
THORP ARCH TRADING ESTATE ACTION GROUP
OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION 13/03061

2,000 HOUSES ON THORP ARCH TRADING ESTATE

Contact: Peter Locke, Chairman 
14 Thorp Arch Park, Thorp Arch, LS23 7AN

Added congestion Loss of prime agricultural land Overwhelming local opposition

Site asbestos contamination Gridlock on Bridge Rd again Poor accessibility

Does this look brownfield to you? Unsuitable re-routing of local traffic Loss of flora and fauna
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Thorp Arch Trading Estate – Application 13/03061 for 2,000 Houses  
 
Addendum 2 to volume 18 – Objection to WYG technical note 10 - Highways 
 
Response and rebuttal of WYG technical note 10, posted on LCC website on 10 April 2014. 
 
1. Introduction: 
 
Unfortunately, the way technical note 10 has been presented, without a clear explanation of 
the three traffic scenarios, the model assumptions, or the flows in each direction, it is very 
difficult to make a detailed analysis of the results. However it is possible to ask some 
common sense questions, to see if the results presented are ‘reasonable’. The outcome of 
this test is given below – the figures presented do not pass the reasonableness test, as 
follows: 
 
 
2. Comparison of traffic volumes for three scenarios. 
 
The table below (see appendix 1) summarises the AM and PM peak figures presented by 
WYG for their three scenarios – High Street assignment, Link Road assignment and 30/70 
assignment. (Note: we assume that the term ‘link road’ refers to what has previously been 
known as ‘relief road’). 
 
2.1 Growth for 2023 Base case: 
 
Comparing the 'existing' and '2023 Base' numbers for various locations we find the 
following:-  
 
For Walton Road, Wood Lane, The Village, Church Causeway the difference between 
existing and 2023 is very small, typically less than 5% traffic increase.  
 
For the Bridge, it shows REDUCTIONS of 1% morning and more than 10% afternoon.  
 
Yet for Wetherby Road and Wighill Lane, both east and west, it shows increases of 15% to 
20%, both morning and evening.  
 
So it appears the model is moving existing traffic and its growth onto the Wetherby Road, 
and off the Bridge, BEFORE ANY HIGHWAYS MODIFICATIONS ARE MADE. Why? 
 
2.2 ‘Link road’ traffic: 
 
Comparing 2023 base + development traffic on the ‘link road’, scenario1 ‘High Street’ 
actually has more traffic on this road during both the am and pm peaks than scenario 2 ‘link 
road’. Since scenario 2 is supposedly assigning maximum traffic to the ‘link road’ this is 
obvious nonsense. 
 
2.3 Church Causeway: 
 
Existing traffic flowing across the bridge will have five principle sources/destinations in the 
Walton/Thorp Arch area: 



- Residential traffic from Walton/Woodlands/Walton Chase and Rudgate 
- Prison traffic 
- British Library traffic 
- Industrial Estate traffic 
- New TATE residential traffic from the 2000 homes. 
 
After the ‘relief’ road is built, all the first four ‘existing’ sources will still be able to access 
Church Causeway without making any difficult/prohibited turns, or taking any significantly 
longer route. As a consequence, there is no reason to suppose that any significant 
percentage of the existing traffic flows will change their route and go via Wetherby. The 
existing ‘base level’ of traffic will remain. Yet scenarios 1 and 2 show the traffic on Church 
Causeway decreasing by up to 80% 2023 base v. 2023 base + development. Why has the 
existing traffic disappeared? And where is the extra traffic from 2000 homes – they can 
access Church Causeway if they wish, by exiting TATE at Rudgate, or by making U-turns, 
(or even prohibited turns).  People whose trips have destinations or sources in Boston Spa, 
Tadcaster and other local villages will surely wish to continue to use the bridge, rather than 
take the extra 4 miles (approx, according to destination) to go via the Wetherby local 
access road. 
 
2.4 Wighill Lane (Rudgate) 
 
At present, the majority of the TATE industrial traffic heading either West or South leaves 
the estate via the main entrance at Street 5, past the British Library. Under the 
‘development’ scenarios, this exit is closed by a bus gate. The traffic will then have the 
choice of exiting at the Rudgate roundabout, or going all round the southern boundary of 
TATE and exiting on the ‘link’ road. Given that the industrial areas will be condensed 
towards the south eastern part of the estate, what proportion of industrial traffic is assumed 
to exit at Rudgate? For many of the units this will be the shortest and quickest route if going 
to Wetherby, and also gives access via Church Causeway for traffic wanting to go to over 
the Bridge. So even without any residential traffic, industrial traffic on Rudgate will increase. 
Yet scenarios 1 and 2 show it decreasing significantly, and scenario 3 shows just some 
growth. Why? 
 
3. Safety: 
 
The safety audit has looked at the new junction designs. However there are other safety 
issues:- 
 
Pedestrian safety on the route to Boston Spa from TATE, and particularly on the Bridge, 
with its very narrow footpath, is of great concern. 
 
Wood Lane will become even more dangerous, due to the perception that it is all one way. 
Northbound traffic using the road will very infrequently encounter southbound vehicles and 
are likely to assume that there won’t/can’t be any. The sight lines are very poor. Yet the 
design allows for southbound cyclists, and also southbound farm vehicles exiting the fields. 
A recipe for head-on collisions. 
 
 
 
 



4. All day congestion: 
 
The figures quoted all relate just to the morning and evening peak hours. Some simple 
mathematics shows that the bridge/bridge road/T-junction complex will have more traffic 
desiring to use it throughout the day from 7:00am to 7:00pm than it can handle. 
 
As we have seen above (in 2.3) there is no reason to suppose that the development will 
alter the desire of the current users of Church Causeway by offering them any more 
advantageous routing. Therefore the existing traffic volumes across the bridge, outside 
peak hours, of around 150 to 350 vehicle per hour (based on from three daytime 
measurements by TAG in early June) will remain. 
 
In addition, the new housing will provide a demand, as follows: 
  
4.1 Basis for traffic numbers: 
 
The split of people movements per hour from residential premises comes from WYG 
Transport Assessment revision 3 part 2 Appendix U. These hourly percentage splits have 
been used as the vehicular movements percentage splits, since most movements will be by 
vehicle, and no separate vehicle movements data is provided. 
The total vehicle movements per day is taken from WYG Transport Assessment revision 3 
part 2. It is based on WYG 8.964 Traffic Trip Rate per day per dwelling which TAG believe 
is far too low, and on TAG’s modal split of 82.5% - see appendix 2. This last number is a 
realistic assessment from TAG since the WYG estimates for movements by public 
transport, bicycle and on foot at this location bear no relation to the current observed levels 
for such transport modes, which are minimal. If people are not currently prepared to walk or 
cycle the journeys to work on TATE, then there is no reason to suppose that new residents 
on TATE will use those transport modes for journeys to Boston Spa or Wetherby or further 
afield. 
Using the Applicant’s Trip Rate figure of 8.964 the resultant number of vehicle movements 
per day is 2000(dwellings) x 8.964 (movements per dwelling) x 0.825 (proportion of 
movements by vehicle) = 14,791. 
The ‘desired’ direction of travel is derived from a survey of peak hour morning and evening 
traffic done by LCC, on traffic exiting the Woodlands residential area. They found a split of 
50/50 Boston Spa/Wetherby in the morning peak and 40/60 in the evening peak. TAG have 
used the 40/60 figure throughout the day, to be conservative (It would be preferable to have 
splits measured throughout the day, but these are not available.) This results in a ‘desired’ 
residential flow of 14,791 x 0.4 = 5,916 movements over the bridge. 
The 5,916 desired movements can be assumed to be equally split inbound and outbound, 
at 2,958 movements each. However the outbound desired movements will be reduced by 
the effect of the ‘relief’ road and restricted turns junctions. These do not prevent traffic 
heading towards Boston Spa, just make it a bit more difficult. Traffic can exit TATE by the 
Rudgate roundabout and travel to the bridge via Church Causeway. They can also exit 
TATE on the ‘relief’ road, turn right towards Walton and then make a U turn, or make an 
‘illegal’ left turn, or do a loop via Walton Gates. Many trips will have a specific destination 
which is considerably shorter either to, or via, Boston Spa. TAG have therefore made the 
conservative assumption that one-third of the outbound desire trips are removed by the 
‘relief’ road scheme. This leaves 2,958 x 0.66 = 1982 outbound desired trips towards 
Boston Spa. The inbound trips have no such restriction, remaining at 2,958 desired trips. 



We are thus left with 2,958 inbound plus 1,982 outbound = 4,940 trips ‘desired’ on the 
Boston Spa bridge route. TAG believe this a conservative figure. 
Using the split of traffic flows per hour (see above) we find that, between the hours of 
7:00am and 7:00pm, the percentage of these trips per hour varies from 6% to 12%. 
This equates to 296 to 592 extra vehicles, generated by the 2000 house development, 
desiring to cross the bridge in each hourly period. 
 
4.2 Daytime ‘desired’ flow:  
 
From the above we see that the existing ‘desired’ flow between peak hours is between 150 
and 350 vehicles per hour. To that we must add the ‘desired’ movements from the 
residential development, which is a minimum of 296 vehicles per hour throughout the day. 
 
So the minimum hourly ‘desired’ flow is 446 vehicles per hour, while the average throughout 
the day (outside peak hours) is approximately 250 existing plus an average of 
approximately 350 from the new development giving a total of 600 desired trips per hour. 
 
With the current arrangement of the ‘complex’, congestion and grid-lock occur anywhere 
between 350 and 500 vehicles per hour, as observed on site during TAG traffic surveys. So 
the ‘desired’ flows cannot be accommodated by the Bridge Complex throughout the 7:00am 
to 7:00pm period. 
 
This extra residential demand is sufficient to ensure that the bridge route is at full capacity 
throughout the 7:00am to 7:00pm period. Excess traffic will be forced by congestion to 
divert to less ‘desired’ routes, mainly the Wetherby LAR. 
 
It is completely unacceptable to have congestion on the Bridge/Bridge Road/T-
junction complex through the 12 hour 7:00am to 7:00pm period. 
 
There have been discussions about putting traffic lights on the bridge to ‘improve’ the flow. 
Previous experience of traffic management on the bridge is that it only makes flow worse. 
The issue is not only the bridge, but traffic being able to clear the single track bridge area to 
allow traffic to flow in the opposite direction. Currently, with no traffic control, drivers are 
very considerate and aware, and most of them wait to cross if their exit from the bridge is 
not certain. As soon as traffic lights are in place, this behaviour will cease, as the 
psychology is ‘the lights say I can go’. Installing lights will make the congestion worse. 
 
The only way to improve the flow through the complex would be to remove the on street 
parking on Bridge Road, so batches of traffic allowed through by the lights would have 
somewhere to go, and could clear the bridge. This might work in highways terms, but note 
that the support for this scheme from Boston Spa is absolutely contingent on the on-
street parking being retained. 
 
 
5. Incorrect assumptions underlying WYG traffic calculations: 
 
The WYG calculations are based on a trip rate of 8.964 movements per dwelling per day. 
This is lower than the figure of over 10 movements used for the East Leeds extension. The 
figure is based by WYG on data for locations which are much more accessible, by methods 
other than car use, than TATE. 



  
The applicant should be asked to find better comparative data for estimating this key figure, 
which in the view of TAG is considerably understated. Local surveys are a possible method. 
The next step in calculating vehicle movements is to decide how many of these overall 
movements are made by car, as against by foot, by bike, or by public transport. Again the 
Applicant’s assumptions do not accord with current experience ‘on the ground’, both in 
recent residential developments (say Woodlands) and in the transport methods currently 
used by employees arriving to work at the Estate, Prison or Library. The applicant needs to 
survey current work transport modes. The best estimate of how people will travel FROM the 
site to work is the modes people currently use to travel TO the area to work. The absence 
of such a survey from the Applicant is in itself evidence that their assumed modal split is 
biased against car usage. 
 
The number of ‘working’ adults in the 16 – 74 age group is also underestimated by the 
applicant. They have used the Leeds Super Outer Layer percentage of 58.2% of such 
adults not in employment. This figure is highly unlikely to be representative of the 
demographic of population moving to the new TATE development. TAG’s estimate is nearer 
to 25%. Once again, comparable local data is available in the form of the new 
developments adjacent to the site but the Applicant has chosen not to use it. These should 
be surveyed by the applicant to obtain realistic and relevant figures. 
 
The surveys needed are not large or expensive. They are fundamental to defining the traffic 
volumes the site would actually generate. These surveys need to be conducted by the 
applicant to give an evidence base for the traffic generation figures. 
 
 
6. Conclusion: 
 

• The ‘Bridge/Bridge Road/T-junction complex will be insufficient to handle the desired 
traffic flows for all hours between 7:00am and 7:00pm. 

 
• The WYG numbers for 2023 significantly understate the traffic generated due to use 

of inappropriate comparators for Trip Rate, Modal Split, resident numbers and 
percentages of residents unemployed. 

 
• Serious safety issues for pedestrians, and for Wood Lane, have not been addressed. 

 
• There are obvious ‘common sense’ problems with the WYG traffic scenarios, which 

are internally inconsistent and eliminate existing traffic flows for no reason. 
 
 
 
TAG – 27 June 2014  



Appendix 1. Consolidated WTG traffic scenarios 
 
  High St Assignment  Link Road Assignment  30/70 Assignment 
  Scenario 1  Scenario 2  Scenario 3 
  AM PM  AM PM  AM PM 
Walton Rd Existing 303 302   303 302   303 302 
 2023 base 313 310   313 310   313 310 
 2023 base  + dev 141 115   201 125   333 314 
 Net change (2023) -172 -195   -112 -185   20 4 
                
Relief Rd Existing 0 0  0 0  0 0 
 2023 base 0 0  0 0  0 0 
 2023 base  + dev 1410 1530  1232 1342  1166 1409 
 Net change (2023) 1410 1530  1232 1342  1166 1409 
                
Wby Rd (West) Existing 686 700  686 700  686 700 
 2023 base 786 813  786 813  786 813 
 2023 base  + dev 1771 1839  1971 2160  1838 1953 
 Net change (2023) 985 1026  1185 1347  1052 1140 
                
Wood Lane Existing 64 58  64 58  64 58 
 2023 base 66 60  66 60  66 60 
 2023 base  + dev 340 461  79 99  84 120 
 Net change(2023) 274 401  13 39  18 60 
                
Village Existing 145 79  145 79  145 79 
 2023 base 150 81  150 81  150 81 
 2023 base  + dev 420 464  163 120  167 141 
 Net change (2023) 270 383  13 39  17 60 
                
Church Cause Existing 293 261  293 261  293 261 
 2023 base 303 268  303 268  303 268 
 2023 base  + dev 131 59  188 83  380 296 
 Net change (2023) -172 -209  -115 -185  77 28 
                
Bridge Existing 451 381  451 381  451 381 
 2023 base 445 340  445 340  445 340 
 2023 base  + dev 543 514  363 246  539 428 
 Net change (2023) 98 174  -82 -94  94 88 
                
Wby Rd (East) Existing 569 619  569 619  569 619 
 2023 base 665 730  665 730  665 730 
 2023 base  + dev 514 546  514 546  594 606 
 Net change (2023) -151 -184  -151 -184  -71 -124 
                
Wighill Lane-Walton Existing 668 675  668 675  668 675 
 2023 base 760 786  760 786  760  
 2023 base  + dev 500 393  504 419  710 670 
 Net change (2023) -260 -393  -256 -367  -50 -116 
                
Wighill Lane Rudgate Existing 397 358  397 358  397 358 
 2023 base 488 462  488 462  488 462 
 2023 base  + dev 345 269  405 293  618 550 
 Net change (2023) -143 -193  -83 -169  130 88 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 2. Modal split, WYG v. TAG estimate. 
 
 

  WYG. Leeds 
Super Output 
Area Lower Layer 

  TAG estimate. 

  AM Split   AM Split 

Work Mainly at or From Home   8.5%   3.0% 
Underground, Metro, Light Rail, 
Tram  

 0.0%   0.0% 

Train   0.9%   0.0% 
Bus, Minibus or Coach  4.5%   5.0% 
Taxi   0.0%   0.0% 
Motorcycle, Scooter or Moped   0.9%   1.0% 
Driving a Car or Van   67.8%   82.5% 
On Foot   19.4%   5.0% 
Passenger in a Car or Van  3.3%   3.0% 
Bicycle   2.5%   0.5% 
Other Method of Travel to Work   0.7%   0.0% 

 
 
The changes made by TAG to the WYG estimates are: 
 
Reduction in percentage of journeys on foot, from 19.4% to 5%. There is almost no 
inward commuting foot traffic to TATE, so there is no reason to expect any outbound 
foot traffic. The only journeys on foot for work are if any residents work on site. As 
covered in our previous objections, there is no evidence that this will be likely either. 
Our figure of 5% is therefore still very generous. 
 
Reduction in percentage of bicycle journeys from 2.5% to 0.5%. The same argument 
applies as for foot traffic. There is virtually no observed current bicycle commuting. 
 
Car percentage increase from 67.8% to 82.5% as the balancing figure. 




