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Objection to planning Application 16/05266 for 874 dwellings etc. 
 

Volume 8  -  ECOLOGY 
 
Summary 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that there has been some effort made to reduce the 
impact compared to the previous application for housing on the Thorp Arch 
Trading Estate, the fact remains that the proposed development will still result 
in the permanent and irreversible loss of a large area of Local Wildlife Site, 
which is both a UK and WY BAP Habitat, forms part of the Leeds Habitat 
Network and is of importance at least at county level. The proposals will   
inevitably have indirect effects on the remaining rare grassland habitat due for 
example to increased recreational use. These effects are not likely to be 
compensated for by the measures suggested, as concluded by the Yorkshire 
Wildlife Trust. This is contrary to policies G8 and G9 of the Leeds core 
strategy, and contrary to the Leeds BAP objective to maintain and safeguard 
the current extent of magnesian limestone grassland. The required scrape of 
the development area will completely destroy all existing vegetation. The 
proposals to minimise the impact on the remaining Local Wildlife Site habitats 
will not result in a net gain for biodiversity. Overall there will be a massive 
loss. 
 
Background 
 
Thorp Arch Trading Estate forms  part of the Leeds Habitat network and is an 
integral part of a regionally important wildlife corridor, which links with both the 
River Wharfe and Thorp Arch disused railway. The Leeds Habitat Network 
aims to protect the integrity and connectivity of areas in Leeds with nature 
conservation value. 
 
The proposed development site includes part of the Thorp Arch Estate Local 
Wildlife Site. The site is designated for its rare grassland (GR1) and species 
rich calcareous grassland (GR2) habitats. This is a national, regional and local 
BAP priority habitat. The site lies within the “Southern Magnesian Limestone 
Natural Area” as defined by Natural England. Calcareous grasslands are 
uncommon in West Yorkshire and many are under threat through lack of 
appropriate management and development pressures. Unimproved 
magnesian limestone grassland is nationally scarce.  According to the Leeds 
Biodiversity Action Plan, there are probably no more than a few hundred 
hectares of magnesian limestone grassland, nationally. Thorp Arch Trading 
Estate is one of the most extensive areas of magnesian limestone grassland 
in West Yorkshire outside those designated SSSI. 
 
The site is known to support a diverse wildflower population, which includes 
the largest population of pyramidal orchids in West Yorkshire, also common 
spotted orchid, bee orchid, fragrant orchid, field scabious, and ploughmans 
spikenard.  The diverse wild flower population is well known and appreciated 
locally. The site is within the current range of thistle broomrape, a species 
which is confined to Yorkshire in the UK. It is present in the adjacent 10km 
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square to the west of the site with the closest records approximately 7km 
away. This species receives legal protection through being listed on Schedule 
8 of the W&CA 1981 (as amended). Suitable habitat exists within the site for 
this plant. 
 
Species rich calcareous grasslands in association with scrub, like this site, 
can support a greater diversity of invertebrate species. The site is known to 
support a large population of invertebrates, including species which are 
nationally rare. This despite the fact that the surveys were carried out in wet 
seasons, which would be likely to reduce the number recorded. It is likely the 
site supports a greater number of rare and notable species than those 
recorded. 
 
The site is known to support a large population of nesting birds, including 
several species of high conservation concern, which rely on the scrubland for 
food and nesting sites. 
 
The NPPF and the Leeds Core Strategy aim to conserve and enhance 
biodiversity. 
 
Paragraphs 9 and 118 of the NPPF:  
 
9. Pursuing sustainable development involves seeking positive improvements 
in the quality of the built, natural and historic environment, as well as in 
people’s quality of life, including (but not limited to):… 
  

 moving from a net loss of bio-diversity to achieving net gains for nature 
 
118. When determining planning applications, local planning authorities 
should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying the following 
principles:  
 

 if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through 
locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately 
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission 
should be refused; 
 
Leeds Core Strategy POLICY G8: PROTECTION OF IMPORTANT SPECIES 
AND HABITATS Development will not be permitted which would seriously 
harm, either directly or indirectly, any sites designated of national, regional or 
local importance for biodiversity or geological importance or which would 
cause any harm to internationally designated sites, or would cause harm to 
the population or conservation status of UK or West Yorkshire Biodiversity 
Action Plan (UK BAP and WY BAP) Priority species and habitats. In 
considering development proposals affecting any designated sites and UK or 
WY BAP Priority species or habitats, the needs of the development and the 
requirements to maintain and enhance biological and geological diversity will 
be examined. 
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 Other than the above requirement particular account will be taken of: 
 
 • The extent and significance of potential damage to the interest of any 
national, regional or local site, or UK or WY BAP Priority species or habitat, 
and 
 • Demonstration that the need for the development outweighs the importance 
of any national, regional or local site, or UK or WY BAP Priority species or 
habitat, and 
 • The extent that any adverse impact could be reduced and minimised 
through protection, mitigation, enhancement and compensatory measures 
imposed through planning conditions or obligations and which would be 
subject to appropriate monitoring arrangements 
 
POLICY G9: BIODIVERSITY IMPROVEMENTS Development will be required 
to demonstrate:  
(i) That there will be an overall net gain for biodiversity commensurate with the 
scale of the development, including a positive contribution to the habitat 
network through habitat protection, creation and enhancement, and  
(ii) The design of new development, including landscape, enhances existing 
wildlife habitats and provides new areas and opportunities for wildlife, and  
(iii) That there is no significant adverse impact on the integrity and 
connectivity of the Leeds Habitat Network 
 
Objection 
 
The applicant has stated in Table 11.7 of the Environmental Statement that 
the development is ‘probable’ to result in a positive impact on the Local 
Wildlife Site due to the mitigation and compensation measures they propose. 
This seems fanciful. 
 
It is clear from the plans that a large area of Local Wildlife Site will be lost – 
like the LCC ecology officers, we found it difficult to measure the exact 
amount from the plans provided, but according to the Yorkshire Wildlife 
Trust’s (YWT) comment on the development proposals, the development will 
result in the permanent and irreversible loss of 1.43 ha of Local Wildlife Site 
habitats. These are made up of unimproved calcareous grassland and 
calcareous mosaic habitats, which are UK and West Yorkshire BAP Habitats, 
and rare nationally. This loss is very unlikely to be compensated by the 
measures suggested. Although calcareous grassland meadows can be 
recreated, they take many decades to develop the full suite of species that 
unimproved grasslands in the same area support, and then only with ongoing 
intervention in their management (see for example Fagan et al, Journal of 
Applied Ecology, 45: 1293-1303, quoted by AMEC, TAG’s ecology consultant 
in the previous application, LCC ref 13/03061 – see appendix 1). 
Translocation of soils is unlikely to be possible due to the high possibility of 
contaminants in the soil all over the site, but particularly in the area close to 
Westminster Yard.  
 
The Leeds BAP tells us that certain sites have rare or scarce species in such 
small populations that only the slightest change in management or conditions 
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may lead to their total disappearance. The small areas of sites and their 
isolation from each other limits the scope for the natural spread of species 
and heightens the importance of maintaining the remaining semi-improved 
grasslands in optimum condition. We know from the Environmental Statement 
that several county rare and county scarce plant species have been recorded 
from the 2km x 2km tetrad containing the site. Even a small change in 
management conditions could affect these populations – what is being 
proposed is a very large change. 
 
The BAP puts particular emphasis on linking and buffering existing magnesian 
grassland sites to reduce fragmentation. The required scrape of the entire site 
to remove contamination in order to make it safe for family housing, will mean 
the loss of all the existing vegetation in the entire development area. Reuse of 
the soil will not be possible because of contamination by asbestos and other 
contaminants. The suggestions of using vegetation scrapes/turf cutting are 
not likely to be successful or compliant with decontamination requirements.  
This will lead to complete loss of smaller areas of remaining calcareous 
grassland, which may be too small to qualify independently for LWS 
designation, but nevertheless form part of an important mosaic with, for 
example, scrubland and woodland, and are important in the maintenance of 
the ecological integrity of the site. It is likely that the scrape requirement will 
also result in the loss of most, if not all of the existing trees in the development 
area. 
 
The assertion that it is probable there will be a significant positive effect on the 
invertebrate population is incorrect – the development will cause significant 
and permanent damage to the mosaic of habitats in the site – retaining some 
of the features which make this site specially suitable to host a large and 
diverse invertebrate population does not mean there is likely to be a positive 
effect overall. 
  
Contrary to what the applicants seem to be suggesting in their environmental 
statement, but as confirmed by YWT, managed gardens adjacent or very 
close to the wildlife areas are likely to result in invasion by non-native species, 
through increased fly tipping, dumping of garden waste, colonisation of 
garden plants and encroachment of gardens onto greenspaces. This may 
have a significant impact not only on the biodiversity value of the LWS, but 
also of the adjacent wildlife corridor or natural greenspace.  
 
Impacts of site use and misuse have also to be considered. As pointed out by 
the YWT, the proposed development would lead to a significant increase in 
recreational pressures on the biodiversity of the Local Wildlife Site, due to the 
large number of dwellings immediately adjacent to it. The increase in 
unauthorised access from a range of locations to the Local Wildlife Site, 
particularly from dog walkers and young people, will result in a decline in the 
biodiversity value of the Local Wildlife Site through the trampling of habitats 
and soil compaction, disturbance of nesting birds and other wildlife, 
vandalism, fires, littering and the nitrification of habitats by dog fouling. 
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Conclusion 
 
The application is beset with problems: 
 

 There will be a permanent and irreversible loss of a large area of LWS 

land, 

  There will be damage to the delicate mosaic of habitats 

  There will be problems associated with reuse of contaminated soil for 

translocation 

 The required confidence scrape will result in a complete loss of 

vegetation, including trees. 

  The introduction of gardens will result in invasion by non-native 

species 

 The increased recreational pressures will harm the remaining LWS 

land, some of which is a nationally scarce habitat 

Together, these are likely to result in a large net loss for biodiversity, and in 
significant harm to the integrity of the Leeds Habitats Network. 
 
This is contrary to the requirements of the NPPF and Leeds Core Strategy.  
 
The proposals will not fulfil the BAP objective to maintain and safeguard the 
current extent of magnesian limestone grassland. 
 
The application should be refused. 
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Appendix 1 – Consultant’s letter from AMEC. 
 
As part of TAG’s objection to the previous planning application 13/03061, we 
commissioned a specialist consultant to report on the ecology submission. 
This was provided by AMEC. Much of their report is still relevant to the latest 
application, particularly their position on the difficulties of relocating any of the 
unimproved magnesian limestone grassland. 
 
The AMEC report, in letter form, follows: 
 

 
 












