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2 Biodiversity and Ecological Conservation
Question 1.2.1
The common toad is a BAP protected species. ES para 11.2.35 states
that dedicated surveys were not carried out for common toad, on the
basis that the species is known to be present within the region in
significant numbers. How does this approach accord with the
biodiversity duty on all public bodies to show a general regard for
biodiversity conservation in all their actions and Highways England’s
own Biodiversity Action Plan?

Response
1. The assessment of impacts on any species (including common toad)
begins with identifying the baseline population of that species, so that a
value of the population can be ascertained and the effects upon that
population assessed. For some species, particularly those with relatively
specific habitat requirements and/or restricted distribution, targeted
surveys are required to understand the baseline: their presence or likely
absence in an area, and an estimate of population and distribution if
present. For other species (including common toad), which have
widespread distribution and use a wide range of habitats, their presence
and distribution are understood, so an assessment of potential impacts
(habitat loss or fragmentation and mortality through road traffic) can be
completed. A survey would provide no additional information or insight into
how that population might be affected.
2. Common toad is an extremely common and widespread species and its
ecological value is therefore never going to be of a higher classification
than of site or local value under the standard methodology for ecological
impact assessment as set out in the Guidelines for ecological impact
assessment in the United Kingdom (The Chartered Institute of Ecology
and Environmental Management, 2006). Additionally, because of the large
population elsewhere, the effects on a local population are unlikely to be
significant.
3. The common toad is protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 (as amended) only in respect of sale, transporting or advertising for
sale. Toads are included within biodiversity action plans because they are
threatened by habitat loss and fragmentation, and have suffered historical
declines in population.
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4. Assessment of effects on, and mitigation for, such common and
widespread species is therefore generally considered on a broader habitat
basis, with consideration given to the relative habitat loss and gain from
the scheme and the quality of those habitats. In the case of the proposed
scheme, there would be a net increase of 271ha of semi-natural habitats,
which would be of greater general biodiversity value (and value to common
toads) than the arable habitat that it would replace. Common toads would
be expected to utilise most if not all of these proposed habitats.
5. It can therefore be reasonably concluded that there would be no adverse
effects on toad conservation.
Biodiversity Duty
6. Under the biodiversity duty, which is part of the Natural Environment and
Rural Communities Act 2006, public authorities must show regard for
conserving biodiversity in all their actions. Regard has been given to
biodiversity through a comprehensive assessment of likely significant
effects on biodiversity described in chapter 11 of the Environmental
Statement (ES) (document reference 6.1). As the assessment in the ES
follows normal practice that considers the likelihood of significant effects
and concludes there would be neutral effects, Highways England has had
regard to biodiversity conservation.
Highways England Biodiversity Action Plan
7. The Highways Agency Biodiversity Action Plan describes Highways
England’s role in the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity in
England within the context of its other objectives and responsibilities.
8. The plan states “New road developments should be planned to avoid
impacting directly or indirectly on common toad habitat. This can include
the provision of safe crossing points for toads, through a combination of
fencing and tunnel installation. Toad mortality on the roads should be
recorded and the possibility of installing toad tunnels at sites of high levels
of toad mortality investigated”.
9. The generic mitigation described in section 11.4 of the ES includes the
mitigation principle of “Maintain key wildlife dispersal corridors across
scheme, using culverts and structural planting (in conjunction with
appropriate fencing and sensitive lighting)”.
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10. Toad mortality will be recorded during the construction period and the
possibility of including specific toad tunnels will be investigated if high
levels are encountered. The scheme proposes a toad receptor area near
to where the scheme would cross the guided busway to the north of
Cambridge. Large numbers of toads were encountered during the
construction of the guided busway and so it is possible this may also occur
during construction of this scheme. Toads would be either discouraged
from entering the site or translocated to the receptor area to prevent
excessive mortality.
11. As such, through the scheme, Highways England has had regard to the
specific objectives of the Biodiversity Action Plan.
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Question 1.2.2
The Environment Agency has noted (RR page 28) that populations of
white-clawed crayfish have been found in Cambridgeshire since the
species was scoped out of further survey work in 2013 (ES para 11.2.34).
Has the applicant considered (in consultation with the Environment
Agency) the possible renewed need for a survey and if not, why not?

Response
12. Following receipt of the relevant representation from the Environment
Agency (EA), the scoping of the potential for presence of white clawed
crayfish (WCC) was reconsidered and discussed with the EA.
13. Highways England’s proposed approach to surveying WCC has been
agreed with the EA.
14. The reassessment has been discussed between Highways England and
the EA. In response to the EA’s comments, Highways England has
proposed to the EA that it will develop and implement a risk-based
approach to deliver full pre-construction monitoring. This will be a targeted
approach, utilising existing habitat data to focus effort on high-risk crossing
and culvert sites.
15. The proposed approach sent to the EA for comment was as follows:
“Targeted sampling using hand searches and sweep netting will be
undertaken by an experienced and licenced surveyor on each of the
main river crossing points, with the exception of the Great Ouse. A
single pre construction survey will be undertaken 100m downstream of
each crossing point, and to a maximum of 50m upstream. Crayfish
assessment will be undertaken at least 12 weeks prior to
commencement of construction of each crossing during recommended
survey periods for this species (May – October). Where construction is
due to be undertaken outside of recommended crayfish survey periods
then surveying will be undertaken within optimal survey periods ahead
of construction.”
16. The EA’s response to the proposed approach was:
“Many thanks for the additional information that you’ve provided
regarding the targeted approach for pre-construction monitoring of
WCC. I can confirm that we are in agreement and consider the
approach to be an appropriate way forward.
We will reflect this within our Written Submissions that are shortly to be
provided to the examining authority.”
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Question 1.2.3
The Environment Agency has advised (RR page 28) that the
construction phase should seek to avoid the fish spawning season and
that appropriate fish rescue measures should be put in place. Has
agreement been reached between the applicant and the EA about the
protective measures for freshwater fish and eels and if so, how would
these measures be secured and enforced?

Response
17. Following receipt of the relevant representation from the EA, the
assessment of potential impacts and mitigation for freshwater fish was
revisited. The EA has been consulted over this issue.
18. Highways England considers the response from the EA to be confirmation
that the application of best practice construction mitigation will negate the
need for any seasonal constraint to the construction schedule with respect
to fish spawning/migratory activity. It acknowledges that detailed method
statements will need to be developed for any in-channel works.
19. The issues will be included within the Statement of Common Ground
between Highways England and the EA, which is currently being prepared
and will be submitted for deadline 3 – 26 June 2015.
20. Natural England (NE) have not made comment on this issue in their
representations.
21. Highways England is of the opinion that the construction of the scheme
would not have a significant adverse effect on fish spawning and/or related
migrations. Paragraph 11.5.84 of chapter 11 of the ES concludes that,
following the implementation of scheme mitigation, all effects are
considered neutral at the construction stage.
22. The principal watercourse within the scheme footprint is the Great Ouse,
which is acknowledged as an important fisheries resource. The
construction works associated with the crossing of the Great Ouse would
be clear span, with no in-channel construction activities and, as such,
Highways England concluded there would be no requirement for a
seasonal constraint on any proposed work schedule. All constructionrelated activities within the riparian zone adjacent to the crossing would be
undertaken in accordance with best practice to limit any noise/vibration
emissions, and to avoid any pollution releases (see sections 13 and 14 of
the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), appendix 20.2 of the
Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3)).
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23. The scale of the construction works associated with the other minor
watercourses within the scheme footprint is also considered to be low
impact and not significant. These works would be temporary in nature and
limited in extent, and with the application of best practice construction
activities, Highways England believes that it would be unnecessary to
apply a seasonal constraint on the works.
24. The habitat survey work completed as part of the project in 2014 confirmed
that generally the habitats associated with the new and existing crossing
points were ubiquitous, being generally sub-optimal for fish spawning.
Hence, loss of these habitats during the construction phase would be
unlikely to impact overall fish recruitment in the watercourses. The project
aims to reinstate habitats to pre-construction conditions and, in a number
of cases, to improve in-channel and marginal habitats for fish. In addition,
construction activities would seek to ensure connectivity is maintained
throughout the duration of the works, limiting any impact on spawning
migrations (see paragraph 11.4.3 of chapter 11 of the ES).
25. Table 2.1 details the types of mitigation that may be implemented to
reduce the potential impacts on the fisheries resources during the
construction phase.
Table 2.1 Example mitigation types

Mitigation type

Purpose

Application of EA PPG 5 & 6

Prevention/avoidance of pollution via spills and leaks.

Offline working

Where possible, creation of
realignments/enhancements would be offline to
reduce issues such as sediment release.
To remove and relocate fish from coffer dam and
redundant channel areas, to reduce loss of fish as a
result of construction activities.
To reduce/avoid unnecessary noise and vibration
emissions, (e.g. soft start piling).

Fish rescues

Best practice construction
techniques
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26. Detailed method statements will be developed for all crossing-related
construction activities and will be available for review and agreement by
the EA and NE prior to commencement of works.
27. The proposed approach has been discussed with the EA and their
response states:
“We’ve no problem with the Great Ouse crossing; nor with any work in the
dry. It is an offence to disturb spawning fish (Salmon & Freshwater
Fisheries Act 1975) and some of the in-channel works may disturb
spawning fish – physical disturbance, or through the release of silt. If fish
could be relocated from the work areas (and prevented from returning)
prior to work commencing, this would mitigate the need for seasonal
constraints. With Water Framework Directive (WFD), we now need to
consider the traditional “minor fish species” such as minnow and
stickleback – they are important of the overall fisheries status of a
waterbody.”
28. Section 12 of the CoCP sets out details of the implementation,
management and monitoring of mitigation. Paragraph 12.1.5 requires the
main contractor to consult with NE and the EA amongst others. The CoCP
is itself secured by paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 of the Draft Development
Consent Order (DCO) (document reference 3.1).
29. In addition, these matters will be secured by protective provisions to be
included in the DCO, under which the EA will have a plan approval role
which will include approvals to be given in respect of its fisheries functions.

HE/A14/EX/29

Page 10 of 64

June 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Question 1.2.4
Natural England (RR para 3.2.5.2) refers to further surveys being
undertaken in relation to badger and water vole.
a) Can the applicant confirm whether this work has been completed and
if so, what are the findings and how do these findings inform the
proposed scheme?
b) Can the Environment Agency and Natural England confirm whether
they have been consulted on the findings of these updated surveys? If
so, please provide a copy of the comments.
c) What progress has been made in providing a water vole receptor site
(EA RR Issue 5.3) and how would this be secured?

Response
Completed and planned surveys
Badger surveys
31. Surveys to confirm the status of badger setts that were identified as part of
the assessments that informed the ES were carried out between 24
February and 3 March 2015. Bait marking surveys of main setts that would
need to be closed were carried out between 9 and 20 of March 2015.
These surveys form part of the suite of pre-construction surveys to inform
detailed design and licensing.
Table 2.2 Section locations

Section

Location

1
2

A1 Alconbury to Brampton Hut 4
A1/A14 Brampton Hut to East Coast mainline railway

3
4
5
6

A14 East Coast mainline railway to Swavesey
A14 Swavesey to Girton
A14 Cambridge northern bypass – Histon to Milton
Huntingdon viaduct demolition and A14 De-trunking

Water vole surveys
32. Surveys of watercourses in section one and four (see Table 2.2 showing
section locations above) began in April 2015, running between 21 April
and 1 May, to inform detailed design and draft licensing. These surveys
will be completed with the second visit in September 2015.
33. Surveys are planned in May and September 2016 for sections two and
three; May and September 2017 for section five; and May and September
2019 for section six.
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Findings of recent surveys
Badgers
34. The badger sett status survey identified two setts where the status had
changed to be classified as main setts since the 2013/14 surveys, and that
would need to be closed as part of the scheme. Badgers can change
which sett they use for their main sett from time to time and this had
occurred in these two clans’ territories since the 2014 surveys. The
badgers had changed the use of outlier setts to main setts and partially
abandoned their previous main setts, which had become outliers.
35. The survey also identified one sett within the footprint of the scheme that
was originally classified as a main sett but which had been abandoned and
was no longer active.
Water voles
36. The water vole surveys in sections one and four identified two new
colonies of water voles (including burrows) to the north of Bar Hill. This has
required additional water vole mitigation to be designed to allow the
trapping of water voles from the footprint of the scheme and subsequent
release into suitable habitat.
37. Mitigation plans for badger sett closures and the draft development licence
to interfere with badger setts were amended to incorporate these latest
survey findings. Findings of future pre-construction surveys could find
additional changes in the status of setts that are affected by construction,
in which case mitigation proposals and the badger licence would need to
be amended accordingly.
New mitigation requirements
38. The badger and water vole pre-construction surveys undertaken to date
have identified the following mitigation requirements which will be required
in addition to those described in the ES at the time of the application for
the DCO:


The installation of two new artificial badger setts at Lodge Farm
near Buckden landfill in section two and to the north of Mill
Common in section six;



One artificial badger sett no longer required; and



The creation of two new water vole receptor sites near to flood
compensation areas to the north of the existing A14 by Bar Hill,
either side of Hatton Road.
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39. The badger bait marking surveys of the two main setts which would need
to be closed confirmed the proposed mitigation was within the territories of
the badger clans that would be affected by the scheme and was therefore
appropriate.
40. These additional mitigation measures are currently under design and will
be subject to scrutiny from NE during their consideration of the second
drafts of the water vole conservation and badger development licence
applications.
41. The additional measures will require amendments to, in the case of the
badger setts, the Book of Reference, Statement of Reasons, General
Arrangement Plans, Land Plans, Crown Land Plans, Special Category
Land Plans and Works Plans, and in the case of the water vole receptor
site, the Statement of Reasons and Engineering Section Drawings to
accommodate the additional use of land already within the Order limits
and, in one case, to slightly extend the Order limits (to close a badger sett
which lies partially outside the red line boundary).
42. The plots identified as needing amendments to the documents above are
already identified for acquisition by the scheme, for soil storage, floodplain
compensation areas; or have been identified for temporary use.
Consultation with landowners is ongoing to discuss compulsory purchase
issues in light of these new mitigation requirements.
Inclusion in draft licence applications
43. A first draft water vole conservation licence and first draft badger
development licence were submitted to NE on 16 April 2015. The draft
badger licence contained the impacts and mitigation proposed to address
the findings from the most recent surveys, but the findings of the water
vole survey were recorded after this submission.
44. NE provided comments and advice in regard to the first drafts of the
badger and water vole licences in letters on 13 May 2015. Responses to
the comments received from NE that will be incorporated into the second
draft of the licence applications are given in Table 2.3 below.
45. Highways England will submit second drafts of the badger and water vole
licence applications incorporating all of NE’s advice by the end of June
2015. This will allow time to incorporate the latest 2015 survey data,
impacts and mitigation into the draft applications.
46. It is anticipated that NE will be able to issue Letters of No Impediment
(LONI) by late July or early August in time to coincide with responses to
the second round of written questions.
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Table 2.3 NE comments and associated response to first draft licence applications

Response to be included within the 2nd
draft licence application

NE comment
Badgers
Please provide confirmation that the artificial
setts will either be created on land within the
DCO boundary or, if the land is to be created
‘off-site’, evidence that landowner
approval/permission has been obtained
Please also clearly indicate the artificial
badger sett locations, in relation to the
badger setts to be closed, on a badger
mitigation map
No commitment to undertake post
development monitoring of the artificial setts
is currently proposed and this will need to be
provided. During the monitoring of the
artificial setts, over a specified period, these
should be checked to ensure that they
remain functional and to enable remedial
action to be undertaken if damage does
occur
The timetable must be updated accordingly
and also include the post development
monitoring of the artificial setts. Please state
when this will be undertaken (years and
months). Specific reference must also be
made to the undertaking of any necessary
remedial action should the monitoring
identify any issues which need to be
addressed
Landowner permission/s and a mechanism
to ensure that the artificial setts are
protected in the long term (e.g. by a Section
106 or other legal agreement) must be put in
place. NE will accept a commitment to their
longer term protection within a revised
method statement, but the required
agreement must be in place before a formal
licence application is submitted, should the
DCO be granted
Water voles
Appendix B of the method statement
‘Riparian Mammals Survey Report 2014,
Section 4.4 – Limitations’, highlights a
number of constraints in relation to the
survey effort, including; ‘ditches and water
courses choked with vegetation’ and ‘over
half of the ditches dry’ at the time of surveys,
which are likely to have affected the survey
results. In order to fully understand the
impacts of the proposed development on
water voles at this site, NE would like to see
the survey results, and impact assessment,
of the spring 2015 survey to understand the
HE/A14/EX/29

Proposals to amend the DCO boundary and
statement of reasons during the
Examination will be incorporated into the
2nd draft to confirm this.
A badger mitigation map will be provided
with the 2nd draft.

Post-development monitoring during the
five year maintenance period will be
incorporated into the 2nd draft.

The timetable will be amended and
commitment to remedial action, if required,
will be included in the 2nd draft.

Badger mitigation areas are to be
compulsorily acquired under the scheme to
ensure that the mitigation is secured and
maintained in perpetuity. If Highways
England were to decide to sell the land in
the future, covenants would be placed on
the land to ensure that the mitigation is not
lost. This will be detailed in the 2nd draft.

The technical report for the riparian
mammal survey (appendix 11.9 of the ES
Appendices) will be appended to the 2nd
draft. This contains the full survey
methodology and results.
The 2nd draft will also explain that any
potential limitations of the 2014 survey will
be overcome through the pre-construction
surveys (underway for sections one and
four, and planned for other sections for the
survey season prior to the start of
construction).
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level of water vole activity and the size of the
population to be affected by the works.
Please note, should water voles be found in
areas where they were previously recorded
as absent, then the proposed mitigation and
compensation may need to be amended
Section 3, ‘Mitigation Methodology’ and
Section 4, ‘Works Schedule’, of the method
statement proposes capture of water voles
during September 2016 and over-wintering,
followed by release at the receptor site in
spring 2017, or spring 2018 if the receptor
site is not ready. Holding water voles in
captivity is not in line with best practice and
NE will not consider licence applications to
keep water voles captive for extended
periods. As such, we strongly advise the
mitigation strategy is amended to avoid the
need to keep animals in captivity by: early
creation of the receptor site to ensure it is
sufficiently mature by the time trapping is
proposed and; careful timing of works so
that water voles can be immediately soft
released during spring. Please ensure that
your application reflects this advice or fully
justifies, and clearly sets out, why this is not
possible
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Highways England will be consulting closely
with NE on this matter and amending the
2nd draft licence application in line with
agreements made between Highways
England and NE.
It had been intended that the receptor site
at Alconbury Brook (a mitigation measure
identified in the ES) and the newly
identified Bar Hill receptor site could be
created a year in advance of the start of
construction, allowing maturation of the
habitat and facilitating the earliest safe
release of trapped animals.
However, it has become clear from these
negotiations that it will not be possible to
confirm during the Examination period that
access to the relevant land to facilitate
these advance works will be possible and
so the mitigation proposals have been
amended (and included in the second draft
of the draft licence) to begin after the
scheme has been approved. This would
require the water voles to be trapped and
kept in captivity over winter and released
the following spring into the receptor area.
Highways England has consulted with NE
and understands that this would not be
considered as an “extended period” of
captivity and so the proposals would be
acceptable.
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47. It is anticipated that negotiations for the advanced installation of the new
artificial badger sett at Lodge Farm will be concluded shortly and that
agreement will be available during the Examination period. Negotiations
for inclusion of the land required for the artificial sett at Mill Common within
the DCO are ongoing.
48. However, if advance access is not granted by landowners for the badger
sett installation at Lodge Farm, the construction programme within that
section would need to be amended to facilitate the mitigation required to
obtain the necessary licences. In that circumstance, the ongoing
consultation with NE would include the necessary changes to the draft
licences prior to application for the licences in May 2016. This would
include detailed design of the amended construction programme and
reassessment of the effects on badgers.
49. Advanced work is required for the installation of this sett to ensure time is
available to monitor the new sett to demonstrate that badgers have
investigated the new sett before their existing sett is closed. If no
advanced works are possible, the programme would need to be delayed
for long enough to show badgers had investigated the new sett and so be
reasonably expected to use the sett when their existing sett is closed.
50. The consultation with NE on draft licences is an essential part of the DCO
process in order for the Examining Authority to receive LONIs from NE. No
formal consultation with the EA on the water vole and badger licences has
taken place because the formal licensing process is with NE. However,
consultation with the EA on matters regarding water voles has been
carried in principle through the Statement of Common Ground process.
51. The Examining Authority will also be kept informed of progress.
Securing mitigation
52. Section 12 of the CoCP details of the implementation, management and
monitoring of mitigation. Paragraph 12.1.5 requires the main contractor to
consult with NE and the EA amongst others. The CoCP is itself secured
by paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 to the Draft DCO.
53. Following engagement with NE, Highways England is discussing an
additional requirement for securing detailed design of certain ecological
mitigation such as the badger and water vole receptor sites to be included
in the DCO. Highways England will discuss the detail further with NE and
document the status of those discussions in the Statement of Common
Ground.
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Question 1.2.5
Natural England’s Relevant Representation (RR para 3.2.4.12) refers to
further surveys of areas of high potential for (and known) bat roosts.
Can the applicant confirm the following:
a) Whether this survey work has now been undertaken;
b) If so, what are the findings and how do these findings inform the
proposed scheme?; and
c) If the surveys have not yet taken place, why not and when is it
anticipated that they will be undertaken?

Response
54. A tree roost survey within sections one to four of the scheme (see Error!
Reference source not found. showing section locations below) was
carried out in June 2015 and no roosts were identified. This has ensured
that sufficient up to date information is available for the second draft
mitigation licence application for loss of roosts from the scheme. The
timing of the surveys was in line with best practice guidance as described
in Bat Surveys: Good Practice Guidelines, 2nd edition. (Hundt L, 2012).
55. Further pre-construction surveys are planned between May and
September 2016 in sections one to four; May to September 2017 in
section five; and May to September 2019 in section six. These surveys are
planned to take place during the active season prior to the start of
construction of each section. This will ensure that up to date results are
used to inform the ongoing consultation with NE on the mitigation licence
for the scheme and, through that, the design and construction activities. If
new roosts are found during the surveys, sufficient mitigation will be
required by NE through the provisions of the licence.
Table 2.4 Section locations

Section

Location

1
2

A1 Alconbury to Brampton Hut 4
A1/A14 Brampton Hut to East Coast mainline railway

3
4
5
6

A14 East Coast mainline railway to Swavesey
A14 Swavesey to Girton
A14 Cambridge northern bypass – Histon to Milton
Huntingdon viaduct demolition and A14 De-trunking
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Question 1.2.6
The Environment Agency requests (RR page 25) that pre-construction
ecological surveys be undertaken as a basis for detailed design and
construction decisions. Can the applicant confirm that these surveys
would be undertaken and if so, when? How this would be secured?

Response
56. Pre-construction surveys either have been carried out or are planned to
ensure up to date information is available to inform the detailed design,
construction activities and licensing purposes.
57. Consultation with NE and EA is ongoing and pre-construction surveys are
being considered within that consultation. Highways England is committed
to agreeing pre-construction surveys with these bodies.
58. The pre-construction surveys were identified as follows.


European protected species (EPS) that may have changed their
distribution or populations since the surveys that were undertaken
to inform the ES. These surveys have been planned for the survey
season prior to construction for each section of the scheme. Results
would be used to inform licensing and construction activities to
avoid offences under protected species legislation. This includes
bats, great crested newts (GCN) and otters.



Nationally protected species that may have active breeding/resting
places within the footprint of the scheme at the start of construction
activities. These surveys have been planned for the survey season
prior to construction for each section of the scheme. Results would
be used to inform licensing and construction activities to avoid
offences under protected species legislation. This includes water
voles, badgers, barn owl and breeding birds.

59. Highways England does not consider that any other pre-construction
surveys are necessary to avoid either additional adverse effects than those
identified within the ES or offences under protected species legislation.
The mitigation described in chapter 11 of the ES would be sufficient to
avoid significant impacts and the detailed design of these measures would
not require more up to date survey information to be effective.
60. The timing of the surveys has been identified to ensure the most up to date
understanding of the population and distribution of the species is used
prior to the start of construction works. In this way, detailed design and
methods of site clearance, exclusion, translocation of species, fencing and
programming of activities can be developed in the most effective way and
licences can be updated.
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Completed or proposed pre-construction surveys
Great crested newt (GCN)
61. GCN surveys of ponds and watercourses that were not adequately
surveyed for licensing purposes (although sufficient to inform the ES) in
2013/14 because of access or safety difficulties are currently being
undertaken across the whole scheme to inform the draft EPS mitigation
licence applications being considered by NE. These are expected to be
completed in mid June 2015.
62. Walkover habitat suitability surveys are planned for sections one to four
(see Table 2.5 showing section locations below) in March to June 2016.
No full pre-construction surveys are required as the data available at the
time of licensing will be sufficiently up to date at the start of construction.
Table 2.5 Section locations

Section

Location

1
2

A1 Alconbury to Brampton Hut 4
A1/A14 Brampton Hut to East Coast mainline railway

3
4
5
6

A14 East Coast mainline railway to Swavesey
A14 Swavesey to Girton
A14 Cambridge northern bypass – Histon to Milton
Huntingdon viaduct demolition and A14 De-trunking
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63. Full pre-construction surveys for GCN are planned for the season prior to
the start of construction in sections five (survey scheduled for 2017) and
six (survey scheduled for 2019). Full surveys would be required for these
sections as the data collected to inform the ES and licence application
would be out of date by the time of the start of construction on these
sections.
Bats
64. A survey of a single bat tree roost, which had limited information available
at the time of writing the ES, was carried out in early June 2015. This
completed a full suite of recommended bat surveys required for licensing
purposes and informing mitigation design for sections one to four. The
data from this survey and the 2014 surveys that informed the ES are
considered adequately up to date for the sections with construction start
dates up to January 2017.
65. Surveys for bats are planned in May to September 2017 for section five,
and May to September 2019 for section six. These surveys are required in
the season prior to the start of construction to ensure up to date data are
used in assessing whether updates to the licences are required.
Otter
66. Surveys of watercourses are planned for December 2015 in sections one
and four; December 2016 in sections two and three; December 2017 in
section five; and December 2018 in section six.
Water Vole
67. Surveys of watercourses in section one and four began in May 2015 to
inform design and draft licensing. These will be completed with the second
visit in September 2015.
68. Surveys are planned in May and September 2016 for sections two and
three; May and September 2017 for section five; and May and September
2019 for section six.
Badger
69. Surveys to confirm the status of badger setts were carried out between 24
February and 3 March 2015. Setts that had been identified during surveys
to inform the ES were revisited to confirm their status to inform detailed
design of mitigation and licensing requirements. Bait marking surveys of
main setts that would need to be closed were carried out between 9 and
20 March 2015.
70. Full pre-construction surveys are planned in January/February 2016 for
sections one to four; January/February 2018 for section five; and
January/February 2019 for section six.
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Barn owl
71. Surveys of barn owl potential nest sites within 50m of the footprint of the
scheme are planned for sections one and four in December 2015. If barn
owls are not actively breeding in these sites at the time of the survey, the
sites will be made unsuitable for nesting so that the footprint of the scheme
will not have nesting barn owls when construction starts in July 2016.
72. Surveys are planned in December 2016 in sections two and three and in
December 2017 in section five. There are no potential barn owl sites in
section six.
Breeding birds
73. Habitat suitability for breeding birds in sections one and four is currently
being surveyed and will be completed by June 2015. This survey is to
inform advanced vegetation management of nesting sites for birds like
kingfisher and swift in advance of the start of construction in July 2016.
The advanced works would be reversible and aim to minimise the number
of breeding birds present within the footprint of the scheme at the start of
construction. Suitably qualified and experienced ornithologists will survey
the scheme footprint immediately prior to the start of construction to
identify any nesting birds. This will inform the construction activities that
will need to be delayed until the breeding attempt has been completed.
74. All other sections of the scheme have construction start dates outside of
the normal breeding season for birds and so pre-construction surveys are
not necessary.
White-clawed crayfish (WCC)
75. Highways England is of the opinion that it is unnecessary to undertake full
pre-construction surveys for WCC. Following receipt of the relevant
representation from the EA, the scoping of the potential for presence of
WCC was reconsidered and discussed with EA. Highways England’s
proposed approach to surveying WCC has been agreed with the EA (see
response to written question 1.2.2).
76. Targeted sampling using hand searches and sweep netting will be
undertaken by an experienced and licensed surveyor on each of the main
river crossing points, with the exception of the Great Ouse. A single pre
construction survey will be undertaken 100m downstream of each crossing
point, and to a maximum of 50m upstream. Crayfish assessment will be
undertaken at least 12 weeks prior to commencement of construction of
each crossing during recommended survey periods for this species (May –
October). Where construction is due to be undertaken outside of
recommended crayfish survey periods then surveying will be undertaken
within optimal survey periods ahead of construction. The issue of WCC
surveys is included in the preparation of a Statement of Common Ground
with the EA.
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Securing of pre-construction surveys
77. The carrying out of pre-construction surveys will be secured under the
requirements contained in Schedule 2 of the Draft DCO. Under Paragraph
4 of Schedule 2 of the Draft DCO, no part of the authorised development
can be commenced until final pre-construction survey work for that part
has been carried out to establish whether protected species are present.
Further, under paragraph 12.1.7 of the CoCP (secured by paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 of the Draft DCO), the requirement to carry out preconstruction surveys is reiterated.
78. In addition, under protective provisions to be included in the DCO, the EA
will have a general plan approval role which will encompass preconstruction surveys.
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Question 1.2.7
The ES indicates at para 11.5.38 that no direct land take would occur at
Brampton Meadows SSSI but that the scheme would leave the SSSI
surrounded by roads. An ecological mitigation area is proposed to
enhance the resilience and value of the existing SSSI habitat. Please
provide precise details of this proposal including its long term
management and how would this be secured.

Response
Context for the Proposal
79. Brampton Meadows SSSI would be surrounded by roads after construction
of the new slip road to the north of the site (see Figure 2.1 below showing
existing and proposed roads).
Figure 2.1 Existing and proposed roads around Brampton Meadows SSSI
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80. Paragraph 11.5.41 of the ES proposes the creation of “an ecological
mitigation area with the planting of semi improved grassland designed to
complement the adjacent SSSI enhancing the resilience and value of the
existing SSSI habitat”.
81. The principal objective for the creation of an ecological mitigation area isto
create a habitat as close in nature to the SSSI habitat as possible, and
maintain it in the long term in a way that complements the SSSI and
enhances its overall resilience.
82. The proposals will be informed by the SSSI Citation, the SSSI Condition
assessment and NE’s Views About Management statement. The SSSI’s
citation states the reasons for notification as:
“This small species-rich meadow exhibits plant communities of the
calcareous clay pasture type. Grasslands of this type are restricted to the
south of the country and are generally declining due to changes from
traditional management practices.
The plant community is characterised by the occurrence of species such
as Quaking-grass (Briza media), Adder’s tongue (Ophioglossum
vulgatum), and Cowslip (Primula veris). Also present are the Greenwinged Orchid (Orchis morio) and Meadow Saxifrage (Saxifraga
granulata).”
See:
http://www.sssi.naturalengland.org.uk/citation/citation_photo/1002302.pdf
83. The SSSI’s condition assessment states the site’s condition is
unfavourable-recovering and comments “Site in agreement for short term
management, including twice yearly hay cut and remove. This is a
substantial improvement on previous situation. Scrub removal work has
also been carried out”.
84. The Views about Management Statement of NE states:
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“Neutral hay meadows require active management if they are to retain
their conservation interest. In order to maintain a species-rich sward, each
year’s growth of vegetation must be removed. Otherwise the sward
becomes progressively dominated by tall and vigorous grasses which,
together with an associated build up of dead plant matter, suppress less
vigorous species and reduce the botanical diversity of the site. This is
traditionally achieved by closing the fields to stock in the autumn and
cutting the resultant growth as hay. The cut is usually done in early July,
but may vary depending on local factors, including past management and
current weather conditions. It should always be after ground-nesting birds
have fledged their young and any short-lived, characteristic plants have set
seed. The aftermath is then grazed in late summer/autumn. Aftermath
grazing is important for maintaining a species-rich sward, both through
controlling competitive grasses and through hoof-prints providing suitable
sites for seedlings to establish. Heavy poaching must be avoided,
however. Well-managed hedgerows surrounding neutral hay meadows
can provide important additional wildlife habitat.
The habitats within this site are highly sensitive to inorganic fertilisers and
pesticides, applications of which should be avoided both within the site
itself and in adjacent surrounding areas. Herbicides may be useful in
targeting certain invasive species, but should be used with extreme care.
Access to this site, and any recreational activities within, may also need to
be controlled.”
See:
http://www.sssi.naturalengland.org.uk/Special/sssi/vam/VAM%201002302.
pdf
Habitat Creation Proposals
85. It is proposed that a neutral hay meadow habitat would be created by
sowing a species-rich grassland mix and creating a species-rich hedgerow
on the boundary. As the mitigation site is currently arable or semiimproved grassland, it is unlikely that a species-rich meadow could be
created rapidly due to the increased nutrients applied during historic and
present management. It is therefore likely to be necessary to either carry
out soil treatment prior to sowing, or crop the area for a few years (without
fertilizer) to reduce the fertility before sowing. Treatment of the site after
sowing to reduce the dominance of dominant species, especially grasses
(by very careful application of herbicides), is likely to be necessary either
alone or in conjunction with pre-sowing treatments until a sustainable
management regime has been established. Details of treatment, cropping
and sowing would be agreed with NE as part of the process of preparing a
Detailed Specification (as set out below).
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86. Once established the site would be cropped for hay once or twice a year
followed by aftermath grazing. The increased size of the meadow habitat
within the SSSI and the newly created mitigation site (including any
necessary infrastructure to facilitate management and access) would
provide opportunity for a long term management regime to be established
across both the mitigation site and the SSSI. The boundary hedgerows
would be managed to maintain maximum wildlife benefit. Detailed
management prescriptions would be agreed with NE as part of the process
of preparing a Detailed Specification (as set out below).
Long Term Management Proposals
87. The area of habitat created would be acquired permanently by Highways
England and managed in perpetuity either through the Highways England
Estate or through sale to, or management agreement with, another
suitable body.
Enhancement of the resilience and value of the SSSI
88. Once established, the newly created habitat would provide a larger area of
hay meadow than exists currently in the SSSI. This would provide the
following benefits to the existing SSSI:


Larger areas of habitat are generally more biodiverse and more
resilient to impacts, including climate change;



Areas adjacent to the SSSI would no longer be arable and so would
act as a buffer to potential impacts such as application of inorganic
fertilisers and pesticides close to the existing SSSI; and



Facilitation of better long term management through ownership,
Increased size and improved infrastructure.

Development of a Detailed Specification
89. The habitat creation proposals set out above have been developed as part
of the process of agreeing a Statement of Common Ground between
Highways England and NE. It is proposed that the liaison with NE will
continue during the Examination and beyond and a final agreed version of
a Detailed Specification for the habitat will be prepared and shared with
NE.
90. The approach to agreeing the detailed specification with NE would involve:


Investigation of the soil chemistry of the mitigation site;



Determination of the best pre-sowing treatment to reduce fertility if
required;



Determination of the best species-rich seed mix for the soils and
similarity to the SSSI sward (possibly to involve collecting seed from
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the SSSI). Seed mix not to include species that are not present in or
which might spread into the SSSI;


Determination of the most appropriate access and recreational use
of the site;



Production of detailed habitat creation (and management and
access infrastructure) specification; and



Production of a management plan to outline long term prescriptions,
which will be incorporated into the Handover Management Plan
after the end of the maintenance period.

91. NE is satisfied with the approach to detailed design of this mitigation and
looks forward to being consulted on the specification for the mitigation. The
matter is to be included within the Statement of Common Ground between
Highways England and NE.
92. It is proposed to continue the engagement with NE beyond the design
stage, through to the creation of the habitat up until a suitable habitat has
been created and a long term management regime established.
Securing mitigation
93. Highways England proposes to update the CoCP to set out a responsibility
for the contractor(s) to prepare a Handover Environmental Management
Plan as described in paragraphs 20.3.14 - 20.3.16 of the ES. This will
then secure management responsibilities for the habitat into the
operational lifetime of the scheme. The CoCP itself is secured under
paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 to the Draft DCO.
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Question 1.2.8
ES Figure 11.13 refers to the long term management of the restored
borrow pits, but it is not clear how this would be secured. Can the
applicant provide comment on this matter, including how the proposed
approach accords with para 5.23 of the National Networks NPS, which
seeks a commitment to the enhancement of biodiversity?

Response
94. Long term management of the restored borrow pits would be secured
through Highways England’s commitment to maintenance of the created
habitats for ten years.
95. Figure 11.13 of the Environmental Statement (ES) Figures (document
reference 6.2) refers to the long-term management of the borrow pits only
in that it could not be guaranteed at the time of the application for a DCO.
The statement within the legend of the figures states: “The mitigation
provided in the borrow pits is regarded as temporary as its long-term
management cannot be guaranteed following proposed sale to a third
party”.
96. Highways England has increased the committed period of maintenance
from five years at the time of application for the DCO (when figure 11.13
was published) to ten years following discussion with local authorities. This
would be secured through the requirement contained at paragraph 10 of
Schedule 2 to the Draft DCO. The restoration plan secured by this
requirement is currently being revised to reflect this longer maintenance
period and will be submitted to the Examination in due course.
97. The scheme accords with paragraph 5.23 of the NPS as it would enhance
biodiversity through the proposed mitigation measures by providing a
permanent net gain of 271ha of semi-natural habitats that would be better
connected in the landscape than existing habitats within the scheme
corridor. This mitigation would provide an enhancement for the majority of
species in the area.
98. The enhancement of biodiversity arising from the proposed scheme is not
reliant on the long term management of the restored borrow pits. However,
the borrow pit restoration would provide a further enhancement over and
above the mitigation of the scheme by providing additional habitat,
including large areas of wetlands, marginal vegetation, grasslands and
woodlands.
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Question 1.2.9
Natural England has indicated that otter, breeding birds and barn owl
mitigation is adequate subject to the agreement of details. What is the
process for agreeing these details and how would this be secured?

Response
99. The matter is currently being discussed with NE, and Highways England
will continue consultation with NE on an ongoing basis, which includes the
preparation of a Statement of Common Ground. It is intended that the
Statement of Common Ground between Highways England and NE will
state: “Highways England and Natural England agree on the principles of
providing mitigation for the protection of breeding birds. Mitigation will be
further developed during detailed design and Highways England will
continue to consult with stakeholders with an interest in ecological matters
including the Barn Owl Trust”. This has been agreed with NE through
dialogue on the draft Statement of Common Ground.
Breeding birds and barn owl
100. Highways England is currently preparing a draft method statement for
the advanced management of nesting opportunities to minimise the
potential for breeding birds within the footprint of the scheme in sections
one and four (see Table 2.6 showing section locations below). NE will be
consulted on this document and agreement documented through the
Statement of Common Ground process during the Examination. The
method statement will identify the actions that would prevent offences
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) which protect
birds and their nests. The method statement will also include a
commitment to walkover surveys immediately prior to the start of
construction works. These surveys will identify any actively breeding birds
and inform the development of the Construction and Environment
Management Plan (CEMP) to prevent their disturbance through the
exclusion of works from the area until the breeding attempt has been
completed. The provisions of the method statement will be incorporated
into the CEMP (see paragraphs 20.3.9 to 20.3.13 in chapter 3 of the ES).
The start of construction in sections two, three, five and six is outside of
the normal breeding season for birds and therefore, no specific measures
are required for mitigating effects on actively breeding birds.
101. The Wildlife Trust and Barn Owl Trust will be consulted on the
positioning of the proposed nesting boxes/towers and their advice will be
incorporated into a detailed specification for the provision of bird nesting
boxes and towers. This specification will also be subject to consultation
with NE.
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Table 2.6 Section locations

Section

Location

1
2

A1 Alconbury to Brampton Hut 4
A1/A14 Brampton Hut to East Coast mainline railway

3
4
5
6

A14 East Coast mainline railway to Swavesey
A14 Swavesey to Girton
A14 Cambridge northern bypass – Histon to Milton
Huntingdon viaduct demolition and A14 De-trunking

Otter
102. Pre-construction surveys for otter are planned for December 2015 for
sections one and four; December 2016 for sections two and three;
December 2017 for section five and December 2019 for section six. The
results of these surveys would inform the need for an otter mitigation
licence and, if required, a draft licence would be provided to NE for
consultation and eventual grant of a licence. A licence would be required if
the pre-construction surveys identified any resting places (holts or
couches) within 50m of the footprint of the scheme. If no otter resting
places are found during the surveys, no licence would be required and no
specific mitigation for otters would be necessary. The detailed design and
method statements of the works on watercourses would effectively
encompass the necessary mitigation for otters, should this be required.
The method statements would be subject to consultation and agreement
with NE and the EA.
103. Section 12 of the CoCP sets out details of the implementation,
management and monitoring of mitigation. Paragraph 12.1.5 requires the
main contractor to consult with NE and the EA amongst others. Paragraph
12.1.6 commits to an Ecological Clerk of Works overseeing the
implementation of the ecological mitigation. The CoCP is itself secured by
paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 to the Draft DCO.
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Question 1.2.10
Natural England has indicated that there are a number of unresolved
issues relating to the impact of the proposed development on European
Protected Species (EPS) including Great Crested Newts (GCN) and bats.
In relation to GCN, the impacts of the scheme on the newt populations
and mitigation and monitoring details would need to be provided in a
draft licence submission. In relation to bats, further detail of the
culvert/tunnel design and lighting strategy, set out in mitigation and
monitoring plan is sought by NE. What progress has been made towards
resolving the issues raised by NE in their RR and how would these
measures be secured?

Response
Progress towards resolving issues relating to EPS
104. Draft EPS mitigation licences for bat tree roost loss and GCN
disturbance were submitted to NE on 5 March 2015. The draft licences
include detailed descriptions of the impacts, and mitigation and monitoring
plans.
105. NE provided comments and advice in regard to the first drafts in letters
on 23 April 2015 regarding GCN and on 24 April 2015 regarding bats.
106. Highways England will submit second drafts of the GCN disturbance
and bat tree roost loss licences incorporating all NE’s advice by the end of
June 2015. This will allow time to incorporate the latest 2015 survey data
into the draft applications. For further detail relating to pre-construction
surveys, see Highways England's response to written question #1.2.6.
107. It is anticipated that NE will be able to issue Letters of No Impediment
(LONI) by late July or early August 2015 in time to coincide with responses
to the second round of written questions.
Impacts mitigation and monitoring in relation to GCN
108. Highways England liaised with NE to clarify some technical issues on 7
May 2015. These technical issues required some discussion rather than
simple edits, and related to the distance from breeding ponds that trapping
of GCN would be required; locations for the release of trapped GCN; and
the size of receptor areas. Highways England is confident that the
information requested by NE will be provided in the second draft of the
licence applications and that NE will have sufficient time to review and
comment on the information. Highways England is therefore confident that
these issues can be resolved within the Examination timescales.

HE/A14/EX/29

Page 31 of 64

June 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Culvert/tunnel design and lighting strategy in relation to bats
109. Following engagement with NE, Highways England is discussing an
additional requirement for securing detailed design of certain ecological
mitigation to be included in the DCO. Highways England will discuss the
detail further with NE and document the status of those discussions in the
Statement of Common Ground.
110. Further detail of the culvert/tunnel design and lighting strategy is
currently being discussed with NE, and Highways England will continue
consultation with NE on an ongoing basis. It is intended that the draft
Statement of Common Ground between Highways England and NE will
state the agreed position as follows: “All under-road crossing points for
wildlife will be subject to detailed design and designed for as wide a variety
of species as possible, including bats. Lighting and approach planting /
fencing will be designed during detailed design, which will be subject to
ongoing consultation with NE.”. See also the response to written question
#1.2.11.
111. This has been agreed with NE through dialogue on the draft Statement
of Common Ground. The Statement of Common Ground will be submitted
to the Examining Authority by 26 June 2015 in line with the programme set
out in the Rule 8 letter.
112. With regard to lighting design, NE’s position is stated within the draft
Statement of Common Ground: “Natural England is satisfied with this
approach and agrees with the proposal to introduce a new requirement in
the DCO to secure the detailed design of ecological mitigation. We look
forward to being consulted on the design of the underpasses”.
113. With regard to culvert/tunnel design, NE’s position is stated within the
draft Statement of Common Ground: “It is Natural England’s understanding
that the commitments given by Highways England in relation to mitigation
proposed in the ES, as set out on the scheme design and work plans, the
Code of Construction Practice and the Register of Environmental
Commitments and Actions will be secured through Requirements 2, 3 and
10 of the DCO, with detailed design including lighting, the Brampton
Meadow SSSI mitigation area and the wildlife tunnels/culverts to be
secured through an additional suitably worded DCO requirement”.
114. Principles and targets relating to the detailed design of culverts and
tunnels and references to relevant best practice guidelines will be included
in the CoCP, CEMP, relevant Local Environmental Management Plans
(LEMPs) and the new DCO requirement.
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Securing consultation with NE and measures relating to EPS
115. Section 12 of the CoCP sets out details of the implementation,
management and monitoring of mitigation. Paragraph 12.1.5 requires the
main contractor to consult with NE amongst others. Paragraph 12.1.9
requires the main contractor to “obtain and comply with the requirements
of any protected species licences and approved method statements
necessary for construction of the scheme”. The CoCP is itself secured by
paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 to the Draft DCO.
116. All licensable works potentially affecting EPS would be carried out
under EPS licences issued by NE. The mitigation, monitoring, consultation
and reporting described in the licences would be legally binding conditions
of the licence.
117. Highways England will continue to consult with NE throughout the
Examination period on the draft licences/LONI process and the Statement
of Common Ground. Highways England is also committed to ongoing
consultation with NE throughout pre-construction, construction and postconstruction periods to ensure that all EPS issues are fully resolved. This
includes ongoing consultation on the lighting strategy and detailed design
of culverts and tunnels.
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Question 1.2.11
Ecological mitigation plans show culverts for wildlife that would need to
be maintained to aid connectivity between the habitats and metapopulations of badgers, water voles, otters, eels, fish, GCN and bats.
What progress has been made in relation to the detailed design of these
culverts? How would the maintenance of these culverts be secured?

Response
118. The detailed design of wildlife culverts has not been carried out at this
stage. In general, the design details (such as exact location and length,
materials, size, entry headwalls, landscaping, fencing) would be developed
in consultation with NE at the detailed design stage to suit the intended
purpose of the culvert and would not give rise to any materially new or
materially worse adverse environment effects from those assessed in the
ES.
119. Highways England will continue consultation with NE on an ongoing
basis. It is intended that the draft Statement of Common Ground between
Highways England and NE will agree that:


More detail on the mitigation will be developed further during
detailed design;



The detailed design will be subject to ongoing consultation with NE;



All under-road crossing points for wildlife will be subject to detailed
design and designed for as wide a variety of species as possible,
including bats; and



Lighting and approach planting / fencing will be designed during
detailed design.
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120. Further, following engagement with NE, Highways England is
discussing an additional requirement for securing detailed design of certain
ecological mitigation to be included in the DCO. Highways England will
discuss the detail further with NE and document the status of those
discussions in the Statement of Common Ground.
121. As the culverts would be under the ‘highway’ and therefore form part of
it, they would be maintained by the relevant highway authority. As such,
they would be maintained as part of the trunk road network by Highways
England’s Asset Support Contractor (ASC), and on the local road network
by Cambridgeshire County Council.
122. The Draft DCO confirms this position in relation to the local road
network in article 11(5), which states:
“For the avoidance of doubt, in respect of any highway (other than a trunk
road or special road) constructed, altered or diverted under paragraphs (1)
and (2) above, any culverts or other structures laid under that highway are
to be treated as part of that highway and therefore maintainable by and at
the expense of the local highway authority from its completion.”
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Question 1.2.12
Has the revised design of the Great Ouse Viaduct included an
assessment of the potential impacts on Buckden Gravel Pits County
Wildlife Site? If not, why not?

Response
123. Yes, an assessment was undertaken. The original structure proposal
for the Great Ouse Viaduct included an embankment between the East
Coast Main Line bridge and the proposed Viaduct.
124. The revised design included within the DCO application was reviewed
by a team of ecologists with regard to nature conservation, in comparison
to the previous design. The conclusion of the review was that the revised
design is slightly beneficial for nature conservation due to the reduced
footprint of the scheme and the increased connectivity for wildlife below
the viaduct. However, there were no changes to the impacts on the
Buckden Gravel Pits Country Wildlife Site specifically, as there were no
proposed changes to the viaduct in the vicinity of this site.
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Question 1.2.13
Can the applicant set out the progress that has been made in submitting
the draft licence documentation required for EPSs (including detailed
maintenance and monitoring plans)?

Response
125. EPS mitigation licences are issued by NE under Regulation 53 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 to authorise
activities that would otherwise be unlawful under the regulations.
126. First draft EPS licence applications for bat building roost disturbance,
bat tree roost loss and GCN disturbance were submitted to NE on 5 March
2015. The draft licences include detailed descriptions of maintenance and
monitoring plans. Following scoping (March 2014) and EPS surveys
(between 2013 and 2015), Highways England does not consider that other
EPS licences are required.
127. NE provided comments and advice on the first drafts in letters dated 23
April 2015 regarding GCN and 24 April 2015 regarding bats.
128. Highways England liaised with NE to clarify some technical issues on 7
May 2015. These technical issues required some discussion rather than
simple edits, and related to the distance from breeding ponds that trapping
of GCN would be required; locations for the release of trapped GCN; and
the size of receptor areas.
129. After receipt of NE’s advice, Highways England has concluded that a
mitigation licence, covering bat building roost disturbance, is no longer
necessary. This draft licence was provided on a highly precautionary basis
to facilitate discussion with NE on whether the level of potential
disturbance to four roosts with low numbers of relatively common species
would be considered as licensable. NE’s advice stated “As the method
statement indicates that no bat roosts will be directly impacted and the
impacts of any potential disturbance can be reduced through reasonable
avoidance measures, it is unclear what the licensable activities would be”.
130. Highways England therefore concluded that the mitigation proposed in
the scheme precludes the need for a bat building licence. Highways
England will submit second drafts of the bat tree roost loss and GCN
disturbance mitigation licences incorporating all NE’s advice by the end of
June 2015. This will allow time to incorporate the latest 2015 survey data
into the draft applications. The 2015 surveys include GCN surveys of
ponds previously not surveyed due to access or safety reasons; and bat
surveys of tree roosts where previous surveys had not identified the
number and species of bat present.
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131. It is anticipated that NE will be able to issue Letters of No Impediment
(LONI) by late July or early August 2015 in time to coincide with responses
to the second round of written questions.
132. Highways England continues to consult with NE on an ongoing basis
on the draft licences/LONI process and in the preparation of a Statement
of Common Ground.
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Question 1.2.14
Can the applicant please provide a visual aid which sets out the
relationship between the various plans and how these would be secured
in the DCO. This to include amongst others: the CoCP, CEMP, Action
Plans, Mitigation and Management Plans. Please also set out their
relationship to the work plans and management contracts for nonstatutory sites and Priority and UK BAP Habitats.

Response
Relationship between construction management documents
133. Figure 20.1 of the ES Figures provides a visual aid on the overall
approach to securing environmental mitigation. Please also refer to
Highways England's response to written question #1.14.2.
134. Figure 1 of the CoCP provides a diagrammatic representation showing
CoCP and other project documentation against key milestones.
Compliance with provisions of the CoCP is secured under the requirement
contained in paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 to the Draft DCO.
135. The requirement for LEMPs, which include ecological aspects, is
outlined in sections 1.1.3, 1.3.3 and 3.5 of the CoCP and the requirement
for CEMPs is outlined in section 3.3 of the CoCP.
136. Section 12.1 of the CoCP outlines the requirements for individual
species or habitat management plans to be prepared by main contractors
for the following:


terrestrial habitats;



aquatic habitats;



European protected species (great crested newt, otter and bats);



badger;



barn owl;



breeding birds;



water vole;



reptiles; and



freshwater fish, including migratory species.

These will be appended to the LEMPs once complete and prior to
construction.
137. Figure 2.2 below sets out the relationship between these plans and
how they are secured in the DCO.
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Figure 2.2 The relationship between the plans and how they are secured in the DCO

Relationship of the work plans and management contracts to the various
plans
138. The work plans for non-statutory sites and priority and UK BAP habitats
(i.e. any works proposed to mitigate effects on non-statutory sites and/or
UK BAP habitats, which are referred to in the question and NE’s relevant
representation) would be incorporated into the species and habitat
management plans required to be provided under the provisions of the
CoCP. This would ensure a comprehensive and coordinated approach to
delivery of all ecological mitigation in an ecosystem approach rather than
multiple single-species and single-habitat/site activities.
139. The mitigation and management plans for non-statutory sites and
priority and UK BAP habitats (i.e. detailed plans to mitigate and manage
effects on non-statutory sites and/or UK BAP habitats, which are referred
to in thequestion and NE’s relevant representation) would be incorporated
into the species and habitat management plans required to be appended
to the LEMP under the provisions of the CoCP.
140. The terms of management contracts for non-statutory sites and priority
and UK BAP habitats would be made part of the contractual
responsibilities of the design and construction contractors in their contracts
with Highways England. Post construction management contracts would
be the responsibility of Highways England as part of their management of
the Highways Estate.
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Question 1.2.15
Monitoring prior to and during construction is described within section
12.3 of the CoCP. Can the applicant confirm:
a) How would the post-construction monitoring of ecological and
arboricultural conditions be undertaken and secured?
b) Who would be responsible for this?

Response
141. It is proposed that post-construction monitoring of ecological and
arboricultural conditions would be undertaken in relation to EPS, in
accordance with the draft EPS licences. No additional post-construction
monitoring is proposed as it is considered that the mitigation outlined in
chapter 11 of the ES is plainly established and uncontroversial in terms of
its likelihood of success.
142. Monitoring plans for protected species, including GCN, water voles
bats and badgers, are detailed within the draft EPS licences that are
subject to consultation with NE (see also response to written question
#1.2.10 for more details of the licensing process). All monitoring will be
carried out by the contractor’s ecologists using published methodologies.
Monitoring of GCN populations will be carried out between March and
June in 2018, 2020 and 2021. Water vole monitoring will be carried out in
April and September annually between 2017 and 2021. Bat trees will be
monitored between May and September in 2020 and 2022. Badger
artificial setts will be monitored until occupancy has been demonstrated
using camera traps near to the entrances of the setts.
143. It is hoped that NE will issue Letters of No Impediment (LONI) by late
July or early August 2015 in time to coincide with responses to the second
round of written questions.
144. Highways England continues to consult with NE on an ongoing basis
on the draft licences/LONI process and the Statement of Common Ground,
through which Highways England anticipates the issue of monitoring will
be agreed.
145. The period of monitoring detailed in the draft licence applications does
not extend past the aftercare period within which the principal contractor is
responsible for maintaining the scheme. The principal contractor will be
responsible for delivering the monitoring activities during this period.
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146. Some of the monitoring required will need to be carried out outside of
the DCO area. Effects can occur on species at some distance from a
scheme and it is necessary to monitor the population at some distance
from the DCO boundary to ensure any effects are considered. Highways
England has previously negotiated access with landowners to survey the
necessary ecological features, and would therefore reasonably expect to
be able to do so post-construction. However, Highways England has the
benefit of powers under the Highways Act 1980 by which it can enter upon
land to carry out surveys in connection with its functions under that Act. As
such, Highways England would be able to use this power should
agreements with landowners be unable to be completed in the necessary
timeframes.
147. Appendix 20.1 of the ES Appendices states “Produce and implement a
plan for monitoring in accordance with requirements of protected species
licences and to confirm conclusions of assessment. Liaise with Natural
England if changing site conditions require alterations to mitigation
strategy/programme”. Section 12 of the CoCP sets out details of the
implementation, management and monitoring of mitigation. The CoCP is
itself secured by paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 to the Draft DCO.

HE/A14/EX/29

Page 42 of 64

June 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Question 1.2.16
The Construction Method Statement refers to the need for bio-security
measures to be in place to ensure that invasive and non-native species
are not allowed or caused to spread. What measures are proposed and
how would these be secured and monitored?

Response
148.

Section 12.2 of the CoCP states:

“The main contractors will implement appropriate treatment of any invasive
non-native species in order to comply with the legislation and prevent their
further spread”.
149.

The CoCP also states at paragraph 3.3.2:

“As part of their CEMP, each main contractor will be required to plan their
works in advance to ensure that measures to reduce environmental effects
are integrated into the construction methods and commitments from the
ES, LEMPs and DCO are complied with”.
150. Paragraph 6.6.6 of the Assessment of implications for European sites
(AIES), appendix 11.12 of the ES Appendices, states:
“Measures to prevent the spread of invasive species would be included
within the CEMP for the scheme such as ensuring any imported fill
material is not contaminated with invasive plants. If any invasive species
are found within the footprint of the scheme, control measures would be
implemented following appropriate guidance”.
151. Biosecurity measures proposed in the CoCP and AIES for the control
of invasive and non-native species include:


If any invasive species are found within the footprint of the scheme,
implementation of control measures following EA guidance:
o Guidance for the Control of Invasive Weeds in or Near
Freshwater (2003);
o Code of Practice for Managing Japanese Knotweed (2013);



Advanced treatment of any Japanese knotweed Fallopia japonica
within the footprint of the scheme to minimise the infestation prior to
the start of construction and therefore minimise the likelihood of
spread;



Avoidance of the use of invasive species in landscape and
mitigation planting;



Adherence to the EA's Pollution Prevention Guidelines (PPG), in
particular:
o PPG13 Vehicle washing and cleaning;
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o PPS23: Planning and Pollution Control - Annex 2:
Development on Land Affected by contamination;


Adoption of Construction Industry Research and Information
Association (CIRIA) guidance in particular:
o CIRIA C650 - Environmental Good Practice on Site (2nd
Edition), 2005;
o CIRIA C532 - Control of Water Pollution from Construction
Sites, 2001; and
o CIRIA C648 - Control of water pollution from linear
construction projects, 2006;

152.



Control of Himalayan balsam Impatiens glandulifera in line with Best
Practice Management Guidelines Japanese knotweed. Prepared for
NIEA and NPWS as part of Invasive Species Ireland, Kelly et al.,
(2008);



Control of ragwort Senecio jacobaea in line with Code of practice on
how to prevent the spread of ragwort (Defra, 2011); and



Ensuring any imported fill material is not contaminated with invasive
plants.

The AIES at paragraphs 5.1.7 and 5.1.8 states:

“The environmental performance of the contractor throughout the
construction works would be in accordance with the CoCP and associated
local environmental management plans (LEMPs). Environmental
management plans would be produced prior to any construction works and
would detail impacts, mitigation and monitoring, such as post-construction
monitoring of newly created habitats. The plans would also detail the party
responsible for implementation and timing of mitigation and monitoring.
An environmental clerk of works (ECoW) would be employed for the
duration of construction of the scheme and for pre-clearance works to
ensure that measures to avoid or alleviate impacts on nature conservation
receptors were implemented.”
153. The CoCP is secured by paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 to the Draft DCO,
which requires the 'authorised development' to be carried out in
accordance with the provisions of the CoCP.
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Question 1.2.17
The Assessment of Implications on European Sites (AIES) – No
Significant Effects Report (NSER) concludes that the proposed scheme
is unlikely to have significant effects on the conservation objectives of
the Ouse Washes SAC/SPA/Ramsar site. Please provide in tabular form
separate assessments for each of these three designations applicable to
the Ouse Washes site, which list the qualifying features and consider
these features individually.

Response
154. Separate assessments of implications of the impacts that might lead to
significant effects from the scheme on the different designations and
designated features for the Ouse washes SAC/SPA/Ramsar site are given
in Table 2.7 below.
155. The impacts that might lead to significant effects in the table were used
in the AIES to screen for potential likely significant effects. They were
identified through consideration of the potential impact pathways of a road
scheme that could potentially prevent achievement of the conservation
objectives (see appendix A.9 of the AIES) and vulnerabilities of the sites
identified, using the professional judgement of experienced and qualified
consultant ecologists, and in consultation with NE.
156. The impacts that might lead to significant effects are equally relevant at
any time of year when designated species are present, so the assessment
is the same for breeding and wintering populations.
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Table 2.7 Assessment of effects on designated sites for the Ouse washes
Designation

Designated
feature

Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation

SAC

Spined loach
Cobitis taenia

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SAC

SPA

Breeding and
wintering ruff
Philomachus
pugnax

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA

Breeding
spotted crake
Porzana
porzana

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA

Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No changes in water
No change to
SAC not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SAC
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)

Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

HE/A14/EX/29

Designated
feature

Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation

Wintering
Bewick's
swan Cygnus
columbianus
bewickii

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA

Wintering hen
harrier Circus
cyaneus

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA

Wintering
whooper
swan Cygnus
cygnus

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA
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Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)

June 2015

Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

HE/A14/EX/29

Designated
feature

Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation

Breeding and
wintering
black-tailed
godwit Limosa
limosa
islandica

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA

Breeding and
wintering
gadwall Anas
strepera

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA

Breeding and
wintering
shoveler Anas
clypeata

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA
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Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)

June 2015

Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

HE/A14/EX/29

Designated
feature

Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation

Wintering
pintail Anas
acuta

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA

Wintering
pochard
Aythya ferina

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA

Wintering
wigeon Anas
penelope

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA
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Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)

June 2015

Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

Ramsar

HE/A14/EX/29

Designated
feature

Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation

Assemblage
of 20,000
waterfowl

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
SPA and de minimis
loss of habitat outside
SPA

Seasonallyflooding
washland

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar

Small water
pepper
Polygonum
minus

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar
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Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No changes in water
No change to
SPA not within 200m of Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
the scheme. DMRB
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
SPA
HA207/07 recommends best practice
water quality during
consideration of air
construction methods,
operation
quality impacts on
secured through the
designated sites within
CoCP and thus under
200m only
paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)

June 2015

Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

HE/A14/EX/29

Designated
feature

Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation

Whorled
water-milfoil
Myriophyllum
verticillatum

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar

Greater water
parsnip Sium
latifolium

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar

River
waterdropwort
Oenanthe
fluviatilis

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar
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Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)

June 2015

Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

HE/A14/EX/29

Designated
feature

Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation

Fringed
water-lily
Nymphoides
peltata

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar

Long-stalked
pondweed
Potamogeton
praelongus

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar

Hair-like
pondweed
Potamogeton
trichoides

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar
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Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)
Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)

June 2015

Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

HE/A14/EX/29

Designated
feature

Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation

Grass-wrack
pondweed
Potamogeton
compressus

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar

Tasteless
water-pepper
Polygonum
mite

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar

Marsh dock
Rumex
palustris

No habitat loss or
fragmentation of the
Ramsar
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Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)
Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)

June 2015

Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

Designated
feature

Large darter
dragonfly
Libellula fulva

The rifle
beetle
Oulimnius
major

Assemblage
of breeding
waterfowl

HE/A14/EX/29

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar
beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation
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Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

Designated
feature

Assemblages
of wintering
waterfowl

Wintering
tundra swan ,
Cygnus
columbianus
bewickii

Wintering
whooper
swan ,
Cygnus
cygnus

HE/A14/EX/29

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation
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Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

Designated
feature

Wintering
Eurasian
wigeon , Anas
penelope

Wintering
gadwall ,
Anas strepera

Wintering
Eurasian teal ,
Anas crecca

HE/A14/EX/29

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation
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Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

Designated
feature

Wintering
northern
pintail , Anas
acuta

Wintering
northern
shoveler ,
Anas clypeata

Wintering
mute swan ,
Cygnus olor

HE/A14/EX/29

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation
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Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

No

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Designation

Designated
feature

Wintering
common
pochard ,
Aythya ferina

Wintering
black-tailed
godwit ,
Limosa limosa
islandica

HE/A14/EX/29

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Assessment of implications of impacts that might lead to significant effects
Changes to water
Inappropriate
Air pollution
Introduction of
levels and water
management
invasive species
quality
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
No habitat loss or
No changes in water
No change to
Ramsar not within
Spread of invasive
fragmentation of the
levels and only
management of the
200m of the scheme.
species controlled by
Ramsar and de minimis beneficial effects on
Ramsar
DMRB HA207/07
best practice
loss of habitat outside
water quality during
recommends
construction methods,
Ramsar
operation
consideration of air
secured through the
quality impacts on
CoCP and thus under
designated sites within
paragraph 3 of
200m only
Schedule 2 to the DCO
(see response to
WQ#1.2.16 for more
detail)
Habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation
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Likely
Significant
Effect
No

No

Question 1.2.18
The applicant has indicated that the potential for in-combination effects
is limited, on the basis that all other major projects would have to
demonstrate that they would not have an adverse effect on European
sites to secure consent. How would the predicted impacts of this project
be appropriately controlled given the uncertainty, which exists around
other projects?

Response
157. The Assessment of Implications on European Sites Stage 1: No
Significant Effects Report (appendix 11.12 of the ES Appendices)
considers in-combination effects at designated European sites and
potential impacts. This includes Portholme SAC, Eversden and Wimpole
Woods SAC and the Ouse Washes (SAC, SPA and Ramsar) as set out in
section 3 of appendix 11.12. Guidance from DMRB HD44/09 and PINS
Advice Note 10 were used in the assessment, which is required under the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, which implement
the European Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC.
158.

The potential impacts are:


habitat loss and habitat fragmentation;



changes to water levels and water quality;



inappropriate management;



air pollution; and



introduction of invasive species.

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

159. As stated in paragraph 2.2.4 of appendix 11.12, in-combination effects
have been considered “based on the identification of other reasonably
foreseeable developments, through consultation with the relevant local
authorities as well as relevant planning documents.” This includes a range
of major development sites within 5km of the scheme, which are listed at
section 2.2.4 of appendix 11.12.
160. Chapter 18 of the ES provides an assessment of impacts that would
affect environmental receptors and resources from different aspects of the
scheme in combination with other development projects, using all available
information. Table 18.1 gives the sources for identification of reasonably
foreseeable developments. Information from this assessment was used by
ecologists (using professional judgement) to consider whether the risk of
combined effects on European sites would be greater than de minimis.
161. The matrices in annex C of appendix 11.12 are being amended in light
of the request from the Examining Authority in the Rule 6 letter. This
amendment will clarify the rationale behind the conclusions of no
significant in-combination effects within the matrices.
162. There would be no loss of any part of any European site from either the
scheme or any of the other proposed projects that have been considered.
However, mobile species can use habitat outside the boundary of the
designated site. Whilst a small amount of potential habitat for mobile
species from European sites could be lost through combined
developments, this would be an entirely insignificant loss due to the
extensive amount of potential habitat for these species in the area. The
scheme would provide a net gain of 271ha of semi-natural habitats, which
will more than mitigate for the loss of any habitat used by a European
site’s mobile species.
163. The assessment concludes that there would be no changes to the
management of European sites from either the scheme or in-combination
with other proposed projects that have been considered. In this
circumstance, there would be no requirement for control of the impact.
164. Paragraph 5.1.6 of the AIES states “The only potential likely significant
effects requiring mitigation are changes to water levels and water quality,
air pollution and spread of invasive species. No other potential significant
effects considered have been shown to be likely (see Section 6). All of
these potential effects can be successfully mitigated by the use of best
practice construction and design practices and so no scheme-specific
mitigation measures are required to prevent likely significant effects on
European sites”. As potential significant effects can be fully mitigated by
plainly established and uncontroversial measures, there would be no
residual significant effects.
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A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

165. The appropriate controls over the potential likely significant effects are
industry standard pollution control measures, which are outlined in
paragraphs 5.1.3 to 5.1.5 of the AIES, including:


EA Pollution Prevention Guidelines (PPGs) in relation to avoidance
of pollution, with particular reference to PPG01 through to PPG06,
PPG13, PPG18, PPG22 and PPG23;



works carried out under appropriate consents for working near
watercourses;



CIRIA Industry guidance, in particular: CIRIA C692 - Environmental
Good Practice on Site (3rd Edition), 2010; CIRIA C532 - Control of
Water Pollution from Construction Sites, 2001; and CIRIA C648 Control of water pollution from linear construction projects, 2006;
and



EA guidance on control of invasive species, including Managing
Japanese knotweed on development sites. The knotweed code of
practice (Environment Agency 2013).

166. With these measures in place, there would be no measurable effects
on the European sites. In such circumstances, even if other projects did
have likely significant effects on the European sites, these would not act in
combination with the proposed scheme.
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Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Question 1.2.19
Can Natural England confirm that there would be no significant effect on
the integrity of the Ouse Washes SAC/SPA/Ramsar site, having
confirmed in RR para 3.2.1 that there would be no significant effect on
the integrity of Portholme SAC and Eversden and Wimpole Woods SAC?
167. This question is not directed to Highways England and a response is
therefore not provided.
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Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)

Question 1.2.20
How would the mitigation measures proposed for non-statutory sites
and priority and UK BAP Habitats be detailed in mitigation and
monitoring plans and how would these be secured?

Response
168. Ecological mitigation measures proposed for non-statutory sites and
priority and UK BAP Habitats are subsumed into an integrated landscape
planting and ecological mitigation package. There are no specific
measures for non-statutory sites and priority and UK BAP Habitats other
than for the Buckden gravel pits County Wildlife Site (CWS), which would
be directly affected by the construction of the viaduct (although with no
significant effects predicted). However, some priority and UKBAP habitats
would be created as part of the landscape and ecological mitigation
planting.
169. There are no proposals to monitor non-statutory sites and priority and
UK BAP Habitats, as the ES has demonstrated that there would be neutral
or beneficial effects on them and no significant adverse effects. The only
monitoring proposed is the monitoring of protected species required as
part of the licensing of activities associated with GCN, bats, water voles
and badgers.
170. At Buckden gravel pits CWS, the loss of 0.3ha of standing water, 0.3ha
of swamp/marginal and inundation, and 0.3ha of semi-improved grassland
from the construction of viaduct piers and access routes would be
mitigated by the restoration of the area affected by the site works and
enhancement of the retained CWS. This would consist of the provision of
reshaped and re-planted edges to the remaining waterbodies within the
site, which would provide enhanced marginal and aquatic habitats. This
would enhance the habitat mosaic (semi-improved grassland, swamp
vegetation, open water (standing and flowing) and hedgerows)) for which
the site is designated.
171. The detailed design of the restoration and enhancement of the
Buckden gravel pits CWS would be developed in consultation with the
owner and NE.
172. Priority and UK BAP Habitats that would be created within the
landscape and ecological mitigation proposals are:


Standing Open Waters (net gain 68ha);



Hedgerows (net gain of 35km);



Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland including some Wet
Woodland (net increase of 85ha);

HE/A14/EX/29

Page 63 of 64

June 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 2, Biodiversity and Ecological
Conservation)



Lowland Meadows (net gain of 262ha of semi-improved grassland);
and



Reedbeds (net gain of 10.8ha).

173. The detailed design of the planting strategy would be developed in
consultation with NE.
174. The mitigation and monitoring plans for non-statutory sites and priority
and UK BAP habitats (i.e. detailed plans to mitigate and monitor effects on
non-statutory sites and/or UK BAP habitats, which are referred to in the
question and NE’s relevant representation) would be incorporated into the
species and habitat management plans required to be provided under the
provisions of the CoCP. (See also response to written question #1.2.14).
175. Section 12 of the CoCP sets out details of the implementation,
management and monitoring of mitigation. Paragraph 12.1.5 requires the
main contractor to consult with NE and the EA amongst others. The CoCP
is itself secured by paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 to the Draft DCO.
176. Following engagement with NE, Highways England is discussing an
additional requirement for securing detailed design of certain ecological
mitigation to be included in the DCO. Highways England will discuss the
detail further with NE and document the status of those discussions in the
Statement of Common Ground.
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