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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



Deliverability and Viability. 
 
Planning application 13/03061. 2000 houses on Thorp Arch Trading 
Estate.  
 
Objection on the grounds that the proposal is neither deliverable nor 
viable. 
 
1.  General: 
 
The TATE site is situated in the ‘golden triangle’ of Leeds – Harrogate – York, 
known for its high house prices, particularly in the villages between the main 
urban areas. 
 
However the site contains contaminated land, and a large 
industrial/commercial trading estate. It is bounded by a sewage works, 
household waste site, Wealstun Prison, and the massive bulk of the British 
Library storage warehouses. In an area known for attracting relatively high-
wealth residents, it can hardly be considered prime real estate. 
 
Even allowing for the undesirable location, the cost of housing is likely to be 
such that it would be out of reach of the low-paid warehouse/clerical workers 
who make up the bulk of the estate employees today.  
 
Because of its very poor accessibility (see the separate ‘walking’ and 
‘accessibility criteria’ objections by TAG) it is also unsuitable for either 
affordable housing provision, or housing for the elderly or disabled. 
 
At a time when the major housebuilders are actively seeking good sites to 
develop, we are unaware of any interest from them in this site – if that is the 
case, it is very telling. 
 
2. Deliverability: 
 
There are many issues which put the deliverability of the site into question, 
including: 
 

• The applicants may not have secured the right to purchase the land 
required for the ‘relief road’. 
 

• The decontamination of the site has not been properly addressed, and 
there are indications that it could be prohibitively expensive to achieve 
(see TAG objection ‘contamination issues’). 
 

• The local highways, rural roads, and the A1(M) LAR and roundabouts, 
are not capable of handling the traffic generated. 
 

• The ability to prevent surface water run-off contributing to flooding of 
the River Wharfe, and onward downstream to York, Cawood and Selby, 
has not been demonstrated. 



• Phasing. Many of the costs and projections for the site, including at 
what points in time the on-site convenience store, the ‘relief’ road, the 
subsidized bus services and the other community facilities will be 
provided, are very unclear. The whole practicality of the scheme will 
depend on these timings. The concept of early residents having to 
spend years living on a site without any facilities accessible by foot or 
bicycle is obviously impractical – especially for residents in affordable 
housing who may not have a second car for domestic duties. In 
particular the ‘convenience’ store, which is the size of a supermarket, 
will clearly not be viable for many years (if at all) unless a large subsidy 
is to be provided 

 
3. Viability: 
 
To be viable, the development has to make commercial sense – to be 
profitable both for the applicant, and any developers who take up the 
opportunity.  
 
We have tabled below ‘extra’ costs associated with this development, which 
relate to its location and would not apply to a better located site. Some costs 
come directly from the application, and are in normal typeface. Others we 
have had to ‘guesstimate’ and are shown in red, in italics. We fully accept that 
these ‘guestimates’ may be very inaccurate, and so LCC may wish to go back 
to the applicant for more realistic numbers. However they give a starting point 
for discussion, and a basis to show how far from viable this scheme is. 
 
Activity required Cost (WYG) or (TAG – guestimate) 

£ millions. 
 

Construct ‘relief’ road 18.6 
Purchase land for ‘relief’ road 2.0 
Decontaminate site 26.0 
A1(M) bridge widening 6.0 
Local highway/footpath improvements 0.5 
Bus contribution 2.5 
Upgrade sewage treatment plant 15.0 
Surface water retention/drainage 1.0 
Upgrade high-voltage electricity 
supply 

? 

S106 Walton ‘goodies’, plus provision 
of community facilities (playing fields, 
social centre, and their ongoing 
maintenance costs. 

2.0 

Totals:  47.1 + 26.5  
= £73.6 million, including TAG 
guestimates. 

 
The costs of the above have to be financed from the sale price of the housing 
on the site. However the 35% affordable housing cannot be expected to 



contribute. So the costs will need to be carried by the 65% x 136 = 88 open 
market houses per year over 15 years. 
 
However, the income from these sales needs to be discounted to reflect the 
time-value of money. £1000 received in say ten years time will only have a 
much lower value today. Taking a typical discount rate used by large 
companies to evaluate investment decisions of 7%, we find that a sum of 
£1000 per year received over 15 years, starting in year 2, achieves a current 
value of £8857. This calculation allows one year for the development 
infrastructure (‘relief’ road etc) to be built first. The housing build would then 
start, and sales commence in year 2. It does assume that all the additional 
costs above are incurred at the start, which is a harsh assumption, so a more 
detailed cash flow projection should be prepared by the applicant. 
 
Even so, we have seen that income of £1000 per year, starting in year 2 and 
continuing for 15 years, generates a present value of £8857. 
 
Thus in order to finance the additional development costs of £73.6 million, it 
would require an annual ‘extra’ income from housing sales of 73,600k divided 
by 8.857k equals £8.310 million per year. 
 
This extra income will be shared over the 88 market-value houses constructed 
in that year. 
 
This gives an ‘extra’ sales price per market-value house of £94,430. 
 
Is it even remotely conceivable that the housing built on this site, in this 
relatively undesirable location, can command sufficient sales prices to allow a 
recovery of £91,683 per house of additional costs associated with this 
location? 
 
The simple answer to that is “NO, it isn’t”. 
 
Even without including any of the guestimated costs from TAG, (i.e. only 
using costs produced by WYG in the planning application) the calculation still 
gives a sum of £60,311 to be recovered per house. 
 
This scheme is totally financially unviable. 
 
4. Conclusion: 
 
If the outline planning application were to be approved, the only way the 
applicant could make the scheme remotely financially successful would be to 
develop a small and simple part of the site – say zone 1 – and then walk away. 
 
They would not have built the relief road, decontaminated the majority of the 
site, including the areas of known contamination, or pay to enlarge the 
sewage works. 
 
The housing on site would have no local services whatsoever. 



 
A disaster of an outcome.  
 
This planning application MUST therefore be rejected. 




