% below the YNYER 
average of 7.2). However, it should be noted that housing affordability is one of a 
number of factors taken into consideration when establishing objectively assessed 
housing need as part of a Local Plan process. 

 
5.0 Catterick Garrison: Next Steps 
5.1 A Strategic Group and Officer Working Group are to be formed encompassing North 

Yorkshire County Council (NYCC), RDC, the LEP and infrastructure providers as 
appropriate.  
 

5.2 GVA Property Consultants has been reappointed to develop a Catterick Garrison 
Capacity Study (due April 2017). This will incorporate detailed, costed land use 
options. Including: 

 Quantum of service family accommodation; 

 An implementation programme; 

 Infrastructure solutions. 
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5.3 RDC and MOD will then Masterplan the Garrison once provision requirements have 
been established.  This work will include Harley Hill and the next phase of the Town 
Centre. 

5.4 Further engagement is planned to lever public/private sector funding and 
investment. 
 

6.0 Catterick Garrison: Local Opportunities 
6.1 The expansion of the Garrison will coincide with new supply chain opportunities – 

however, local businesses are (generally) unsuccessful when contesting ‘first-tier’ 
MOD contracts. The LEP can communicate these opportunities through existing 
networks whilst providing support for companies hoping to do business with the 
MOD (e.g. it is now mandatory for MOD suppliers to be certified to Cyber Essentials). 
It is worth noting that the current Industrial Strategy Green Paper seeks to stimulate 
innovation through Government procurement and address the extent to which 
national and local procurement regimes align. 
 

6.2 Wiltshire's Military Civilian Integration Partnership aims to maximise the economic 
and social benefits of its military presence. The work of the partnership includes 
Higher Futures - a Swindon and Wiltshire LEP initiative to assist service leavers and 
dependants in attaining new skills that will be valued by local employers. An 
innovative, partnership approach to post 16 skills provision at Catterick Garrison 
would support the LEP’s Inspired People priority as well as the Richmondshire 
District Economic Action Plan. 
 

6.3 In 2015, 35% of workplace employment at Catterick Garrison was within retail and 
food/drink service activities - and the imminent designer outlet at Scotch Corner will 
provide several hundred more jobs within these sectors.  Additionally, in 2016 
Richmondshire had the lowest full-time workplace earnings of all districts within 
YNYER. The LEP should seek to influence and support economic development at 
Catterick Garrison that delivers sustainable, higher-value employment. 
 

7.0 Disposal Sites in the City of York: Overview 
7.1 DIO has identified three sites for disposal within the City of York: Queen Elizabeth 

(QE) Barracks and Towthorpe Lines (both Strensall) and Imphal Barracks (Fulford). 
City of York Council (CYC) recognise that if these sites are to be ‘reasonable 
alternatives’ within the context of their emerging Local Plan then they must be fully 
considered and subject to consultation. Furthermore, other local authorities have 
been challenged for not properly considering brownfield sites before greenfield 
release. Consequently, CYC has extended their Local Plan timetable by around six 
months, which will prompt a realignment of key milestones.  
 

7.2 QE Barracks and Towthorpe Lines (Strensall, north-west of York) have been 
scheduled for disposal in 2021 by DIO. QE Barracks is 31 ha whilst Towthorpe Lines is 
4.6 ha - although both sites include areas of designated open space and are part of 
or adjacent to Strensall Common Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Special 
Area of Conservation (SAC).  These factors could potentially reduce their size and 

https://www.contracts.mod.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/DSS-Doing_Business_with_MOD_updated.E23-ilovepdf-compressed.pdf
https://www.contracts.mod.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/DSS-Doing_Business_with_MOD_updated.E23-ilovepdf-compressed.pdf
http://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/army-basing-mci-partnership
http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/images/files/business/funding-grant-schemes/NEW_FUNDING_SCHEMES/D2_-_Economic_Action_Plan_2016-20.pdf
http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/images/files/business/funding-grant-schemes/NEW_FUNDING_SCHEMES/D2_-_Economic_Action_Plan_2016-20.pdf
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impel a Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA). 
 

7.3 In 2016, the median house price within Strensall’s locality was 10.3 times the median 
annual full-time workplace earnings across the City of York area (43% higher than the 
YNYER average of 7.2). However, it should be noted that housing affordability is one 
of a number of factors taken into consideration when establishing objectively 
assessed housing need as part of a Local Plan process. 
 

7.4 Imphal Barracks (Fulford) has been scheduled for disposal in 2031. The gross site 
area is 29.6 ha – however, it includes sports pitches, public open space and part of a 
green wedge that is important in terms of the historic character of York. These 
factors could potentially reduce its size. 
 

7.5 Established in 1725, Imphal Barracks represents a significant association to military 
activity in York. Accordingly, heritage value will play a leading role in determining 
future development. 

 
7.6 The local area within which Imphal Barracks is situated has a large and desirable 

stock of office/research units.  A rateable value (RTV) is based on a premises’ 
probable annual market rent – whilst taking its size and usage into consideration. 
The average RTV per sqm of offices around Imphal Barracks is 25% above the YNYER 
average. Additionally, in 2015, 8% of workforce jobs were within the legal and 
accounting sector (1% across YNYER). The site could be considered ideally placed to 
advance the aims of York's Economic Strategy. 

 
7.7 However, it should be noted that Imphal Barracks site has been submitted by DIO for 

consideration for residential re-use (not commercial) and initial assessments by CYC 
have been based on this submission. 

  
7.8 Since November’s announcement, CYC Officers have conducted initial technical 

assessments for housing on all three MOD sites. This showed that QE and Imphal 
Barracks are potentially suitable for residential use (after passing the CYC Site 
Selection Criteria) whereas Towthorpe Lines currently fails on account of its existing 
access to services and transport – and is therefore not currently a ‘reasonable 
alternative’ in the context of the emerging Local Plan. Further technical work will be 
required to look at site boundaries in Strensall; including the potential for additional 
community facilities to be provided on-site. 

 
7.9 The initial assessments also highlighted some potential impact on highways. Fulford 

Road (Imphal Barracks) is one of the City’s most congested routes at peak hour and 
innovative solutions will be required to ensure existing congestion is not 
exacerbated. Separately, development at Strensall may (in combination with other 
potential sites) have cumulative impacts on local road networks - including the 
A1237 (York Outer Ring Road). 

 
 
8.0 Disposal Sites in the City of York: Next Steps 

http://www.york.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/10991/york_economic_strategy_2016_to_2020.pdf
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8.1 DIO and CYC will carry out further technical assessments over the coming months, 
including archaeological, ecological and transport evaluations. Extensive consultation 
will then take place as per the Local Plan process  
 
 

9.0 Disposal Sites in Ripon City (Harrogate District): Overview 
9.1 Two adjacent sites at the north-western edge of Ripon were announced for 

imminent disposal within A Better Defence Estate: Claro Barracks (43.8 ha) and 
Deverell Barracks (11.9 ha). However, Harrogate Borough Council (HBC) first became 
aware of disposal plans in 2013; at which time the LEP funded a study to assess the 
economic implications of the Barracks’ closure (found to be relatively benign).  
 

9.2 Since this time, HBC has allocated both Barracks as sites within their Draft Local Plan. 
Simultaneously, a Neighbourhood Plan is also being prepared for Ripon City which 
allocates Claro and Deverell Barracks along with the adjoining Laver Banks (8.5 ha) – 
and it is hoped that a single, comprehensive Masterplan will enable the utmost 
sustainable development. 

 

9.3 Claro Barracks contains a technical area with high quality engineering units. HBC 
believe that retaining the technical buildings would offer a significant employment 
asset to Ripon and facilitate higher-value job opportunities – a priority within its 
emerging Economic Growth Strategy. It is, however, recognised that further work is 
required to support this aspiration. 

 

9.4 MOD disposal land in Ripon totals 64 ha. HBC’s assessments have identified 39 ha of 
developable residential land that could potentially yield 736 new homes, along with 
11 ha of employment land able to deliver 42,000 sqm of commercial floorspace. 
HBC’s aspiration is for a mixed-use site that levers significant economic and 
community benefits to Ripon.  
 

9.5 Development of Ripon Barracks may necessitate increased public transport, walking 
and cycling provision, a new primary school and extension of other services - these 
requirements will be outlined in the Infrastructure Capacity Study that accompanies 
the Local Plan.  

 

9.6 In 2016, the median house price in the north-western half of Ripon City was 8.4 
times the median annual full-time workplace earnings across Harrogate District (17% 
higher than the YNYER average of 7.2). However, it should be noted that housing 
affordability is one of a number of factors taken into consideration when establishing 
objectively assessed housing need as part of a Local Plan process. 
 

10.0 Disposal Sites in Ripon: Next Steps 
10.1 Further baseline studies are required to underwrite HBC’s draft allocations; including 

ecological, ground stability and drainage appraisals. DIO intend to appoint a planning 
consultant to work with HBC/NYCC and commission these studies. A comprehensive 
Masterplan for Deverell and Claro Barracks will then be produced in partnership with 
HBC, NYCC and the Ripon City Plan Team. 
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10.2 DIO expect full vacancy of Ripon sites by the end of 2018. By this time they aspire to 
have procured a development partner and be in a position to obtain an outline 
planning consent for the site. This timetable is unlikely to run ahead of HBC’s Local 
Plan process. 
 

11.0 Dishforth Airfield (Harrogate District): Overview 
11.1 Dishforth Airfield has been provisionally allocated for disposal in 2031 by DIO. Prior 

to November’s announcement, the Airfield was submitted to HBC as a potential site 
within their emerging Local Plan.  
 

11.2 The Airfield lies immediately east of the A1(M) and is accessed from Junction 49. The 
proposed disposal site (indicative 108 ha) comprises part of the Airfield no longer 
required for operational purposes and contains several runways and other 
hardstanding areas. The remaining operational part of the site lies to the south-east; 
with Dishforth village to the north and agricultural land to the east.  

 
11.3 The site lies along a strategic, arterial motorway and existing industrial floorspace in 

the locality totals 120,000 sqm. Furthermore, in 2016 the median local house price 
was 10.2 times the median annual full-time workplace earnings across Harrogate 
District (42% higher than the YNYER average of 7.2).   
 

11.4 Initial HBC assessments of the site identified 54 ha of developable/deliverable land 
that could potentially yield 2,156 new dwellings and 40,000 sqm of employment 
floorspace. It could be considered that the provision of employment (as part of a 
mixed-use development) would encourage local business expansion and provide 
positive economic effects. 
  

11.5 However, the site is not in accordance with the Draft Local Plan growth strategy and 
sustainability appraisal/site assessment work undertaken by HBC has also highlighted 
a number of issues; including significant environmental and transport/accessibility 
problems that would require substantial mitigation. Prospective residents would 
currently require the use of private cars in order to access almost all leisure, 
recreational, shopping and health facilities.  

 
11.6 Additionally, at 2031, DIO’s indicative timetable for disposal would be near the end 

of the Local Plan period (2035) meaning that the site would be very unlikely to 
deliver any housing/employment within the Plan’s timescale.  

 
12.0 Dishforth Airfield: Next Steps 
12.1 The timetable and quantum of disposal at Dishforth Airfield is directly linked to the 

capacity and capability studies currently being undertaken by DIO; with a particular 
inter-dependency on plans at Catterick Garrison.  
 

12.2 The Barracks at the Airfield act as a ‘receiver site’ for incoming troops and once its 
future capacity requirements are established an appropriate disposal boundary can 
be drawn. DIO will then be in a position to begin working with HBC, NYCC etc. on 
defining potential development. 
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12.3 It is likely that the site will be assessed and considered again when HBC’s Local Plan is 

reviewed (expected to be within 5 years of adoption). 
 
 

13.0 MOD Site Optimisation: Potential Delivery Mechanisms 
13.1 DIO are currently testing delivery mechanisms to agree a best approach to any 

partnership arrangement. They are being encouraged to be innovative in this regard 
and will have decided on a preferred model by late Spring 2017. However, different 
objectives and constraints applying to individual projects means a ‘one-size-fits-all’ 
approach to site disposals may not be appropriate.  
 

13.2 New Homes on Public Sector Land: Accelerating Delivery was produced in 2016 by 
Savills and Telereal Trillium. The research highlighted a number of historical 
approaches taken by MOD to public land sales (depending on site-specific 
requirements). For large sites, broadly defined as those capable of delivering over 
1,000 homes, the appointment of a “Land Sale Delivery Partner” is the preferred 
method. This involves a seven month OJEU process to procure the partner and the 
structure has successfully been used to dispose of six sites so far. 
 

13.3 A less common approach is to transfer sites to the Home & Communities Agency 
(HCA), who will then undertake the sale, with the risk and reward shared with the 
MOD. The final option is a traditional site sale, preferably selling with outline 
planning and subject to overage and clawback clauses in order to maximise sale 
proceeds.  
 

13.4 Many opportunities for the LEP to support delivery will depend on the approach 
taken to disposal (e.g. forming a Partner Panel). A full breakdown of delivery 
mechanisms (with associated advantages and disadvantages) can be found at 
Appendix A. 
 

14.0 MOD Site Optimisation: Recommendations 
 

14.1 Establish strategic objectives and priorities.  
LEP funding and resources are finite and the geography of site disposals across 
YNYER comprises varying degrees of local housing affordability and economic 
conditions. Consequently, the LEP should define its objectives (as influenced by key 
strategic documents) its approach to appraisal and, subsequently, development 
priorities. Objectives could include: 
 

14.2 Ensuring that land suitable for development is delivered as quickly as possible: 
Translating land sales and planning consents into the delivery of new houses has 
often been a slow process in the sub-region; with capacity of the 
development/construction sector a constraint, as well as other market forces.  
 

14.3 To illustrate the challenge, HBC’s current target is to deliver 557 new dwellings each 
financial year. Yet in 2015/16, only 288 new homes were completed; whilst 232 new 

http://www.telerealtrillium.com/cms/cms_files/high_res_final.pdf
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homes had been built by the end of quarter three 2016/17 – despite unimplemented 
planning consents totalling 4,000 dwellings. This position is reflected across the LEP 
area.   
 

14.4 To expedite the delivery of sustainable development the LEP may choose to:  

 Fund upfront infrastructure requirements - sites that require major changes of 
use and infrastructure funding have often received support from the public 
sector, as significant infrastructure costs create a large front-loaded viability 
constraint. The Enterprise M3 LEP have committed to unlocking housing sites, 
for example, through the provision of utility capacity or green infrastructure. 
This would de-risk private sector investment and enable early provision of 
infrastructure where CIL funding is not an option. This would not only improve 
development prospects but also increase land values returned to the MOD. 

 Assess YNYER Local Authority appetite for accelerating delivery through direct 
and speculative financial contributions. 

 Accelerate the work of YNYER Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board in forming 
a housing implementation team that provides increased public and private 
investor confidence and activity, working with public (e.g. HCA) and private 
delivery partners.   
 

14.5 Supporting employment land development: 

 A development scenario with significant residential development (especially 
where housing receipts are high (e.g. Strensall)) will improve viability relative 
to mixed-use options, which have a lower return on investment. Innovative 
public funding models can increase the viability of employment land (e.g. 
Enterprise Zone).  

 Large-scale military sites often lack market presence. Establishing occupier 
demand at scale requires investment to promote the location and to attract 
anchor uses and occupiers to establish focus and profile. The LEP could play a 
key role in securing this inward investment.  
 

14.6 Supporting new housing that meets the diverse needs of local populations: 

 The LEP may choose to support housing outcomes that increase the number 
and range of homes appropriate to local demographics; including the elderly, 
first-time buyers, working-age households and those with specific needs. 

 
14.7 In the short-term, the YNYER Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board should engage 

with each Local Authority affected by closures to agree opportunities and timescales 
for potential LEP funding. In this regard, indications are that sites in Ripon and 
Catterick Garrison are closest to disposal.  

14.8 Initial scoping and engagement can commence with a view to capitalising on the 
local opportunities identified at Catterick Garrison (see 5.1, 6.1-6.4).  
 

14.9 DIO should be invited to the YNYER Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board once a 
delivery mechanism is established.  
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14.10 In the medium-term, the LEP should remain engaged with developments at sites in 
York and Dishforth.  

 
15.0 MOD Site Optimisation: Conclusions 
15.1 MOD estate optimisation will unlock an unprecedented amount of public land for 

development within YNYER to support LEP priorities - initial assessments suggest that 
over 6,000 additional new homes could be delivered. 

15.2 The LEP is ideally placed to work with DIO, local authorities and other stakeholders in 
achieving local ambitions for disposal sites that support the YNYER Strategic 
Economic Plan and Housing Strategy.   

 

16.0 Recommendations 

The YNYER Infrastructure and Joint Asset Board to; 

 Establish a set of strategic objectives and priorities 

 Work with Local Authorities to set out further opportunities, timescales and funding 
mechanisms 

 Invite the DIO to attend the Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board at a future 
meeting. 

 In partnership with Richmondshire explore the potential for a formal civil integration 
partnership similar to Wiltshire. 

 
Appendix A - Potential Delivery Mechanisms for New Homes on Public Land 
Appendix B – Supporting Data 
 

 

 

 

http://www.businessinspiredgrowth.com/publications/reports/
http://www.businessinspiredgrowth.com/publications/reports/
http://nycyerhousing.co.uk/data/documents/New-Y-NY-and-ER-Housing-Strategy-2015-to-21-LR-DRAFT-FINAL.pdf


Craven’s Approach to 

Accelerating Housing and 

Economic Growth



Housing and Employment Land 

Pressures

• Housing requirement has been identified as 182 dpa but increased to 214 

dpa to take all of the Craven part of the Yorkshire Dales National Park.

• Housing pressure from aging population and loss of working age population

• Low build rates are resulting in loss of working families and loss of 

services such as schools

• Second worst affordability ratio in Yorkshire after Harrogate.  Problem is 

most acute in deeper rural areas including the National Park

• Employment needs identified as requiring an additional 28 hectares of land.

• Mainly indigenous business expansion but also businesses moving in from 

West Yorkshire and East Lancashire

• A range of very successful businesses that need more space and access to 

wider labour market



Performance and Barriers

Craven LPA 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17

Permissions 427 339 785 676

Completions 36 128 198 230

• The long term build rate is approximately 180 dpa

• There have only been a handful of years when 214 dpa has been 

surpassed.

• Need to change increase long term build trend

• Insufficient medium size builder (currently 3 main builders)

• Volume builders rarely operate in Craven

• We have very few serviced plots for employment

• When land does become available it tends to be taken quickly



Plan for Action

Development of Craven DC Assets

• Use of CDC Land Assets for house building

• Become a Registered Provider and Shared Ownership programme

• Establish a Regeneration Joint Venture

• Bid for Accelerated Growth Scheme and Growth Deal

Plans, Partnerships and Powers

• Produce a Accelerated Housing Plan 

• Complete the Local Plan

• Establish the Dales Partnership



Use of Craven DC Land Assets

Gargrave Road 400 dwellings



Use of Craven DC Land Assets

Airedale Avenue 45 dwellings



Use of Craven DC Land Assets

Horse Close 100 dwellings



Shared Ownership

• Three S106 shared ownership houses 

purchased

• Three shared ownership houses 

under construction on CDC site

• Plan for further 8 houses on CDC 

sites

• Secured HCA funding to support 

• Allows affordable homes to be built 

without holding debt or exposure to 

Right to Buy.



•

Purpose

• Provide additional capacity 

• Accelerate growth across Craven

• Seek better value from assets

• Develop more difficult areas on lower margins

• To become self sufficient

Characteristics

• The model follows the successful approach 

taken in East Lancashire authorities.

• Partner is a builder 

• 10 year agreement

• Seeks to create a revolving fund to allow 

regeneration of sites across Craven

Establish a Regeneration Joint Venture



Regeneration Joint Venture Process



Complete the Local Plan and Future Delivery

Housing and Employment

• Increased housing target to 214 dpa to take account of National Park

• 28 ha of employment land required and allocated

• Focus employment on Skipton with additional sites in Settle and 

Ingleton

• Allocate the full 20 years now

Timescale

• Publication of Draft Local Plan June 2017

Implementation

• New Planning Delivery Officer role providing full life service to key 

developers

• Need to ensure powers and resources in place to seek increase in the 

rate and quantity of house building including CPO



Accelerated Growth Scheme and Growth Deal

1040 jobs

330 houses

£53m follow on investment

Better connectivity 

Reduced congestion



Establish Dales Partnership

Housing Group

• Close partnership between YDNP and CDC

• Accelerate development of small rural sites in and on the periphery of the 

Yorkshire Dales

• Identify opportunities to purchase exception sites

• Officer group include planning officers from each authority giving advice 

Attracting families to the Dales 

• Partnership between Richmondshire, Craven and Yorkshire Dales NP

• Aims to attract more young people to live in the Dales and other rural areas 

• Activities will include tackling housing, jobs, branding and cultural offer
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