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

2,000 HOUSES ON THORP ARCH TRADING ESTATE

Volume 17 - Objection to detail in the PA Docs 
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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Planning application 13/03061. 2000 houses on Thorp Arch Trading Estate. 
 
TAG - Objection to detail in the planning application documents: 
 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Traffic Assessment – revised issue 29 November 2013 
Local Housing Market Assessment Prepared by Savilles 
Employment Land Report by Knight Frank 
 
After discussion with Aaron Casey (LCC case officer), it was agreed that TAG 
would document the errors, inconsistencies and misleading uses of data 
within the above documents. 
 
The format is the same as that used in TAG objection volume 2 ‘Sustainability 
Issues’. The first column lists the paragraph or page reference in the Planning 
Application document, the second gives the piece of text that is being 
challenged, and the third column is TAG’s reason for the challenge. 
 
Summary: 
 
The flaws in the application documents are sufficiently serious and material to 
completely undermine the applicant’s attempts to justify this application on 
planning grounds. 
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Thorp Arch Trading Estate – PA 13/03061 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment volume 1.  
 
 
 Para Item Issues 
1.3.4 Mitigation measures proposed. Proposed measures are not 

appropriate. See TAG objection 
volume 4 addendum 2 – 
“Consultant’s Opinion” 

1.5.4 Item in brackets re date of EIA 
scoping request relating to 
earlier scheme 

Was a new scoping document 
ever produced to cover the 
‘relief’ road? 

2.1.1 
Diagram 
1 

EIA process diagram. Shows 
public feedback loop 

No public feedback until May 
2013 when design effectively 
completed. See objection 
volume 5 “Consultation Issues” 

2.2.3 Expectation of 500-600 homes 
after 5 years (rate of about 100 
per year).  

1. This means rate for next 
ten years until full 2000 
homes is 150/year 
(professionals think this 
very optimistic). 

2. What on-site facilities will 
be available in this 
period? 

Table 
2.2 

Planning policy – bullet point 3. 
Greenspace being evaluated on 
1150 homes 

Use of data from previous 
smaller scheme – again. 

Table 
2.2 

Nature conservation. Bullet point 
3. Ecological value of site 
recognised, but awaits Ecology 
chapter.  

Where did this get to? 

Table 
2.2 

Nature conservation.  Bullet 
point 5. Remove zone 1 from 
developable area. 

Mitigation suggested by 
applicant instead. Is not 
appropriate (see Atkins report). 

Table 
2.2 

Sustainability.First two paras. 
Asks for principles of 
development to address major 
sustainability issues, and a 
commitment to sustainable 
construction 

The Overarching Sustainability 
Assessment is just a series of 
excuses for why these 
requirements are NOT being 
met. See TAG volume 2 
“Sustainability Issues” 

Table 
2.2  

Sustainability. Last two bullet 
points 

Requirements not met 

Table 
2.2 

Highways. Journey time. Trip 
distribution from new 
developments at Walton Chase 
and Woodlands show 50/50 split 
Boston Spa v Walton directions 

Applicants traffic models still 
trying to obscure this fact. The 
claims that the ‘relief’ road will 
alter this ration substantially 
have no basis in fact. 

Table 
2.2 

Summary column point 3. Confirms that no recent Site 
Investigations have been 
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conducted. 
Table 
2.3 

Under consultee Adam Ward 
(bottom of page 2-10 to top 2-
11. 
Comments on public transport 
relate to smaller scheme, as 
they are dated 2012. 

Proper public transport 
assessment still not conducted. 
Note: Grove Road PA 
13/03196FU refusal claims 770 
bus INADEQUATE for that 104 
house scheme, which is 
WITHIN walking distances of 
local facilities. So how can the 
770 cope with 2000 houses with 
very few local facilities? 

2.2.8 WYG claim sustainable design 
and construction.  

The URS “Overarching 
Sustainability Assessment” 
makes it clear that there is 
insufficient money to do a 
proper sustainable job. 

2.3.23 Bullet point 4. Comment on 
public consultation. 

There was no proper public 
consultation on anything – See 
TAG volume 5 “Consultation 
Issues” 

Figure 
3.1 

Zone 3 classified as ‘land for 
future employment use’ 

What is significance of this? 

3.2.10 “Large mounds of waste material 
from the main Thorp Arch 
Estate” 

These mounds are fly-tipping. 
They should not be used as 
evidence of non-greenfield 
status (as used by David 
Newbury at Plans Panel). 

3.2.15 Second sentence refers to grass 
mound created by ‘material from 
building works on the main 
Estate’.  

More fly-tipping by the Estate. 
These can’t be used as 
evidence of pre-development 
and should be restored. 

3.4.6 Refers to retention of existing 
woodland. 

See TAG volume 3 – 
“Contamination Issues”. 
Because of uncertainties about 
non-standard activities at ROFF 
sites, and spillage from internal 
roads and paths, it is clear that 
the whole site will need a 
‘confidence scrape’ to meet 
standards for residential 
development. This will destroy 
all vegetation. 

3.4.24 Speed limit on ‘relief’ road. This should be factored in when 
comparing routes out of the 
Estate – ‘relief’ road v 
Walton/Wetherby road. 

3.4.40 Foul water treatment WYG are currently claiming that 
the inadequacies of the water 
treatment facilities are the 
subject of an agreement with 
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Yorkshire Water. Will this be 
section 106? How will it be 
enforced. Have financial 
aspects been considered for 
viability? 

3.4.52 ‘Frequent’ bus service The proposed bus service is 
way outside the Core Strategy 
requirements – see TAG 
objection volume 10 
“Accessibility Criteria” 

3.4.55-
57 

Ecological mitigation What, if any, measures have 
been proposed as a result of the 
Ecological Surveys in 
September 2013? 

3.4.58 Bullet point 2. Changing bunds 
to ditches 

Would preserve layout, but 
destroy the archaeological 
significance. 

3.4.59 Embankment to west of ‘relief’ 
road. 

No such embankment shown in 
cross sections in figures 4.6 to 
4.12 

3.6.3 Estimate construction of 135 
units per year. 

Considered totally unrealistic 
and excessive by Developers 

3.6.7 Remediation strategy ‘to be 
decided’. 

Remediation could be a huge 
cost. The viability of the scheme 
is in question. It is nonsense to 
put it off until the detailed design 
stage. See TAG volume 3 
“Contamination Issues”. 

3.6.9 Assumptions on ‘confidence 
scrape’ removing all vegetation. 

This clashes with assumptions 
on tree/woodland preservation. 
All areas will require it (as 
comments above on 3.4.6). 

3.6.10 Powell calculations Even LCC contamination 
officers don’t believe these 
calculations. 

3.7.3 Remediation to by done by 
RHPUT contractor? 

If this is the case, it makes it 
even clearer that the 
decontamination issues can and 
should be quantified now. 

4.1.2 Reference to Core Strategy 
key diagram inclusion of TATE  

UNTRUE. TATE was removed 
before the PA was deposited. 

4.1.2 Delivery of increased area 
dependant upon inclusion of 
western ‘relief’ road. 

Decided at whim of Councillors, 
with no highways analysis or 
justification. No public mandate 
for ‘Consultative forum’ which 
was effectively secret. 

4.2.3 Site is pre-developed land. Only in part. Even the LCC zone 
descriptions confirm that large 
areas have never been 
developed. This development 
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requires MORE Greenfield land 
than a 2000 house development 
on a straightforward Greenfield 
site. 

4.2.4 Claiming ‘live-work’ on site This was considered minimal at 
the UDP enquiry – see 
Inspector’s report. No evidence 
presented that anything has 
changed. Prison getting rid of its 
‘tied houses’. Very few 
employees in 
Woodlands/Walton Chase. See 
TAG volume 8. 

Figure 
4.1 

Shows TATE on Key Diagram. REMOVED. 

4.2.12 Western ‘relief’ road route 
chosen by local people. 

Chosen with no wider public 
knowledge or agreement. See 
petition against ‘relief’ road TAG 
volume 14. 

Table 
4.1 

Tabulation of adverse effects of 
‘relief’ road. 

These still all apply, with many 
others. 

4.3.1 Public consultation June 2012.  For a very different scheme. 
Approx 1000 houses and no 
‘relief’ road. Irrelevant to current 
PA 

4.3.2 Final bullet point ‘require 
measures to make the scheme 
sustainable’ 

Measures INFERIOR to those 
presented at UDP review, at 
which the site was found 
unsustainable and not capable 
of being made sustainable. With 
INFERIOR facilities, then  by 
definition this site does not meet 
the requirement of the Plans 
Panel. This should be brought to 
the attention of the Panel by 
LCC planners 

4.3.5 Phasing of community facilities. 
‘Relief’ road meeting aspirations 

No phasing information made 
available to TAG. 
The community absolutely does 
NOT want the ‘relief’ road – see 
petition TAG volume 14. 

4.3.9 Clear interest of officers and 
Plans Panel members…… 

True for once. There is a strong 
push to ‘dump’ part of the 
housing requirement on TATE, 
despite it failing all planning 
guidelines. Why aren’t the LCC 
planners upholding LCC and 
national policy? 

Table 
5.1 

NPPF Presumption in favour of 
sustainable development 

This application does not 
comply. See TAG volume 2 
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Row 1 ‘Sustainability Issues’. Also see 
Linden Homes objection on LCC 
‘open-access’ website. 

Table 
5.1  
Row 2 

NPPF Core Principles There was no local involvement, 
apart from a few parish 
councillors meeting ‘in secret’. 
It is not sustainable. See 
comments above. Travel will be 
car dominated and 
unsustainable – see UDP 
Inspector’s report 

Table 
5.1 
Row 3 

NPPF Building a Strong, 
Competitive Economy. 

See TAG volume 2 – 
“Sustainability Issues”. The 
houses will be built somewhere 
in Leeds, so the building has no 
overall effect on industrial 
activity. Employment – see TAG 
volume 12. 

Table 
5.1 
Row 4 

Vitality of town centres The onsite facilities will be 
limited – see UDP Inspector’s 
comments, and TAG objection 
16 “Infrastructure and 
Sustainability” 

Table 
5.1 
Row 5 

Transport. ‘Local shops will be 
located within walking distance’ 

Only those on site, and those 
will be very limited. Same 
comments as box immediately 
above. 
The walking and cycling 
distances to ‘facilities in the 
locality’ are more than x2 
outside criteria. (See TAG 
objection 7 “Walking 
Accessibility”). 
The ‘greatly improved public 
transport offer’ is significantly 
worse than that in the UDP 
review – which the Inspector did 
not consider satisfactory. 

Table 
5.1 
Row 7 

Design. ‘Relevance’ column – 
last para. Close work through 
Consultative Forum and Public 
Exhibitions. 

Comments on the Consultative 
forum already made. See TAG 
objection volume 5 – 
“Consultation Issues”. 
Public exhibitions. There were 
only two of these. One in June 
2012 on the smaller and very 
different scheme – and the 
public comments were not taken 
aboard. The second was in May 
2013. just before deposit of the 
PA, when all the detail was 
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already decided. So much for 
local input!!!! 

 
 
 

  

Table 
5.1  
Row 9 

Climate Change. WYG are not proposing to meet 
these standards – see URS 
Overarching Sustainability 
Appraisal. 

Table 
5.1 
Row 10 

Natural Environment This takes MORE Greenfield 
land, and much of it is of high 
environmental value. See 
comment on 4.2.3  

Table 
5.1  
Row 12 

Planning authority should look 
for solutions not problems. 

The solution is to build on sites 
in line with the Core Strategy. 
LCC are not looking for 
problems, they are shutting their 
eyes to them.  

Table 
5.1 
Row 13 

Pre-application Engagement. This requirement has not been 
met at all, as far as the local 
community is concerned. 
In addition the Plans Panel have 
been misled about local opinion. 
This was compounded by the 
misinformation not being 
corrected, and the decision 
made in March 2013 to agree 
that the scheme ‘met with the 
Panels Aspirations’ not being 
revisited in the light of the 
absence of public involvement. 
See TAG objection 5 
“Consultation Issues” 

Table 
5.1 
Row 14  

Planning obligations – only if 
necessary and directly relate to 
the development. 

TAG have already objected that 
the 106 agreement contains a 
‘wish list’ for Walton that does 
not meet these criteria. 

5.1 UDP Failure to mention that the 
site was rejected by an 
Inspector at public inquiry.  

Table 
5.2 

Policy SA2 The UDP inspector found that 
this would create a car 
dependant dormitory 
community. 

Table 
5.2 

Policy SP3 Fails policy. As found by UDP 
inspector. Current public 
transport proposals are 
INFERIOR to those put forward 
at UDP review. 

Table Policy GP5 Fails to mention ‘relief’ road 
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5.2 crossing a conservation area 
and a protected view. 
Particularly bad since the ‘relief’ 
road achieves no highways 
benefit to offset damage. 

   
Table 
5.2 

Policy 5.11 and 5.22 URS Overarching Sustainability 
Assessment makes it clear that 
these requirements will NOT be 
met. 

Table 
5.2 

Sustainable Location The applicant has failed to 
demonstrate in what way this 
proposal is more sustainable 
than that put forward at the UDP 
review. The comments about 
local infrastructure “being able 
to accommodate” are 
completely unsubstantiated. 
See TAG volumes 7 (no walking 
accessibility) and 16, giving the 
local services available in 
Boston Spa, outside walking 
range. 

Table 
5.2 

Policies H11 and H12 If 35% affordable housing is so 
important in the area, why is the 
applicant proposing to make an 
(inadequate) financial 
contribution so they only have to 
provide around 10% on site? 

Table 
5.2 

Policy E7 TATE is one of the most 
successful employment sites in 
the outer NE. Our TAG 
employment objection volume 
12 shows this. The development 
will condense all current 
employment, leaving little or no 
space for employment growth. 
This contravenes the policy. 

Table 
5.2 

Policy N49 LCC’s own ecologists recognise 
how important this site is 
(county wide, regionally and 
possibly even of National 
importance). The mitigation 
measures proposed are not 
appropriate (see TAG objection 
volume 4 addendum 2 
“Consultant’s Report”). This 
policy is completely failed. 

Table 
5.2 

Policy T2 Firstly, the site is NOT less than 
2km from Wetherby centre, as 
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the application claims. 
The problems of accessibility by 
foot are addressed in TAG 
volume 7 “walking accessibility”. 
The highways are no better than 
when the UDP Inspector found 
them totally unsuitable. The 
‘relief’ road provides no 
highways benefits. 

Table 
5.2 

Policies RL1, N37 and LNA Application fails again, as 
above. 

5.3.4 Site Allocations It is now clear that there is a 
very large body of objections, 
made on solid planning 
grounds, to the ‘green’ 
allocation for TATE. There are 
also some support comments, 
mainly arising when other local 
communities were told by our 
ward councillors and MP that 
they could escape from putting 
forward housing sites, by 
suggesting TATE instead. 
These suggestions were 
encouraged without any 
planning evidence about the 
site, and without telling the 
communities that TATE had 
been found unsustainable at the 
UDP. 
The site allocation responses 
must now be analysed BEFORE 
any decision is taken on TATE.  

Table 
5.3 

General Policy The claim that this application is 
in line with the Core Strategy is 
totally untrue. See the Linden 
Homes objection on the open-
access website. 

Table 
5.3  

SP7 This site takes MORE 
Greenfield land. See above 

Table 
5.3 

SP1 Agree that the scheme does not 
accord with CS policy. 
It is NOT in the key diagram. 
The location is less sustainable 
than in the UDP review, so it 
cannot be viewed as being 
‘made sustainable’. 

Table 
5.3 

(Row after SP1). Achieving 
development in smaller 
settlements 

This is not in a smaller 
settlement, it is a new 
settlement. It does not meet the 



 - 10 -

highways, public transport or 
walking accessibility criteria 
(see above). It cannot support 
adequate local services. 

Table 
5.3 

H1 Mainly Greenfield site (see 
above). 
It will NOT facilitate early 
delivery of housing, due to the 
difficulties inherent in the site. 

Table 
5.3 

T2 Even with improvements to the 
pedestrian/cycle paths, these 
criteria will fail due to the 
distances to any facilities off-
site. See TAG volume 7 
“walking accessibility” for 
distances involved, which 
exceed guidelines by more than 
a factor of x2. 

Table 
5.3 

EN1 The application completely fails 
to meet this requirement. 

Table 
5.5 

Public Transport Improvements Not only do the public transport 
improvements fail to even get 
close to the requirements of the 
Core Strategy, they are 
significantly WORSE than those 
put forward and rejected at the 
UDP review.  

5.5 Affordable Housing Interim 
Policy SPD 

They won’t comply. Why is most 
of the affordable housing being 
replaced by a contribution to 
offsite provision? 

5.5 “Building for tomorrow today.” WYG are not proposing to meet 
these standards – see URS 
Overarching Sustainability 
Appraisal. 

SP11 
section 
106 

Contribution for secondary 
schooling 

WYG claim in 6.5.17 that this 
development of 2000 houses 
will only have 200 children of 
secondary school age. For a 
new development of this type of 
housing, that is a ludicrously low 
figure. If any contributions are 
based on this figure they will be 
completely inadequate. 

6.2.11 Local highways have “significant 
capacity and no particularly 
onerous road safety issues” 

Complete rubbish. 
The Wetherby Walton road is a 
known to be dangerous – the 
four speed cameras testify to 
this. 
Wood Lane is known locally for 
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its dangers, poor alignment and 
flooding. Plus no pedestrian 
provision. 
The Thorp Arch bridge is 
already congested at peak 
hours. 
Congestion is building rapidly on 
the fairly new LAR road around 
Wetherby. 

6.2.16 Using 2023 as the assessment 
year. 

Completely inappropriate, when 
even the applicant does not 
expect construction to be 
complete before 2028 

6.2.27 10 year horizon. Does the comment about using 
15 year horizon ‘increasing the 
baseline’ make any sense? 

6.4.4 Restricted movement junctions These junctions, plus the ‘relief’ 
road itself, have the effect of 
moving traffic OFF the Thorp 
Arch by-pass (Church 
Causeway) and through the 
centre of Thorp Arch village 
instead. They have bad safety 
implications (Wood Lane !!). 
They are also out of keeping 
with the rural area, and will be 
almost impossible to enforce. 

6.5.2 Construction traffic HGV 
movements 

This ignores the very large 
quantities of contaminated soil 
which will need to be removed 
from site. 

6.5.5 
bullet 
point 3 

Using Wetherby Ward school 
census data. 

This data has no relation to the 
social structure of a new 
isolated settlement. Its use is 
totally inappropriate. 

6.5.9 Well understood residential land 
uses 

Rubbish again.Tacking a new 
residential development onto an 
isolated trading estate is not a 
well understood phenomenon. 

6.5.13 Modal splits Use of Wetherby data again. 
Just as inappropriate. See 
comments on 6.5.5 above. 

Table 
6.11 

Modal splits – secondary school Again, misuse of Wetherby 
data. Given the distances to 
either Wetherby High School, or 
Boston School (both well over 
2kms) it is unlikely that there will 
be any significant walking 
percentage. The bus service will 
not be able to cope with the 
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volumes. What about children 
going to other schools 
(Tadcaster Grammar, private 
schools). The actual trips by car 
will be far greater.  
WYG claim in 6.5.17 that this 
development of 2000 houses 
will only have 200 children of 
secondary school age. For a 
new development of this type of 
housing, that is a ludicrously low 
figure.  

6.5.20 11 car trips to Secondary School From a 2000 house 
development in an isolated 
location. Can anyone believe 
that? Much of this PA defies 
common sense – this is one of 
the most blatant examples. 

 
TAG 
PL – January 2014 
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Thorp Arch Trading Estate – PA 13/03061 
 
Traffic Assessment (revised issue 3, 29 November 2013) .  
 
 
Para Item Issues 
3.16 Frequency and destination of 

buses 
The commentary gives an 
inflated view of the frequency 
and quality of the bus service. 
 
During some hours of the day 
there are as few as three buses 
per hour not four as claimed. 
 
Few buses other than the 770/1 
Service actually pass near to 
TATE. Most have Wetherby 
(three miles away) as their 
nearest stop. 
 
The 174 Service finishes at 
17:08 not 18:15. 
There are two buses that visit 
TATE to and from Wakefield. 
Generally the 174 Service uses 
Wetherby – three miles away 
from TATE. 
 
412 Service - there is one TATE 
bus to and from York. Generally 
the 412 Service uses Wetherby 
– three miles away from TATE. 
 
The 923 Service – there is one 
bus to and two from Tadcaster 
that visit TATE.  Generally the 
923 Service uses Wetherby – 
three miles away from TATE. 
 
The 770/771 is the only service 
that regularly runs close to TATE 
however with journey times to 
Leeds of over 70 mins at peak 
times there is unlikely to be 
much uptake of this service.  
Where commuters would need a 
second bus to get to work the 
service would be clearly 
impractical with journey times in 
excess of 90 mins for a journey 
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as little as 15 miles.  
 

4.54 Links B302 & 303 AM and PM 
figures 

These figures are different to 
Issue 1 of this doc.  What is the 
reason for this? 

4.63 
bullet 2 

Two slight severity accidents 
reported on the Thorp Arch 
Bridge. 

Looks to under report the 
position.  Tag are aware of three 
accidents between Sept 2013 
and Jan 2014 

4.63 
bullet 8 

Accident figures on Wood Lane  Not all accidents are recorded. 
There have been several 
unreported accidents at the 
junction of Wood Lane and 
Walton Road. 

Table 
7.1 

Person Trips figures These are for AM (8.00-9.00) 
and PM (16.00-17.00) peak 
hours only. 

7.10 School Trip data The escorted trip figures of 
19.35% is too low for an isolated 
site.  Use of National figs is 
inappropriate. 
PM peak of 1.51% misses the 
School run time so applying this 
figure is also inappropriate. 

7.13 Figs in Appendix W Daily person trip rate of 8.964 is 
too low. For example the less 
isolated East Leeds Extension 
(Nov 2011) has a rate of 10.015. 

Table 
7.3 

Secondary School modal split Highly unlikely that 12.1% will 
walk to school in Boston Spa 
which is two miles away 
especially if a subsidised bus 
service is available. 

7.26 
First 
Bullet 
Point 

256 trips to Primary School in 
AM peak and 18 in the PM peak 
 

First Bullet Point - The method 
used is incorrect. It uses the 
"Escorted Education" figure of 
19.35% however it is stated in 
Table 7.2 that 58.55% of 
Primary School children travel 
by car (all will be escorted).  
Using 58.55% the number of 
trips is 771 for the AM peak.  
The "PM peak" quoted uses the 
wrong time period (4:00-
5:00pm).  The trip figure should 
be similar to AM peak of 771. 
 
Trips to Secondary School are 
unreliable. Uses ‘Escorted 
Education’ and does not include 
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bus traffic – who would provide 
these buses? 

7.26 
Second 
Bullet 
Point 

171 trips to Secondary School in 
the AM peak and 1 in the PM 
peak. 

As above - Trips to Secondary 
School are unreliable. Uses 
‘Escorted Education’ and does 
not include bus traffic – who 
would provide these buses? 

Table 
7.7 

Trips to work figures The total number of trips is 
understated as a result of the 
Daily Trip Rate being low, see 
7.13 comment. This in turn 
understates the Journey to Work 
traffic. 

7.40 Conclusion that rate assessment 
is robust 

Choice of check locations not 
ideal.  Woodlands would have 
been more appropriate. 

Table 
7.12 

Workplace pop 4385 This figure needs explanation as 
it appears to include the prison 
population. 

Table 
7.13 

Journey’s to/from Harrogate As part of the Applicants 
justification of Bus Services 
Harrogate has been cited as a 
‘major transport hub’ serving 
TATE.  For this level of traffic it 
appears to be irrelevant. 

7.63 Traffic flows to/from cordon 
points 

“Quickest routes” used but no 
journey times stated. 

7.64 Includes restricted movements… Does not include the new 
junction between Walton Road 
and the Relief Road.  Where is 
this considered in the report? 

7.65 ..less than 30 two-way trips  Seems very low considering 
North Yorks objections. 

Table 
7.13 

Harrogate 23 trips am and 27 
trips pm. 

Was Harrogate cited as a main 
transport centre, frequent bus 
services?  Hardly seems worth it 
for this level of traffic. 

8.6 ..ten year horizon for future traffic 
growth considered realistic 

Highways Agency request – has 
this been satisfied? 

8.10 Reference to Appendix KK No appendix KK provided 
Table 
8.1 

Junction 1 Walton Road / Privas 
Way 

Figures have changed since rev 
1 – why is this?   

8.55 Traffic on the bridge AM & PM 
peaks 

Figures quoted have not been 
substantiated. Details of revised 
traffic assessments have not 
been made public. 

App E Isochrones – walking distances Isochrones taken from perimeter 
of site not centre of site. Few if 
any residents will be within 2km 
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of the services in Boston Spa. 
 
TAG 
KA – February 2014 
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TATE-PA 13/03061 

Local Housing Market Assessment Prepared by Savilles 
PAGE ITEM ISSUES 
4 2.1 sub-market area Fails to state that TATE is located in the 

north east corner of the region in a remote 
location and lies adjacent to the boundary 
between Leeds and North Yorkshire. 

5 2.2 Significant difference in the 
relative size of the sub- areas 
in household terms 

The Outer North East is a rural area with 
only one major settlement, WETHERBY. 
The settlement hierarchy in the district is 
predominately made up of villages and 
smaller settlements. This should be 
acknowledged. 

6 Table 2 Distribution of Housing 
Land and Allocation 

Should be corrected to state that this is 
the residual target and less existing 
permissions and allocations. The Site 
Allocation Plan for this region was 
available when the report was prepared 
and the correct number of dwellings to be 
provided of 3933, should be stated. 

 Penultimate paragraph 
a) location which are or can be 
made sustainable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) The Core Strategy identified 
TAE as one such example 
where housing could be 
delivered 

TATE was rejected by the inspector in the 
UDP Review on the grounds of: poor 
highway provision; lack of public 
transport; no confidence in bus provision 
and no local infrastructure or facilities. He 
was also of the opinion that it would be a 
car dependant dormitory community. 
What has changed to make TATE 
SUSTAINABLE ? See TAG’s objection 
Volume 16. 
 
Item 4.6.15 states ”However, it is not the 
role of the Core Strategy to identify 
individual sites, rather to provide a steer 
on where new housing should be found” 

 Last paragraph-TAE can 
provide for 40% of the target 
which will greatly assist in 
achieving this target 

Correction, if granted TATE will provide 
51% of the residual target. But obviously 
any houses built, no matter where in the 
region, will assist in achieving the 
numbers, but with less loss of greenfield 
land.  

7 2.2.1-Older Person Household Why no evidence or statistics provided to 
support the statement made? The 
proposed housing mix and isolated 
location is completely wrong for the 
elderly. 
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 2.2.2- Economy If the mitigation trend is as that 
suggested, a partial stemming of people 
moving out of Leeds, then would not the 
isolated and rural location of TATE  
increase dramatically the dependency on 
private transport. 
 

7 cont 2.2.2 Ecology, paragraph 3 Assumption made that commuters from 
outside Leeds could be attracted to 
housing on TATE. Without evidence the 
alternative could also be suggested. 

 Table 3 TAG consider the information provided 
would be more relevant to the application 
if the Origin and Flow for Leeds related to 
the sub areas. 

8 Paragraph 2   In the UDP review the inspector attached 
little weight to this argument, what if 
anything has changed. 

 Paragraph 3 The infrastructure costs for TATE are 
high, this is reflected in the applicants 
proposed housing mix and the number of 
affordable homes to be provided off site. 
This must and will greatly reduce the 
opportunity to meet the aspirations so 
stated. 

10 2.2.4-Housing Supply, 
paragraph 2. 
Outer North East had the 
fourth lowest number of 
completions of the eleven sub-
areas. 

Fail to appreciate how this is relevant to 
the application.  

11 Paragraph 1- Potential to 
deliver in excess of what has 
been delivered for the whole 
sub area over a 10 year period 
from one site over the next 10 
years.  

On TATE in a village settlement with a 
household  population  of  778. This is 
wrong. 
SPATIAL POLICY 1: LOCATION OF 
DEVELOPMENT  
To deliver the spatial development 
strategy based on the Leeds settlement 
hierarchy. 
(ii) That settlements within the hierarchy 
will guide the identification of land for 
development, with priority given, item c 
Key locations identified as sustainable 
extensions to the relevant settlement. 
That proposed is not an extension to the 
existing village, is outside the settlement 
hierarchy and would be a new small 
isolated settlement with a population of 
around 4720.  
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 Paragraph 2-estimated that 
55% of demand for new stock 
will be for two bedroom 
properties 

Why then is the applicant only therefore 
proposing to provide 20% (400nr) two 
bedroom terrace houses on TATE? 

cont   
 

12 cont c) identified as an important 
brownfield site that can deliver 
substantial sustainable 
development to 2028. 

Is it BROWNFIELD? See TAG’s objection 
Volume 2 - the site is only approx. 35% 
brownfield. 
In view of the new definition of brownfield 
land since the UDP review this has been 
questioned many times, but such remains 
to be justified. 
Deliverability: with the very high 
infrastructure cost will this site ever be 
developed, is it financially viable? 
Sustainable development, the UDP 
inspector findings do not support this 
statement. 
 

13 to 
15 

3.1 Localised Housing Markets The information provided covers four 
areas surrounding Thorp Arch, why are no 
sale figures provided for Thorp Arch? 
Area 1: Wetherby has a population figure 
over 11,000, Area 2 : Boston Spa over 
6,000, Area 3: Tadcaster over 7000 and 
Area 4; Rural West York ? 
The current population figure for Thorp 
Arch, in a household is only 778. 
 
 

16 and 
17 

3.3.2-Types of Occupation, 
Paragraph 2 and Table 12 

The average number of people in 
professional, managerial or associated 
professional/technical occupations who 
would command from 3 beds to 5 beds 
taken over Areas 1 to 4 is 44%. 
The applicant is proposing to provide on 
TATE 80% of 3 to 5 bedrooms (table 15 
page 20 refers). 
Where is the adequate provision for 
smaller dwellings ???? 
 

18 and 
19 

3.4 Affordable Housing, 
3.4.1 General-housing needs 
survey 
  
Paragraph 1, page 19 

  
No data provided in support of the 
findings stated, why? 
Provision stated for 50% on site and 50% 
off site is wrong. Of the 700 affordable 
homes to be provided, the applicant is 
proposing to provide only 221 on site and 
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has offered £25.5m for the balance of 479 
off site. 
Why not the full provision on site? Leeds 
Property Services have advised that the 
true cost of constructing this number of 
dwellings off site would be around £60m, 
why a £34.5m shortfall ? 
The viability statement submitted by the 
applicant apparently concludes that the 
scheme would not be viable should the 
larger sum be required. The question 
must be asked, why are Leeds CC 
prepared to subsidise this development ? 

19 4.1 Analysis of Data 
Paragraph 6 

Statement made wrong, TATE will not 
provide its full share of affordable 
housing, see above. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20 

Paragraph 9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.2 Housing Mix Table 15 

No evidence is provided to support any 
demand from the 3,500 plus employees 
located adjacent to TATE, why? We 
repeat that the UDP inspector attached 
little weight to this argument. 
 
 
 
 
 
The report puts forward several 
opportunities to provide on site a wide 
variation of properties. Over 55s 
development, housing for local 
employees, people in 
professional/managerial occupations and 
suggest a retirement village could form 
part of the overall scheme. 
Every possible different type of property is 
suggested, why? 
The application made is in outline to 
consider the principal of development with 
all matters reserved apart from access to 
the site.  
  
 

 

TAG   
GD - February 2014 
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TATE-PA 13/03061 

Employment Land Report by Knight Frank 
Para ITEM ISSUES 
2.1 The application relates to approx. 

113 ha of the estate which 
comprises of predominantly under 
utilised areas, or include vacant or 
redundant units or scrubland. Some 
of the application site also includes 
parcels of the Estate which are 
currently occupied. 

The statement made fails to indicate 
the full extent of employment land that 
will be lost within the application site, 
which is :-  
Employment/Industrial                         
27.95 ha 
Retail                                                           
9.05 ha 
Land for future employment                 
13.70 ha  
This represents a loss of approx  45% 
of the Employment land on TATE. 
 
It also fails to mention that areas of 
land within the site are designated as 
Sites of Ecological and Geological 
Importance (SEGI), which will be lost. 
That land included in the site boundary 
has never been developed, or has 
returned to its natural surroundings, 
and should therefore be considered as 
“Greenfield Land ” 
   

2.4 Redevelopment of the site will 
enhance the overall attractiveness 
of the remainder of the Estate as an 
employment location. 

How? Statement made misleading. 
TATE is already promoted by the 
applicant to be in a parkland setting. 
The entrance to TATE currently runs 
along the parkland setting of Avenue 5, 
this will be replaced by a route to the 
perimeter of the estate, passing the 
recycling area and sewage treatment 
plant. It will significantly REDUCE the 
attractiveness of the setting. 
  

3.3 Offsite highway works. The relief road - what does it 
achieve ?.  Its need has been 
questioned many times, but remains to 
be justified as proving any highway 
benefit.It destroys 16.6ha (41 acres) of 
Grade 2 agricultural farm land. 
 
The bridge widening over the A1(M) 
and roundabout are not mentioned, 
why ?. 
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The  S106 obligations for the village of 
Walton 
are not scheduled, why ?   
 
 

4.4 The NPPF introduces a 
presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. 

Fact is that TATE was rejected by the 
inspector in the UDP Review on the 
grounds that the site was found  to be 
UNSUSTAINABLE & UNABLE TO BE 
MADE SUSTAINABLE. 

4.6 NPPF clearly states that where 
there is no prospect of employment 
land being used for employment 
related uses, alternative uses 
should be viewed favourably. 

Knight Frank acknowledge that TATE 
currently provides a base for some 140 
companies employing around 1,700 
people. The estate continues to attract 
businesses and investment into the 
Wetherby area. It states as an 
example 20 new lettings being 
completed every year for the last five 
years (see 2.4 and 7.11) 
So clearly TATE does provide 
excellent employment land which 
should be retained. 
See TAG`s objection Volume 12. 

4.7 NPPF in relation to vacant 
buildings, Paragraph 51 advises 
that the Planning Authority should 
identify and bring back into 
residential use empty housing and 
and buildings in line with local 
housing and empty housing 
strategy.   
The NPPF`s  preference is stated 
to be for vacant employment sites 
to be re-used where there is no 
economical reason to justify their 
retention 

It should be noted that, city-wide, 
Wetherby has one of the lowest empty 
property figures within the Ward areas. 
 
 
 
Para 7.11 of the KF report highlights 
the fact that the Thorp Arch Estate 
continues to attract business and 
investment into the Wetherby area.  
The report fails to provide any 
justification to support that TATE is 
financially unviable for employment 
use alone. 

4.11 The application site and indeed the 
whole of Thorp Arch Estate, is 
protected under Policy E7  due to 
its current or last use being 
employment related. 

Policy E7  only allows for alternative 
uses to be developed where it can be 
demonstrated that there is no longer 
any “need ” for the employment site. 
As there is a shortage of employment 
land in the Outer North East, and this 
site remains a successful employment 
location , the need for it to be retained 
under Policy E7 is absolutely clear. 



 - 23 -

4.15 
and 
4.16 

No planning need for the site to be 
retained for employment use 

Policy EC1- General employment 
Land of the Consolidated Core 
Strategy document (CD1/1). 
Clause 5.2.36 refers to the LEEDS 
EMPLOYMENT LAND REVIEW (2010 
UPDATE). This document 
recommended land on Avenue B, D 
and East of Street 7 Thorp Arch T E  
(Development Zone 3 and 6 of the 
application site an area of 13.6694ha) 
be “Retained” in the Employment Land 
Portfolio, stating “Site located within 
established trading estate with no 
significant constraints to its 
development”.  
 

4.22  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.22 
cont 

Policy EC3: Safeguarding existing 
Employment Land and Industrial 
Areas. 
 
 
Item A) (i) Existing buildings and 
land are considered to be non-
viable in terms of market 
attractiveness, business operations, 
age, condition and compatibility 
with adjacent uses. 
 
Item A) (ii) The proposal would not 
result in the loss of a deliverable 
employment site necessary to meet 
the employment needs during the 
plan period. 
 

Policy EC3-5.2.56 The Leeds 
Employment Land Review (2010 
Update) identified a potential shortfall 
of available employment  land in the 
Outer North East. 
No viability statement provided to 
support statement made and the 
existing conditions plan would indicate 
that in site Zones 4 and 5  (approx 
32ha) the footprint of the ROF 
buildings remains little changed from 
that built in 1942.  
Statement made is wrong and not 
supported by that identified in  Policy 
EC3-5.2.56 above. 
Throughout the site there is evidence 
of older buildings being successfully 
upgraded, reclad and insulated to 
improve their appearance at an 
economical cost. 

5.1 Methodology Please explain why it was agreed 
between LCC and the Applicant that 
the Report should assess the 15 
minute peak time area and inbound car 
journey only.  
We would also question the accuracy 
of the 15 minute isochrones diagram 
included in Appendix 2 and note that 
no data is provided in support, why?   

6. Employment Land Assessment Assumptions should not be made. 
We would draw to your attention the 
Main Modifications that have arisen 
through the Core Strategy Examination 
process in connection with 



 - 24 -

Employment Land, Policy EC1 and 
EC3. 
We would again reiterate that until the 
examination process is completed for 
both the Core Strategy and the Site 
Allocation Plan for the Outer North 
East, this application is PREMATURE. 

7.2 The Application Site- 
The application can be broken 
down into six separate zones. 
Zone 1 - 8.7ha of scrubland and 
open grassland, area allocated for 
Housing. 
 
 
 
Zone 2 - 5 ha of vacant land, area  
allocated  for housing. 
 
 
 
 
 
Zone 3 – 10.1ha currently referred 
to as Westminster Yard, large area 
containing several redundant and 
semi redundant buildings. Area 
allocated for Housing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Drawing (20)002 refers 
 
 
: Area of the land never-developed, no 
Group allocation on  ROF,  without 
question this area of land is 
GREENFIELD. 
 
:Statement made is wrong.  The 
Applicants Design & Access Statement 
refers to this zone as “Westminster 
Yard” and previously used as the 
Testing Ground , ROF, Group 9. This 
area could be Heavily Contaminated. 
 
: Statement made is wrong.  This area 
was formerly heavily populated by 
small buildings used to produce 
detonators, caps and initiators and was 
also responsible for the filling and 
pressing of shells,  ROF Group 1. 
The report prepared by Stanger 
Science & Environment for the 
applicant in 2001 states in item 2.1  
that “the site is currently vegetated and 
the predominant tree types comprise 
ash and sycamore with hawthorn and 
elder. All the tree growth which 
appears to have occurred since the 
buildings were demolished in the late 
1950`s, leaving several mounds of 
demolition rubble across the site.” 
The recommendations made for 
remediation work are extensive and it 
is noted that on completion a 
development platform will have to be 
created. 
a) This area of land is allocated in both 
the Core Strategy and Site Allocation 
Plan to be retained for EMPLOYMENT 
use. 
b) The remediation costs for the area 
of land will be high, can it be viable to 
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Zone 4 – 9.9ha currently used as a 
Retail Park and allocated for 
housing. 
 
 
 
 
Zone 5 – 23ha of existing 
employment land allocated for 
housing. 
 
 
 
 
 
Zone 6 – 3.5ha of mainly grassland 
allocated for housing. 

support the allocation of only some 
340 dwellings ?. 
c) This area of land since the late 
1950`s (some 53 years ago) has 
returned back to its natural 
surroundings, so it should be 
considered GREENFIELD LAND . 
 
: Was the first example in the UK of 
this genre and the 10 earth bunded 
buildings retained from the ROF, form 
the park. The site includes a strip of 
SEGI land along its full length adjacent 
Street 5. 
 
:The largest of the zones and contains 
former ROF buildings, blast and 
mounds,  1/5th of the area is SEGI land 
the majority of which will be lost. 
Refer to issues raised in Para 4.6 to 
4.22 above. 
 
: 3 bunded buildings retained from the 
ROF, and trees and vegetation cover 
the top of the mounds which provides 
visual screening to the Rudgate 
business development. 
Recommended to be retained for 
Employment by LCC, see issues 
raised in Para 4.15 and 4.16.  

7.12 Stated that even when the whole 
residential development has been 
delivered, there will still be the 
following capacity for employment 
use.  
Occupied Buildings – 1,169,508 sq 
ft 
Vacant Buildings – 306,373 sq ft 

The report indicates that 32,140 sq ft 
will be relocated during Phase 1 of the 
development and for land north of 
Avenue C and Retail Park, excluding 
Units 202 and 205 a further 246,073 sq 
ft will be needed.  
Total relocated sq ft required is 
278,213 sq ft, the Vacant Buildings 
floor area is 306,373 sq ft  so this will  
leave a spare capacity for future 
employment of only 28,160 sq ft   
(23541sq m)  
 
But this appraisal fails to take in to 
account the loss of land on TATE 
already allocated for Employment of 
13.70ha ?. 
This fails to comply with Policy EC3: 
Safeguarding Existing Employment 
Land. 
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7.16 Moores Furniture Group and British 
Library are supportive of the 
proposal for the residential  
development. 

How  does such “demonstrate that the 
local market considers this proposal 
will deliver wider economic benefits to 
the area and provide a more attractive 
location for businesses to locate to”?. 
The report also fails to include any 
letters of support . 

7.17 Business Consultative Forum made 
up of business on the estate 
confirmed its intention to write in 
support of the proposed 
redevelopment of the Estate.  

Fact,  only 10 letters of support  have 
been received by LCC for this 
application, 2 of which have conditions 
attached to them and none of which 
are from that stated. 
Fact, to date there are approx  144 
letters of objections, and  a petition 
containing 316 signatures objection 
against the relief road. Detailed 
objections have been submitted by 
TAG and Thorp Arch Parish 
Council.  
Alec Shelbrooke MP has also 
objected. 
 

8.5 A distinct lack of supply in the 
immediate surrounding area 
(Harrogate, York, etc) has meant 
that Thorp Arch Estate has 
performed relatively well over 
recent years. 

This indicates that, even in these most 
trying and difficult financial times, 
TATE remains a successful 
employment site. TATE is a well 
established trading estate with few 
constraints to its commercial 
development. It confirms the need to 
retain all of this employment land. 

9.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In summary, Policy E7  is fully 
satisfied. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The opposite is in fact true. The 
reasons put forward in support of the 
statement made are contradictory to 
several other statements made in the 
report. 
TATE is protected under Policy E7 for 
employment related use with areas of 
land also allocated to be retained for 
Employment use in both the 
Consolidated Core Strategy and Site 
Allocation Plan Documents. 

TAG  
GD - February 2014 
 
 
 
 
 




