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Report of the Chief Planning Officer
SOUTH AND WEST PLANS PANEL
Date: 7th September 2017
Subject: APPLICATION 6/04457/FU– Laying out of access road and construction of 25
apartments and 26 houses at former Tower Works, Moorfield Road, Armley, Leeds.
APPLICANT
KMRE Group

DATE VALID
15th July 2016

Electoral Wards Affected:
Armley

TARGET DATE
26th October 2016

Specific Implications For:

Equality and Diversity
Community Cohesion
Ward Members consulted
(referred to in report)

Yes

Narrowing the Gap

RECOMMENDATION: GRANT PERMISSION subject to conditions specified below:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Standard time limit of 3 years to implement
Plans to be approved
Sample materials to be submitted
Details of cycle and motorcycle parking facilities to be provided
Details of electrical vehicle charging points to be provided
Provision of visibility splays submitted prior to commencement
Vehicle spaces to be laid out, surfaced and drained prior to occupation
Provision for contractors during construction prior to commencement
The approved Phase I Desk Study report indicates that a Phase II Site
Investigation is necessary
10. Amended Remediation Statement is required where significant unexpected
contamination is encountered
11. Verification Reports, remediation works shall be carried out in accordance with
the approved Remediation Statement
12. Development shall not commence until surface water drainage works including
balancing works, off site works and calculations have been submitted and
approved
13. Development shall not commence until details and a method statement for
interim drainage measures during site works have been submitted and approved

14. Development shall not commence until full details of both hard and soft
landscape works, including an implementation programme, have been submitted
to and approved
15. A landscape management plan, including long term design objectives,
management responsibilities and maintenance schedules shall be submitted to
and approved prior to occupation
16. No removal of hedgerows, trees or shrubs shall take place between 1st March
and 31st August inclusive without written confirmation and approval.
17. Prior to the commencement of development, a Plan shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the LPA of bat roosting and bird nesting opportunities to
be provided within buildings and elsewhere on-site.
1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The application is submitted seeking consent for a new residential development of
twenty five apartments and twenty six houses. The application is brought before
Plans Panel at the request of Cllr James McKenna who raises concerns regarding
the lack of any on site green space or affordable housing contrary to policy
requirements. The reason for referral is based on material planning considerations
that affect more than two neighbouring properties and therefore, in light of the terms
of the scheme of delegation, it is appropriate to report the application to Panel for
determination.

2.0

PROPOSAL

2.1

The proposals create a new residential development consisting of the following:
• 12 x 3 bedroom terrace houses (House type H)
• 14 x 4 bedroom terrace houses (House type J)
• 12 x 1 bedroom apartments (Type A)
• 10 x 2 bedroom apartments (Type B)
• 2 x 2 bedroom studio apartments (Type C)
• 1 x 2 bedroom flat above garage (FOG)
Total = 51 units

2.2

The development consists of both housing and a large apartment block. The main
housing provision consists of two house types H and J to the south and eastern
sides of the site with the larger apartment block to the western side.
House Type H consists of a 3 bedroom, 2 storey terrace dwelling with rooms in the
roof space measuring 98m²
House Type J consists of a 4 bedroom, 2 storey terrace dwelling with rooms in the
roof space measuring 113m²

2.3

A new residential block of apartments is to be erected to the north western side of
the site divided into 24 separate self-contained units along with a detached 2
bedroom flat above the garage area, totaling 25 units.

2.4

Access to the development is to be taken from the south side of the site, adjacent to
Moorfield Road, via an area of land within the ownership of the applicant, which
currently forms part of the existing playing field to the east. The access road serves
only the proposed development with no through roads adjoining the wider highway
network.

2.5

Dedicated parking is proposed for each property with separate visitor parking
available throughout the site. The larger apartment block also features is own
dedicated parking with 22 space available.

3.0

SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

3.1

The application relates to the former Tower Works factory site. The site has been
vacant for a number of years and remains un-developed with previous approved
permissions for residential proposals lapsed. The site slopes from back to front and
is currently accessed via Tower Lane, a narrow road running parallel to Moorfield
Street, adjoined to Moorfield Road to the south. The existing access serves a
number of attractive stone built properties to the north of the site, including Hawthorn
Cottage, and is to be maintained as part of the development. Existing semi-detached
dwellings lie directly to the front of the site with their rear garden areas bounding the
proposed development. Traditional brick built back-to-back terrace properties
dominate the surrounding area which is predominately residential. An area of open
green space sits to the eastern side of the site, separated by a large brick wall
running the length of the boundary which includes playing fields and a Public Right
of way leading to semi-detached dwellings on Armley Grange Avenue.

4.0

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1

Ref: 24/438/05/FU, Laying out of new access and erection of 53 flats and 9 houses,
Approved 03.12.2009.

4.2

Ref: PREAPP/10/00882, Residential apartments and houses, Principle of
development considered acceptable.

4.3

Ref: 12/01848/FU, Laying out of access road and erect 47 houses, withdrawn,
16.07.2012.

5.0

HISTORY OF NEGOTATIONS

5.1

The site has been the subject of various historical planning applications and preapplications seeking consent for various forms of residential development. The
current application was submitted 15.07.2016 and has been the subject of various
amendments to achieve a scheme which officers consider acceptable.

5.2

A meeting was held with the applicant, agents, case officer and highways officer on
16.09.2016 to discuss the submitted scheme. It was agreed significant amendments
were required to the proposed parking provision and site access road in order to be
supported.

5.3

The design team has also been consulted on the proposals and raised concerns in
relation to the original submission. Amendments have been made to the design of
the site layout to prevent parking dominated frontages, inadequate integral garages
and improvements in relation to the character and appearance of the dwellings to
blend with the local area.

6.0

PUBLIC/LOCAL RESPONSE

6.1

Cllr James McKenna has raised an objection to the scheme raising concerns with
the following,
• The scheme is not policy compliant, it is an over-intensive form of
development that fails to provide appropriate green space (in an area that is

deficient in public open space) and affordable housing. The access road is
over existing open space that reduces open space provision locally.
6.2

Major Site notices were posted around the application site on 22.07.2016 along with
the publication of a newspaper advertisement on 12.08.2016 (Major Development
Notice). The publicity period for the application expired on 02.09.2016. 12
objections have been received from local residents which raise concerns with the
following,
• Over Development
• Highways safety and Parking
• Over Dominance
• Overshadowing
• Privacy
• Impact upon Trees
• Impact upon wildlife

7.0

CONSULTATION RESPONSES

7.1

Highways – Objections to the initial submission. No objections to amended layout
and plans subject to conditions requiring
• Adoption of highway and access to the site
• Cycle/motorcycle facilities
• Details of electrical vehicle charging points
• Details of Visibility splays
• Vehicle spaces to be laid out, surfaced and drained prior to occupation
• Provision for contractors during construction prior to commencement

7.2

Local Plans (Policy) – No Objections to the principle of development. This proposal
would result in the development of a brownfield site within the main urban area, the
principle of which is strongly supported. Spatial Policy 1 of the Core Strategy
highlights that previously developed land within the main urban area is the top
priority in identifying land for development. The site is shown as identified housing
site HG1-183 in the emerging Site Allocations Plan. However objections raised in
relation to Initial submission based on lack of onsite Green Space and Affordable
Housing. Viability Appraisal submitted 21.04.2017 which, on balance, addresses
concerns raised.

7.3

Coal Authority – No Objections.

7.4

Contaminated Land – No objections subject to conditions requiring further site
investigation prior to commencement.

7.5

Mains Drainage – No objections subject to conditions requiring details of surface
water drainage works and calculations prior to commencement of the scheme.

7.6

Yorkshire Water – No objections subject to conditions requiring details of surface
water drainage works and calculations prior to commencement of the scheme.

7.7

Police Architectural Liaison Officer – No objections subject to conditions relating to
access controls within the proposed apartment block with recommendations a video
access intercom is installed.

7.8

West Yorkshire Combined Authority – No objections. Recommendation to provide
commuted sum towards the enhancement of transport infrastructure.

7.9

Nature Conservation – No objections subject to conditions preventing the removal of
hedgerows, trees or shrubs between 1st March and 31st August inclusive to prevent
an adverse impact upon nesting birds. Further details are required in relation to
provision of bird and bat nesting opportunities prior to commencement.

7.10

Landscape Team – No objections subject to conditions requiring details of proposed
boundary treatments, landscaping and a site management plan.

7.11

Public Rights of Way – No objections.

8.0

PLANNING POLICIES
Development Plan

8.1

Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that
planning applications are determined in accordance with the development plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The Development Plan for Leeds
Comprises the Adopted Core Strategy (November 2014), saved policies within the
Leeds Unitary Development Plan (Review 2006) and the Natural Resources and
Waste Development Plan Document (2013) and any made neighbourhood plan.

8.2

The following Core Strategy policies are considered most relevant
Spatial policy 1: Location of development
Spatial policy 6: Housing requirement and allocation of housing land
Spatial policy 11: Transport infrastructure investment priorities
P10 Seeks to ensure high quality design
H2 New housing development on un-allocated sites
H3 Housing Density
H4 Housing mix
H5 Affordable Housing
H6 Houses in multiple occupation and flat conversions
T2 Transport infrastructure
G4 On Site Greenspace Provision
G9 Nature Conservation
Saved Policies - Leeds UDP (2006)

8.3

The following saved policies within the UDP are considered most relevant to the
determination of this application:
Policy GP5 - Development Proposals should resolve detailed planning
Policy BD6 - All alterations and extensions should respect the scale, form, detailing
and materials of the original building.

8.4

The following Supplementary Planning Policy documents are relevant:
SPG Neighbourhoods for Living, December 2003.
Leeds Street Design Guide (2009)
Leeds Travel Plan SPD, February 2015
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

8.8

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published on 27th March 2012,
and the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), published March 2014,
replaces previous Planning Policy Guidance/Statements in setting out the
Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be
applied. One of the key principles at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in
favour of Sustainable Development.

8.9

The NPPF constitutes guidance for Local Planning Authorities and its introduction
has not changed the legal requirement that applications for planning permission
must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.

8.10

The NPPF confirms that at its heart is a presumption in favour of sustainable
development. For decision taking, this means approving proposals that accord with
the development plan without delay and where the development plan is silent,
absent or relevant polices are out of date, granting permission unless any adverse
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole, or specific
policies in the NPPF indicate that development should be restricted.

8.11

The NPPF establishes at Paragraph 7 that there are three dimensions to
sustainable development: economic, social and environmental of which the
provision of a strong, vibrant and healthy community by providing the supply of
housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations is identified
as a key aspect of the social role. Within the economic role, it is also acknowledged
that a strong and competitive economy can be achieved by ensuring that sufficient
land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to support
growth and innovation.

8.12

Paragraph 17 sets out twelve core planning principles, including to proactively drive
and support sustainable economic development to deliver the homes, business and
industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs,
ensuring high quality design but also encouraging the effective use of land by
reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is
not of high environmental value.

8.13

The National Technical Housing Standards 2015. This is addressed at 10.12 below.

9.0

MAIN ISSUES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

10

Principle of development
Five year housing land supply
Design, Appearance and Amenity
Highways, Parking and Transport
Ecology
Affordable housing and greenspace
CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy)
Representations

APPRAISAL
Principle

10.1

The proposed development is located within a residential area with good highway
and public transport links. The development seeks to develop a brown field site
identified for housing (site HG1-183) in the emerging Site Allocations Plan. Spatial
Policy 1 of the Core Strategy highlights that previously developed land within the
main urban area is the top priority in identifying land for development. Policy T2 of
the adopted core strategy sets out accessibility requirements for new development
and states, “New development should be located in accessible locations that are
adequately served by existing or programmed highways, by public transport and
with safe and secure access for pedestrians, cyclists and people with impaired
mobility”.

10.2

The density of the proposed development, at 59 dph, exceeds the expected
minimum density of 40 dph in urban areas set out in Policy H3 of the Core Strategy.
Policy H4 requires that developments include an appropriate mix of dwelling types
and sizes to meet needs as show in the table below,
Type
Houses
Flats

Table H4 Preferred Mix
(max / min / target)
90 – 50% (target 75%)
50 – 10% (target 25%

Size
1 bed
2 bed
3 bed
4 bed +

50 – 0% (target 10%)
80 – 30% (target 50%)
70 – 20% (target 30%)
50 – 0% (target 10%)

Proposed by this
application
49%
51%

0%
61%
29%
10%

It is considered the mix of dwelling types and sizes proposed is broadly in line with
the preferred housing shown in table H4 and thus considered acceptable.
10.3

The principle of developing this site is concerned with redeveloping a brownfield site
within an inner city area, for new housing. Policy SP7 of the adopted Core Strategy
states that 45% of all new housing within Leeds should be located within the main
urban area, and policy H1 states that within the first 5 years of the plan life, 65% of
all new housing development should take place upon brownfield sites. It is
considered that the proposal complies with these policies, and the objectives of the
NPPF which regard to delivering sustainable development.

10.4

It is considered the site is located within a sustainable location, within a suburban
area, with access to public transport. This proposal would result in the development
of a brownfield site within the main urban area, the principle of which is strongly
supported considered to meet the requirements of policies T2, H1and H2 of the
Core Strategy and are therefore acceptable in principle, subject to all other material
planning considerations.
Five year housing land supply

10.5

In late December 2016 the Council received three appeal decisions related to
residential development at Breary Lane East, Bramhope; Leeds Road, Collingham;
and Bradford Road, East Ardsley. The appeals were allowed and it was concluded
by the Inspector that Leeds is presently unable to demonstrate a 5 year housing
land supply. (5YHLS).

10.6

This scheme will supply 51 dwellings at a time when a 5 year housing land supply
cannot be shown. These 51 dwellings will be constructed on an identified site within
the emerging Site Allocations Plan (SAP) boosting the supply of housing in Leeds.
Design, Appearance, Amenity

10.7

A number of previous applications have been submitted proposing residential
schemes on the site; with a previous approval issued for 53 flats and 9 houses in
2005 which has now lapsed.

10.8

The current proposals are considered positive with various amendments secured in
relation to the original submission to address concerns raised by the design team.
The residential apartment block occupies an area to the north western side of the
site close to Tower Lane. The block is to be constructed in red brick which is
considered appropriate to the wider area and its context featuring brick built back to
back dwellings.

10.9

The amended block features a lower ridge line and reduced roof height. This design
reduces the overall bulk and mass of the building compared with that previously
proposed considered to blend with the existing terrace properties and proposed new
builds. Improved window details have been secured, including head and cill
detailing, with a vertical emphasis and regular rhythm which is considered to create
a uniformed appearance.

10.10

The proposed site plan features 24 terrace properties spread over the site with
dedicated parking for each property along with both front and rear garden areas
providing private amenity space. The original site plan has been amended to break
up the mass of the proposed parking provision serving the dwellings. Previously the
parking was directed to the front of the properties creating a parking dominated
frontage and this was considered unacceptable in terms of design and appearance.
Parking is now available to the side of the majority of dwellings allowing an open,
landscaped, front garden area moving away from a sea of hard surfacing.

10.11

The majority of the proposed dwellings feature a rear garden area 10.5m in length
which accords with guidance suggested by Neighbourhoods for Living preventing
over development of the site and ensuring both a good level of amenity is provided
and neighbouring privacy is preserved. Plots 6, 7 and 8 feature a slightly reduced
distance to the rear boundary at 9.0m however given the wider site meets the
requirements this is deemed acceptable.

10.12

The scheme has been assessed against the supplementary National Technical
Guidance which outlines gross internal floor area and room sizes providing a good
indicator to the level of amenity provided for potential occupants. The guidance
suggests single bedrooms measure 7.5m² with a one bedroom apartment capable of
sleeping two adults to measure 50m². Further to this an apartment with 2 bedrooms
(one double, one single) capable of sleeping 3 people should achieve a minimum
gross internal floor area of 61m².
The proposed residential block features a total of 24 apartments as follows,
• 12 x one bedroom apartments at 49m² with a single bedroom of 12m²
• 10 x two bedroom apartments at 60.3m²
• 2 x two bedroom studio apartments at 73m²
• 1 x two bedroom flat above garage at 68m²

It is considered the proposed internal floor areas of the residential block meet the
National Technical Standards and thus provide a suitable level of amenity space for
occupants.

The proposed dwellings are as follows,
• House Type H, 3 bedroom, 3 storey
• Bedroom 1= 14.1m²
• Bedroom 2 = 7.0m²
• Bedroom 3 = 10.0m²
Gross internal floor area 97.7m²
• House Type J, 4 bedroom, 3 storey
• Bedroom 1 = 9.3m²
• Bedroom 2 = 9.4m²
• Bedroom 3 = 4.6m²
• Bedroom 4 = 12.0m²
Gross internal floor area 113.1m²
The National Technical Guidance suggests a three bedroom dwelling set over three
stories measures 90m² and a four bedroom dwelling set over 3 stories measures
112m².
It is considered the proposed internal floor areas of the residential block meet the
National Technical Standards and thus provide a suitable level of amenity space for
occupants.
10.13

Existing semi-detached properties lie to the southern side of the site fronting
Moorfield Road. The properties feature existing rear gardens approximately 15.0m
in length which is considered sufficient to mitigate any adverse impact upon amenity
in terms of privacy or over dominance created by the new dwellings to the rear.
Furthermore the proposed access road runs directly beyond the rear boundaries,
afforded limited weight in terms of amenity, providing additional separation. The
nearest new build property sits to the rear of No.74 Moorfield Road with a distance
of approximately 19.0m retained from the rear building line of the existing dwelling
and the side gable of the proposed dwelling, considered sufficient to mitigate any
issues of over shadowing or over dominance.

10.14

Dwellings to the north of the site sit relatively close to the boundary (plot 17)
retaining approximately 3.0m to the side gable. A new 1.8m high timber fence is to
be erected to the boundary providing screening from Hawthorne Cottage with a
detached row of three garages to the end of the highway. Approximately 18.0m is
retained from the garden area of plot 17 and Hawthorne Cottage to the north which
is considered sufficient to prevent an adverse impact upon privacy.

10.15

In summary the design, character and appearance of the scheme is considered
positive and thus acceptable with the proposals providing a satisfactory level of
amenity for occupants meeting the aims of policies H3, H4 and P10 of the Core
Strategy along with retained UDP policies GP5 and BD6. Conditions are
recommended which require the submission of appropriate, sympathetic materials
prior to commencement to be approved by the LPA in order to ensure the proposals
blend with the locality. Details of the proposed boundary treatments and
landscaping scheme, including management plan are also required to ensure these

are appropriate within the local context and the development is appropriately
managed once implemented.
Ecology
10.16

Nature conservation officers have been consulted on the proposals and raised no
objections to the scheme subject to conditions. Details requiring the submission of
bat roosting and bird nesting opportunities are to be provided within buildings prior
to first occupation. Conditions are recommended which prevent the removal of
hedgerows, trees or shrubs between 1st March and 31st August inclusive to prevent
the disturbance/harm to nesting birds.
Highways, Parking and Transport

10.17

Access to the site is to be taken to the south via an existing area of green space
owned by the applicant.

10.18

The proposals feature dedicated parking serving the proposed terrace properties
with two parking spaces available for each dwelling.

10.19

The scheme has been amended to incorporate a wider access and amended
entrance to provide a suitable two way passing lane throughout the site, built to
adoptable standards, to address initial concerns raised by highways as the
proposals did not meet the requirements of the Street Design Guide. Conditions are
recommended to be attached which require a plan showing visibility splays of 2.4m
x 43m is submitted and approved by the LPA.

10.20

The proposed residential block features dedicated parking with 21 spaces available
for 25 apartments which is considered, on balance, acceptable.

10.21

The Travel Plan SPD provides further detail on contribution requirements relating to
residential developments. The SPD states a trigger of 50 units is applicable when
creating new dwelling houses for individuals, families or not more than
six people; living together as a single household. In this instance the proposals
create separate self-contained flats within a C3 use along with 3 and 4 bedroom
dwellings also solely in C3 use.

10.22

West Yorkshire Combined Authority have been consulted on the proposals and
identify a regular bus service running next to the development serving Leeds,
Seacroft, Farsley, Bramley and Gipton. They recommended an existing bus stop to
the south of the site have a new shelter installed at a cost of around £10,000 to the
developer.

10.23

It is also recommended the developer contribute towards sustainable travel
incentives to encourage the use of public transport via residential Metro Cards along
with other possible incentives such as car club use, cycle purchase schemes and
further infrastructure enhancements. The contribution appropriate for this
development would be £23,581.25

10.24

Leeds Travel Plan SPD identifies the threshold for a travel plan by gross floor area
is 50+ units when dwelling houses (C3) are proposed. However, given the scheme
proposes 51 units, just over the threshold, that the development delivers much
needed housing on a brownfield site in a sustainable location and for reasons of
viability (see below) it is considered, as a matter of planning balance, that good
planning reasons exist to set aside the normal policy requirements described above.

10.25

Concerns have been raised in relation to access to the western side of the site
along Tower Lane to existing properties to the north. Tower Lane lies outside the
applicant’s redline boundary and access is to remain unaffected. Highway
conditions are suggested which require details of access, storage, parking and
loading of contractor’s plant, equipment and vehicles prior to commencement of the
scheme in order to prevent obstruction of the highway.

10.26

It is considered the proposals do not adversely affect highway safety and are
deemed acceptable in this regard.
Affordable Housing

10.27

Policy H5 relates to the provision of affordable housing on site and states “The
Council will seek affordable housing either on site or financial contributions from all
development of new dwellings”. In this instance on site affordable housing will
normally be expected to meet a 15% requirement as the application site falls within
Zone 2.

10.28

Policy H5 states, “Applicants may choose to submit individual viability appraisals to
verify that the affordable housing target cannot be met. In such cases, affordable
housing provision may be reduced accordingly. Affordable housing provision should
be on site, unless off site provision or a financial contribution can be robustly
justified.”

10.29

In this instance the development does not include any onsite affordable housing nor
provides an offsite contribution in lieu. An independent viability appraisal has been
carried out in order to justify the lack of both the onsite and offsite provision. Details
within the viability appraisal highlight that a total of 8 units for intermediate and
social rent should be allocated to achieve the 15% provision and should be
identified as 2 and 3 bedroom units. However, the viability advice from the District
Valuer concludes that the scheme is unable to deliver any affordable housing.
Greenspace

10.30

Policy G6 relates to protected areas of greenspace and seeks to protect greenspace
from development unless there is an adequate supply within the area which in this
instance there is not. G6 seeks the greenspace is replaced by an area of at least
equal size. Access to the site is to be taken via the south side through an area of
existing greenspace similar to that of a previous approval in 2005.

10.31

Policy G4 relates to the provision of onsite greenspace and in this instance requires
80 sqm of onsite greenspace per dwelling from all schemes with 10 or more
dwellings that are located in areas deficient of green space. The proposals do not
include any onsite greenspace or an offsite contribution in lieu.

10.32

Deficiencies are calculated at the ward level, and the greenspace Background
Paper which accompanies the Submission Draft Site Allocations Plan identifies that
in the Armley ward there is a shortfall in provision against all the green space
typologies. Again the viability advice from the District Valuer concludes that the
scheme is unable to deliver any financial contribution to the delivery of greenspace.
Viability

10.33

The NPPF (para. 173) highlights the importance of taking viability into account in
decision making. The applicant has submitted a viability appraisal to evidence when
the development would not be viable if it had to comply with affordable housing,
greenspace and travel plan policy requirements. The appraisal has been
independently and robustly assessed and identifies further funding is required by the
applicant for remediation works due to the brownfield nature of the site. It is
considered delivering on site greenspace along with affordable housing or providing
offsite commuted sums would make the scheme unviable as concluded within the
District Valuer’s report.

10.34

It is considered that the conclusion of the viability assessment together with the
councils position with the current 5 year land supply as well as the fact that the site
is identified within the emerging Site Allocations Plan, for residential development,
the development is, acceptable, despite the lack of greenspace, travel plan and
affordable housing provision when assessed against policies G4, H4, H5, SP11 and
T2 of the Core Strategy along with Leeds Travel Plan SPD.
Community Infrastructure Levy

10.35

The proposals create a total 51 dwellings and flats. The site falls within CIL Zone 2b
which incurs a CIL levy of £45m² gross internal floor area.

10.36

The scheme creates a total CIL levy of £181,387.96. At this point in time no specific
infrastructure requirements associated with this application have been
identified. This is presented for information only and should not influence
consideration of the application. Consideration of where any Strategic Fund CIL
money is spent rests with Executive Board and will be decided with reference to the
123 list.
Representations

10.37

A total of 12 objections have been received in relation to the scheme raising
concerns with the following,
• Over Development
• Highways safety and Parking
• Over Dominance
• Overshadowing
• Privacy
• Impact upon Trees
• Impact upon wildlife
The issues highlighted above have been addressed within the above report. It is
considered the issues raised have been addressed via amendments to the design,
density and layout of the original submission.

11.0

CONCLUSION

11.1

In light of the above, the application is considered, on balance, to be acceptable.
The development is not considered to be harmful to the character and appearance
of the area, nor would it have a harmful impact on highway safety and as a result.
Whilst the development does not provide affordable housing or greenspace due to
viability, this is considered, on balance acceptable when the requirement to provide
it would mean the development of much needed housing would not come forward at

all. Therefore, subject to appropriate conditions detailed above, the application is
considered to be compliant with the relevant policies and guidance and approval is
recommended.
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Dear Michael

DVS lndependent Review of a Development Viability Appraisal

Proposed Development: TowerWorks, Armley, Leeds, LS12 3SE
Scheme: A Proposed Scheme of 26 Residential Dwelling Houses and
25 Residential Apartments.
Planning Ref: I 6/0¿1457 IFUIW
Applicant: KMRE Group Limited
Applicant's Advisor: Voke Consulting

I

lntroduction

1.1 Further to your instructions

dated 23 March 2017 , and my Terms of Engagement of
29 March 2017 I have now inspected the site and reviewed the viability assessment
prepared by Voke Consulting on behalf of the applicant, and I am pleased to supply my
report.

1.2

lt is understood that Leeds City Council Planning Authority require an independent
opinion on the viability information provided by Voke Consulting, in terms of the extent
to which the accompanying appraísal is fair and reasonable and whether the
assumptions made are acceptable and can be relied upon to determine the viability of
the scheme.

1.3

The report gives overview of the applicant's viability appraisal, then provides advice on
those areas of the appraisal which I consider to be incorrect, along with justifications
where appropriate. A summary of the key differences of opinion and impact is then
provided.

1.4

This report explains that it is my independent conclusion that a planning
compliant scheme is unviable and cannot support any on site affordable
housing.

2

Assumptions and Limitations

2.1

This report is for the purposes of determining viability. lt is not a Red Book valuation
report.

2.2

Date of Viability Review
The viability review has been assessed at April 2017 and adopts values and build costs
at this time. This is the same date as the applicant's appraisal. lt is my opinion that the
conclusions regarding viability remains valid as at the date of this report.

2.3 Validity
This report remains valid for 6 (six) months from the date unless market circumstances
change or further or better information comes to light, which would cause me to revise
my opinion.

2.4

Conflict of lnterest.
ln accordance with the requirements of the RICS standards, the VOA has checked that
no conflict of interest arises before accepting this instruction. lt is confirmed that I am
unaware of any previous conflicting material involvement and am satisfied that no
conflict of interest exists. Should any such difficulty subsequently be identified, you will
be advised at once and your agreement sought as to how this should be managed.

2.5

Restrictions on Disclosure and Publication

2.6

The report has been produced for Leeds City Council only. The report should only be
used for the stated purpose and for the sole use of your organisation and your
professional advisers. No responsibility whatsoever is accepted to any Third Party who
may seek to rely on the content of the report unless previously agreed.
It is understood that the report may be made available to the applicant and their
viability advisor listed above. lt is agreed that your authority and applicant / their

viability advisor will neither make available to any third party or reproduce the whole or
any part of the report, nor make reference to it, in any publication without our prior
written approval of the form and context in which such disclosure may be made.

This report is considered Exempt lnformation within the terms of paragraph 9 of
Schedule l2Alo the Local Government Act 1972 (section 1 and Part 1 of Schedule I
to the Local Government (Access to lnformation Act 1985) as amended by the Local
Government (access to lnformation) (Variation) Order 2006 and your council is
expected to treat it accordingly

2.7

Status of Valuer
It is confirmed that the viability assessment has been carried out by myself,
Simon Croft BSc(Hons) MRICS, RICS Registered Valuer, acting in the capacity of an
external valuer, who has the appropriate knowledge and skills and understanding
necessary to undertake the viability assessment competently and is in a position to
provide an objective and unbiased viability assessment.

The assessment of the applicant's Viability Assessment has been prepared in
accordance with: the recommended practice set out in the Royal lnstitution of
Chartered Surveyors (RICS) Financial Viability in Planning Guidance Note (1"t Edition);
the RICS Valuation - ProfessionalStandards2014 UK Edition;the National Planning
Policy Framework; and where appropriate the Viability Testing Local Plans (Harman)
Report.

2.8

I have inspected the site and am familiar with the area and property values in the
locality.

2.9

As part of the DVS Quality Control procedure, this report and my appraisal has been
reviewed by Brian Maguire MRICS, Registered Valuer.
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Background
The subject site was formerly used for industrial purposes. At the date of report, the
buildings on the site had been demolished and the site was vacant. I understand that
the applicant's planning application was on the basis of redeveloping the site for
residential use.
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Applicant's Assessment

4.1

I refer to the Voke Consulting Viability Study is dated 9 February 2017.

4.2

I have not contacted Voke Consulting. For clarity I have not conducted any
negotiations with Voke Consulting, the applicant or any of their other advisors

4.3

The proposed development totals 51 dwellings. The totalfloor area is 4,030m2, on a
site area of 0.97 hectares (2.39 acres).

4.4

I make no comment about the density, design, efficiency, merit or otherwise, of the
suggested scheme.

4.5

The applicant's agent, has prepared a planning compliant appraisal incorporating
affordable housing and an appraisalwithout affordable housing.

4.6

The applicants planning compliant scheme is summarised below

Market Housinq

Affordable Hous¡nq

Description

Units

4 bedroom semi-detached/townhouse

10

3 bedroom semi-detached/townhouse
Studio aoartment
1 bedroom apartment
2 bedroom apartments
2 bedroom aoartment - FOG

2
12
10

4 bedroom, semi-detached/town house
3 bedroom, semi-detached/townhouse

I

1

4

4

5l

Total

3

4.7

ln summary, for the above scheme, Voke Consulting conclude that a fully compliant
scheme, with affordable housing shows a negative residual value of 8757,822. They
argue as a result the property is unable to support affordable housing. lndeed they
further state that without affordable housing, the site shows a negative residual value
of Ê340,798.

4.8

For ease of reference, I have focussed on providing an appraisal that is planning
compliant in terms of affordable housing, CIL and other Section 106 costs.
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Applicant / Voke Consulting Appraisal Assumptions

5.1

Development Period

5.1.1

Voke Consulting have assumed a construction period of 15 months. They have not
stated explicitly the sales period.

5.1.2

The applicant's construction period programme is considered to be reasonable, and
have adopted this timescale in my own appraisal. ln terms of sales period I have
assumed a sales rate of 2.5 per calendar month.

5.2

Revenue - Gross Development Value (GDV)

5.2.1 I have considered the applicant's Gross Development Value of f6,489,836, in respect
of their planning compliant scheme.
Comprising:
Market
Ê5,516,780
Affordable housing [973,056

housing

5.2.2

fhe applicants breakdown of the sales revenue
Applicants Advisor EVA Sl06 and
Affordable Housing

is as follows;

€/sqft

Units

Unit Price

Gross Sales

Market Housino
4 bedroom semidetached/
townhouse
3 bedroom
semi-detached/town house
Studio Aoartment
I Bed Aoartment
2 Bed Apartment
2 Bed Apartment - FOG

e

10

160.00

Ê160.00

I

Ê186,560

€1,865,600

€160,960

81,287,680

871.750

175.00
Ê159.00

Ê85,000

Ê'ts7.00

s110,000

2
12
10

e

1

e

137.00

e

100.000

Ê143.500
â1,020,000
€'t 100 000
Ê100.000

Ê

130,592

8522,368

E

112,672

Ê450,688

Affordable Housinq
4 bedroom semi-detached/
townhouse
3 bedroom
semi-detached/townhouse

4

8112.00

4

E112.OO

4

I

5.3

Market Hou nq Revenue

5.3.1 I have first considered the reasonableness of the sales prices for the Market Housing.
5.3.2 For the houses Voke Consulting have applied average sales values of circa î.1,712 per
sq m (t159.05 per sq ft).
5.3.3 My office holds details of all sales of residential properties in the region including
referencing information such as accommodation, floor areas etc. I have analysed sales
of dwellings built since 2014 in the surrounding postcode areas.
5.3.4 Qualitv of evidence
I have not been provided with the evidence upon which the applicant's agent has
provided the Gross Development Value (GDV). I am aware of a number of schemes
within the south/west Leeds areas that I consider are potentially comparable to the
subject property. These are as follows:-

Town Street, Armley
Close to the junction of Armley Town Street and Armley Ridge Road , the applicant
constructed in approximately 2014 a small scheme of dwelling houses and apartments
These sold during 2014 and 2015. Our analysis of the sales show a sales rates of
between î.1261- 1270 per sq m for the houses and t1770 - 1799 per sq m for the
apartments.
I consider that whilst some of the sales are a number of years old that this is a
comparable scheme.

Royds Lane Mount, Wortley
This is an ongoing development by Taylor Wimpey, of a medium to large scheme,
located off Royds Lane. The scheme is accessed from the Leeds outer ring road and
is to the rear of Makro wholesale warehouse and a number of other commercial/
industrial buildings.
My own analysis suggests figures in the region of î2,200 to Ê2,400 per m2, based upon

recent sales.
I consider this a comparable site particularly given its location and means of access,
but I would accept that Wortley as an area is better than Armley

Greenhill Fold, Upper Wortley
This is a development, now complete, relating to the refurbishment of a former school
and development of other units within the former grounds.
My own analysis of recent sales shows semi-detached properties are breaking back to
a sales rate of Ê2,394 per m2. I consider that in generalWortley is a better area than
Armley.
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Flaunt, Wellington Road
This is a recent development by Strata Homes, accessed via the Leeds inner ring road,
and situated between the Leeds/Liverpool Canaland the River Aire. Access to the site
is adjacent to the side of a small industrial estate.
My own analysis of recent sales shows two bedroom townhouses selling at a rate ot
82,941 per m2. Despite the slightly unusual location of the site, it has been successful,
and has seen significant increase in sales values over recent months. I regard this site
as being better than the subject site.

Misty Meadows, Daisy Hill, Morley
This is a small scheme of detached and semi detached properties currently under
construction on a site that I sold on behalf of Jack Lunn Developments in 2015 to
Yelcon I lomes. The estate agent's weþsite currently shows a four bedroom,
semi-detached property under offer at Ê285,000 which based on Gross lnternalArea of
Ê108 per m2 which equates to Ê2,638 per m2 and they also quoting a four bedroom
detached property of 120m2 GIA for sale at Ê300,000 which equates to f2,500 per m2.

5.3.5

Therefore from the information available to me I consider that the sales rates applied
by the applicants agent to be reasonable. Therefore I have adopted the following
rates of î.1 ,712 per sq m (Ê159.05 per sq ft) for the market housing.

5.4 Affordable

Housinq - Prooortion

5.4.1 Voke Consulting have allocated 15.7% of the units for affordable housing, which
equates to I houses.

5.4.2 I have considered their allocation and also had regard for the current affordable
housing policy by Leeds City Council. I consider their allocation of units to be incorrect
and contrary to policy. My interpretation of the policy is that they should be a 15%
provision on site. The percentage to be representative of a fair proportion of the
dwellings on site with a 50:50 split of intermediate/ SO and social rented properties.
The applicant's advisor has allocated allthe houses as affordable and has not explicitly
detailed the tenure split.
I have sought to apply the correct percentages and as it is common to assume the

smaller dwellings will be allocated for affordable homes. I therefore calculate the
affordable provision as follows:House Type

intermediate/ SO

Social Rented

3 bedroom
sem i-detached/town house
2 bedroom aoartments
3 bedroom
semi-detached/townhouse
2 bedroom aoartments

Number of
Units

Sales Area (each)

2

93.40m2

2

65.20m'z

2

93.40m2

2

65.20m'z

5.4.3 lt should be noted that when considering viability, different assumptions in terms of the
affordable types, proportions and tenure split would lead to a different outcome.
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5.4.4 Affordable Housinq Revenue

5.4.5 lt is understood that the applicant's has valued the affordable properties at Ê1205 per
m2. I have valued the properties inline with the current Leeds City Council policy as
detailed in Affordable Housing SPG Annex Update 2005 Revision April 2014.fhe
figures I have used are SocialRented at Ê520 per m2 and the intermediate/ SO at 8984
per m2for the houses and Ê1,230 per m2for the apartments.
5.4.6 The timing of the affordable housing revenue has not been explicitly stated by Voke
Consulting. For the purposes of my appraisal I have assumed that the revenue receipt
will be early on in the sales period.

5.5

Ground Rent Revenue
Ground rent revenue has a positive impact in terms of viability. Some national
housebuilders sell the houses subject to a long leasehold interest, and receive an
annual rent, typically ranging from Ê100 to Ê500 pa. Ground rent revenue positively
impacts the viability of a scheme.
Further to the sales evidence in the immediate location, I have assumed all houses will
to be sold freehold, in respect of the apartments, these will be sold on the basis of a
ground lease and I have assumed a rent of Ê200 pa.
I have capitalised this value using a yield of
Ê84,000.

5.6

5o/o

to give a ground rent revenue of

DVS Gross Development Value (GDV)
My opinion of GDV for a planning compliant scheme compromises

Market Housing Ê5,823,51 0
Affordable housing t509,1 47
Ground Rent lnvestment Ê84,000

Total GDV circa. t6,416,657
5.6.1 Voke Consulting's GDV is Ê6,489,836. This reflects a slightly higher value for the
affordable housing.
5.6.2 As part of any future negotiation or appeal process, and in the event of further or better
sales evidence, I may revisit this opinion of GDV.
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5.7

Construction Costs

5.8

Voke Consulting has not detailed the source of their building costs and have adopted
'all in' construction cost of Ê87.30 per sq ft (Ê939.70 per sq m) for both the houses and
the apartments.

5.9

I have used the Building Cost lnformation Service (BCIS) of the Royal lnstitution of
Chartered Surveyors. I have adopted the lower quartile build cost of Ê84.63 (Ê911 per
sq m) for the houses and €99.50 per sq ft (Ê1,071 per sq m ) for the apartments.

5.10

For externalworks Voke Consulting has not stated a separate figure and I have
assumed that it is within their costs detailed above. I have included an additional 10%
in my appraisal. I have included this for the market and affordable housing.

5.11 Voke Consulting have also allowed a 3% contingency, applied to the construction
costs. I have accepted this level of contingency.

5.12 AbnormalCosts
5.13 Voke Consulting's appraisal accounts for f439,400 of abnormal costs. These
comprise:

Cost

Item
Surface water storaqe
Statutory service infrastructure
Contamination
Retainino walls
Demolition
Adoptable road
Normal foundations

[

25,000

t1q2,eqq

t

70,000

Ê 51.500
ÊNit

Ê155,000
35,000

[

TOTAL

t439,400

5.14 The abnormal costs have been provided by Voke Consulting and there is no supporting
evidence in this respect.

5.15 ldeally abnormal costs would be examined by a DVS QS or an independent expert as
part of this review. This has not been required in this case.

5.16 I have read the information provided

by Voke Consulting and I am satisfied that the list
of required works is relevant to the conditions witnessed on site. However, it should be
recorded that I am not suitably qualified to comment on whether the work and
associated cost is or is not proportionate to the issue.

5.17

For the purpose of this draft report I am prepared to rely on the professional integrity of
the applicant and Voke Consulting and accept that such works are necessary, and that
the associated costs are a true reflection of the actual costs that would be incurred.

5.18 You may wish to confirm this acceptance is reasonable with your relevant expert.

5.19 lf viability

is contested and abnormal costs are to be a significant contributing factor the
matter could be looked at a later stage by a DVS Quantity Surveyor or another advisor
to the Council.

I

5.20 Planninq Obliqations
5.21 ln addition to the requirement for affordable housing contributions, Voke Consulting
have allocated Ê357,525 of Section 106 costs comprising:
a

a

Communiuty lnfrastructure
POS

Contribution

Levy

Ê181,387.96

t176,130.29

5.22 I am advised by Leeds City Council that the Community lnfrastructure Levey (ClL) is
the only planning contribution required for this proposal. The site is within zone 2b and
so this equates to Ê45 per sq m for the market housing. I have applied this rate.

5.23 Professional Fees
5.24 The applicant has used 5.67% for professionalfees, applied to build costs.

5.25

On the evidence available to me I consider that 6% would be the appropriate rate in
this instance.

5.26 Finance
5.27 The debit rate proposed by Voke Consulting of 7.5o/o is considered slightly higher than I
would normally use for such a scheme. I have used a debit rate of 60/o.I recommend
that a credit rate be included, to reflect the reality that once the scheme is in credit a
developer would use this to offset their debt elsewhere. A 3% credit rate has been
included in my appraisal.

5.28 Land Value
5.29 The site is currently vacant and was previously used for industrial purposes. The site
currently has on it the remains of the floor slab and associated foundations. The site is
surrounded by a boundary fence.

5.30 The applicant states that the site was acquired for Ê502,000 which equates to
Ê210,000 per acre. They further state that in order to ascertain the benchmark land
value they have added various acquisition costs of Ê55,260 which equates to a value of

î557,260.

5.31 I do not agree with the benchmark

land value put fonrvard by Voke Consulting. As
detailed above, the site has within it the remaining floor slabs and foundations of the
previous industrial use. Any purchaser looking to acquire this site for industrial or
residential development would be required to remove the existing floor slab,
foundations and remove any contamination form the site.

I

5.32 I note that the costs for the remediation

is contained within the applicant's abnormal
costs schedule and consider that of these costs, Ê70,000 would be applicable to this
site for its remediation prior to any new development. I have also allowed a cost of
[30,000 for the removal of the existing floor slabs and foundations. I also consider that
any experienced developer/purchaser of the site would have taken into account these
costs as part of any bid for the site.

I calculate the benchmark land value based upon an existing use value of Ê200,000 per
acre less the costs detailed above, but with a 15o/o premium above the existing use
value. This equates to Ê434,700. I have also adopted lower figures for the expenses of
purchasing the site.

5.33 Remaininq Appraisal lnputs
5.34 All othcr costs havc bacn carricd forward into my review. I may not agree with allthese
inputs, and DVS reserve the right to reconsider these as part of any future discussions.

5.35 Profit
5.36 For moderate to large sized residential developments it is not uncommon for
developers to state a profit figure as a certain percentage based on scheme costs or
scheme value. There are no hard and fast rules here and some developers will be
content if the profit is expressed as a significant cash sum.

5.37 Voke Consulting report implies they are seeking a minimum profit margin equivalent to
18% of Cost.

5.38 When assessing a scheme with affordable housing it is common practice and my
opinion, that a blended profit should be applied to reflect the different risk levels
associated with disposing of affordable homes compared to general market housing

5.39 This dualrate approach to profit is also recommended by the HCA.
5.40 Registered providers would buy the affordable units in bulk, thus these are regarded to
be'low risk.'
5.41 For my review I have adopted 17.5% of revenue for the market housing and 5o/o of cost
for the affordable homes. I consider profit margins at these levels to be well supported
by other similar developments DVS have appraised and reviewed across the region.
Evidence can be supplied in a private forum if required.
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Key Differences
The key differences for a planning compliant scheme are summarised below:
Planning Compliant (15% on site provision
of Affordablel
GDV

Construction Gost (Base plus externals cost)
Abnormals
Section 106 total
Land Value

Voke
t6.489.836
t4.338.791

[1,105,575

10

Monetary
Difference

î6.416.657

L73,179

â4.694.651
Ê 439,400
152,796

Ê355.860

e 439,400
e 357,518 î"
î557,260

Profit

DVS

Consultino

î.453,542
Ê1

,055,1 10

Nit

8204.722
e 103,718
e 50,465

7 DV Appraisal and Conclusion
7.1 I attach my planning compliant appraisal with 15% affordable

housing. lt has been
undertaken "through the eyes" of a typical developer intent on implementing the
planning permission.

7.2

As detailed above I have a difference of opinion over a number of inputs to the Voke
Consulting appraisal and the cumulative effect is that my planning compliant appraisal
(attached) generates a loss of Ê1,065,645 based on a planning compliant scheme and
a Developers profit of 17.5 % on the market value houses and 5% on the affordable
houses.

7.3

It is my conclusion a planning compliant scheme is not viable.

7.4

A copy of my appraisal is included.

7.5

I have undertaken further appraisals to try to establish whether the scheme is
capable of delivering any affordable housing. I have conclude that the scheme is
unable to deliver any affordable housing or other sl06 contributions other than

ctL.

I Recommendations
8.1 lf the factual matters above relating to unit numbers, floor areas, tenure split, planning
obligation hierarchy, cost of planning obligations, cost of abnormals etc. are incorrect
my report would not be valid and I would have to revise my appraisal and advice.

8.2

I recommend that any increase in abnormalor build costs should be reviewed by an
independent expert.

8.3

I emphasise that my appraisal embraces the costs and revenues appropriate to the
review date and is therefore valid only if the building construction work commences
within 3 months and proceeds at a rate consistent with achieving sales in the market

lf commencement of the works were to be delayed and is then undertaken at some
other time when market conditions may be different, then I believe a re-appraisal will be
required adopting the costs and revenues then obtaining.

Some of the content of this report may be regarded by DVS, Voke Consulting or the
applicant as commercially confidential and, in this regard, I assume that you will restrict the
report's circulation as appropriate.

would be pleased to discuss any of the foregoing with your Authority if you wish. My
instruction does not extend to negotiations with the applicant / Voke Consulting however if
your authority think that this would be of benefit this can be facilitated through a separate
instruction.
I
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Should the applicant disagree with the conclusions of our assessment, we would recommend
that they provide further information to justify the values and costs they have adopted. Upon
receipt of further information and with your further instruction, we would be happy to review
the information and reassess the schemes viability.

Yours sincerely

r

.)t
Simon Croft MRICS
Senior Surveyor
RICS Registered Valuer
DVS

Report reviewed by

Brian Maguire BSc (Hons) MRICS
Senior Surveyor
RICS Registered Valuer
DVS

12

16/04457/FU

SOUTH AND WEST PLANS PANEL

© Crown copyright and database rights 2016 Ordnance Survey 100019567

PRODUCED BY CITY DEVELOPMENT, GIS MAPPING & DATA TEAM, LEEDS CITY COUNCIL

SCALE : 1/1000

