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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1.

Purpose and structure of these representations

1.1.1.

These Written Representations are submitted in pursuance of
rule 10(1) of the Infrastructure Planning (Examination
Procedure) Rules 2010 (‘ExPR’) in relation to an application
under the Planning Act 2008 for a Development Consent Order
(‘DCO’) for the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement
Scheme (‘the Project’) submitted by Highways England (‘the
Applicant’) to the Secretary of State.

1.1.2.

Natural England has already provided a summary of its
principal concerns in its Relevant Representations, submitted
to the Planning Inspectorate on 12 March 2015. This document
comprises a detailed statement of Natural England‘s views, as
they have developed in view of the common ground
discussions that have taken place with the Applicant to date.
These are structured as follows:
a.
b.
c.
d.

e.

f.
g.

Section 2 introduces the status and functions of Natural
England.
Section 3 is an account of the legislative framework.
Section 4 is an account of the policy framework.
Section 5 describes the conservation designations,
features and interests that may be affected by the Project
and need to be considered.
Section 6 comprises Natural England’s submissions in
respect of the issues that concern it. This submission
cross-refers to, and is supported by, the evidence
contained in the Annexes. It includes a dedicated section
answering the Examining Authority’s written questions
which were asked on 21st May 20151, cross-referenced to
the rest of this document.
Section 7 provides a summary of Natural England’s case.
The Annexes contain evidence referred to in the main
body of these Representations.

1

Planning Act 2008 (as amended) – Section 89 and the Infrastructure Planning (Examination
Procedure) Rules 2010 – Rule 8 (as amended). Application by Highways England for an Order
st
Granting Development Consent for the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme, 21
May 2015
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1.1.3.

A number of abbreviations and acronyms will be used in these
Representations. These will be introduced where they first
appear in the text.
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2.

STATUS AND FUNCTIONS OF NATURAL ENGLAND

1.2.

Natural England

1.2.1.

Natural England is a statutory body established under the
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 (‘NERC
Act’). Natural England is the statutory advisor to Government
on nature conservation in England and promotes the
conservation of England‘s wildlife and natural features. It is
financed by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs (‘Defra’) but is a Non-Departmental Public Body, which
forms its own views based on the best scientific evidence
available.

1.2.2.

Natural England works for people, places and nature, to
enhance biodiversity, landscapes and wildlife in rural, urban,
coastal and marine areas; promoting access, recreation and
public well-being, and contributing to the way natural resources
are managed so that they can be enjoyed now and by future
generations.

1.2.3.

Section 2 of the NERC Act provides that Natural England‘s
general statutory purpose is:
‘… to ensure that the natural environment is conserved,
enhanced and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations,
thereby
contributing
to
sustainable
development.’
Section 2(2) states that Natural England‘s general purpose
includes

1.2.4.

a.
b.
c.

d.
e.

promoting
nature
conservation
and
protecting
biodiversity;
conserving and enhancing the landscape;
securing the provision and improvement of facilities for
the study, understanding and enjoyment of the natural
environment;
promoting access to the countryside and open spaces
and encouraging open-air recreation; and
contributing, in other ways, to social and economic wellbeing through management of the natural environment.
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1.2.5.

Natural England is required to keep under review all matters
relating to its general purpose,2 and to provide public
authorities with advice where they request this.3 Natural
England’s remit extends to the territorial sea adjacent to
England, up to the 12 nautical mile limit from the coastline.4

1.2.6.

Natural England is a statutory consultee in respect of (amongst
other matters):
a.

all applications for consent for Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects which are likely to affect land in
England;5 and

b.

the environmental information submitted pursuant to the
Infrastructure
Planning
(Environmental
Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 (‘the EIA Regs’).6

c.

plans or projects that are subject to the requirements of
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2010 (‘the Habitats Regs’) or the Offshore Marine
Conservation (Natural Habitats etc) Regulations 2007
(‘Offshore Regs’) which are likely to have a significant
effect on European protected sites – that is, sites
designated as Special Areas of Conservation (‘SACs’)
and Special Protection Areas (‘SPAs’) for the purposes of
the EU Habitats and Birds Directives – in England;7

d.

proposals likely to damage any of the flora, fauna or
geological or physiographical features for which a Site of
Special Scientific Interest (“SSSI”) has been notified
pursuant to the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended) (‘WCA 1981’);8

2

NERC Act, s.3(1).

3

NERC Act, s.4(1).

4

NERC Act, s.1(3).
Planning Act s.42; Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and
Procedure) Regulations 2009, reg. 3 and sched.1.
5

6

Regs. 2(1), 8(6), 9(1), 13(2)(b), 17(3)(g), 18(3)(f), 19(3)(e) of the EIA Regs.

7

Regulation 61 of the Habitats Regs; regulations 24(1) and (3) and 25(3)(b) of the
Offshore Regs.
8
Section 28I of the 1981 Act.
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e.

proposals relating to the English territorial sea capable of
affecting, other than insignificantly, any of the protected
features of a Marine Conservation Zone (‘MCZ’) or any
ecological or geomorphological process on which the
conservation of any protected feature of an MCZ is
(wholly or in part) dependent, where the Examining
Authority believes that there is or may be a significant risk
of the act hindering the achievement of the conservation
objectives stated for the MCZ.9

1.2.7.

It is also the Government’s policy to consult Natural England in
respect of sites listed for the purposes of the Convention on
Wetlands of International Importance especially as Waterfowl
Habitat signed at Ramsar on 2 February 1971 (‘Ramsar sites’),
as if they were European protected sites.10

1.2.8.

In addition, Natural England performs duties relating to SSSIs
under the WCA 1981, and in relation to European protected
sites and species under the Habitats Regulations.

9

Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, ss.126(2) and 147(1). The first MCZs are
anticipated to be designated in the course of 2013. It is submitted that where an expanse
of sea is under consideration for designation as an MCZ this is a material consideration.
10

National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012), para 118; PINS Advice Note 10:
Habitats Regulation Assessment for nationally significant infrastructure projects, p.4.
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3.

LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK

1.3.

Environmental Impact Assessment

1.3.1.

The
Infrastructure
Planning
(Environmental
Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 (‘EIA Regs’) transposed
Council Directive 85/337/EEC on the assessment of the effects
of certain public and private projects on the environment (as
amended). That directive and its amending instruments have
since been repealed and replaced by consolidated Council
Directive 2011/92/EU (‘the EIAD’). Development consent
cannot lawfully be granted for EIA development unless there
has been substantial compliance with the EIA Regs.11

1.3.2.

Where the Examining Authority is considering adopting a
scoping opinion in which it specifies what information should be
required in the environmental statement, it must consult Natural
England.12

1.3.3.

The environmental statement must meet the requirements of
Schedule 4 to the EIA Regulations. These include providing:
a.

an outline of the main alternatives studied by the
applicant and an indication of the main reasons for the
applicant's choice, taking into account the environmental
effects;

b.

a description of the development, its construction and
operation phases, its production processes, and an
estimate by type and quantity of its emissions and
residues;

c.

a description of the aspects of the environment likely to
be significantly affected by the development including air,
water, soil, fauna and flora, and landscape;

d.

a description of the likely significant effects of the
development on the environment, including direct,

11

Berkeley v SSE [2001] 2 AC 603, HL which also concerned the materially identical
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1999..
12

Regulation 8(6) of the EIA Regs.

8

indirect, secondary, cumulative, long- and short-term,
temporary and permanent effects;

1.3.4.

1.4.
1.4.1.

e.

a description of the measures envisaged in order to
prevent/avoid, reduce and remedy/offset the significant
adverse effects on the environment;

f.

the data required to identify and assess the main effects
which the development is likely to have on the
environment

Regulation 3(2) of the EIA Regs provides that a DCO must not
be made unless environmental information has been taken into
consideration. ‘Environmental information” means the required
environmental statement, including any further information
requested, any other relevant information, and any duly made
representations made about the environmental effects of the
development and of any associated development.13 The
environmental statement must meet the required standard
before consent may be granted.14
Consideration of the
environmental information must be done conscientiously.
Where the development qualifies as EIA Development consent
will be unlawful if the decision ignores issues relating to the
significance of environmental impacts or the effectiveness of
mitigation.15

Duty to conserve biodiversity
Section 40 of the NERC Act imposes a ‘duty to conserve
biodiversity’ on public authorities, including members of the
Examining Authority and the Secretary of State. In pursuance
of this, section 40(1) states:
‘Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have
regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of
those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.’

13

EIA Regs, reg. 2(1).

14

R v Cornwall CC, ex p Hardy [2001] Env LR 25.
Smith v SSETR [2003] EWCA Civ 262.

15
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For the purposes of the NERC Act, conservation includes
restoring or enhancing a habitat or population of organisms.16 The
Secretary of State must in particular have regard to the
Convention on Biological Diversity when performing his duty.17
1.4.2.

Section 41 of the NERC Act requires the Secretary of State to
publish a list of the living organisms and types of habitat which
in the Secretary of State's opinion are of principal importance
for the purpose of conserving biodiversity in England. Section
41(3) states:
‘the Secretary of State must–
(a)
take such steps as appear to the Secretary of State to
be reasonably practicable to further the conservation
of the living organisms and types of habitat included in
any list published
under this section, or
(b)

1.5.
1.5.1.

16
17

promote the taking by others of such steps.’

European Sites
The Secretary of State and the individual members of the
Examining Authority are each a ‘competent authority’ for the
purposes of the Habitats Regulations, with a duty to have
regard to the requirements of Council Directive 92/43/EEC of
21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild
fauna and flora (‘the Habitats Directive’) and Directive
2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on
the conservation of wild birds (‘Wild Birds Directive’).18 So far
as lies within their powers, a competent authority in exercising
any function in or in relation to the United Kingdom must use all
reasonable endeavours to avoid any pollution or deterioration
of habitats of wild birds.19

NERC Act, s.40(3).
NERC Act, s.40(2).

18

Habitats Regs, regs 7(1)(a), 3(1), and 9(3). Directive 2009/147/EC has
replaced Council Directive 79/409/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the conservation of wild
birds.
19

Habitats Regs, reg.9A(8).
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1.5.2.

The Secretary of State is also the ‘appropriate authority’ for the
purposes of the Habitats Regulations.20 He must accordingly
exercise his functions which are relevant to nature
conservation so as to secure compliance with the requirements
of the Habitats Directive and Wild Birds Directive.21 He must
furthermore take such steps as he considers appropriate to
secure the objective of the preservation, maintenance and reestablishment of a sufficient diversity and area of habitat for
wild birds in the United Kingdom, including by means of the
upkeep, management and creation of such habitat, as
appropriate, having regard to the requirements of article 2 of
the Wild Birds Directive.22

1.5.3.

The Wild Birds Directive applies to all species of naturally
occurring birds in the wild state in the European territory of the
UK, including their nests, eggs and habitats.23 Article 2 of the
Wild Birds Directive requires populations of wild birds to be
maintained ‘at a level which corresponds in particular to
ecological, scientific and cultural requirements, while taking
account of economic and recreational requirements’.24 Article
3 requires Member States, in the light of Article 2, to ‘take the
requisite measures to preserve, maintain or re-establish a
sufficient diversity and area of habitats’. Article 5 requires
Member States to take the requisite measures to establish a
general system of protection for all their wild birds, prohibiting
the deliberate killing or capture, deliberate destruction or
removal of nests and eggs, and deliberate disturbance of the
birds insofar as this is significant having regard to the
objectives of the Directive. Article 4 requires SPAs to be
established in respect of particular species, in order to ensure
the survival and reproduction of these species in their area of
distribution. In respect of SPAs, Article 4 requires that the
Member States ‘shall take appropriate steps to avoid pollution
or deterioration of habitats or any disturbances affecting the
birds, in so far as these would be significant having regard to
the objectives of this Article’. It requires that ‘[o]utside these
protection areas, Member States shall also strive to avoid
pollution or deterioration of habitats.’ Article 13 provides that

20

Habitats Regs, reg.3(1).
Habitats Regulations, reg. 9(1) and (2).
22
Habitats Regs, reg 9A(1), (3)
23
Wild Birds Directive, art.1.
24
Wild Birds Directive, article 2.
21
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application of measures taken pursuant to the Directive may
not lead to a deterioration in the present situation as regards
the conservation of wild birds.
1.5.4.

The Habitats Directive aims to contribute towards ensuring
biodiversity through the conservation of natural habitats and of
wild fauna and flora. It provides that measures taken pursuant
to the Directive shall be designed to maintain or restore, at
favourable conservation status, natural habitats and species of
wild fauna and flora of community interest.25 Member States, in
consultation with the European Commission, must select and
designate areas for protection as SACs pursuant to articles 3
and 4 of the Habitats Directive. Together with SPAs, these
sites make up the Natura 2000 ecological network, which is
supposed to be a coherent ecological European network that
enables ‘the natural habitat types and the species' habitats
concerned to be maintained or, where appropriate, restored at
a favourable conservation status in their natural range’26.

1.5.5.

Article 6 of the Habitats Directive applies both to SACs and to
SPAs.27 Article 6(2) requires that Member States shall take
appropriate steps to avoid, in the European sites, the
deterioration of natural habitats and the habitats of species as
well as disturbance of the species for which the areas have
been designated, in so far as such disturbance could be
significant in relation to the objectives of the Habitats Directive.
Article 6(3) requires that any project not directly connected with
or necessary to the management of the European site but likely
to have a significant effect thereon, either individually or in
combination with other plans or projects, shall be subject to
appropriate assessment of its implications for the site in view of
the site's conservation objectives. In the light of the conclusions
of the assessment of the implications for the site the competent
national authorities shall agree to the project only after having
ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the

25

Habitats Directive, art.2.

26

Habitats Directive, art.3(1).

27

Habitats Directive, art. 6 applies to SACs and art.7 applies it to SPAs designated under
the Wild Birds Directive.
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site concerned, unless it meets the enumerated criteria for
derogation.
1.5.6.

If an adverse effect on the integrity of the site cannot be ruled
out, then the effect of Article 6(4) is that the project may only be
carried out where (i) there are no alternative solutions, (ii) it
must go ahead for imperative reasons of overriding public
interest, including reasons of a social or economic nature; and
(iii) all compensatory measures necessary to protect the overall
coherence of the Natura 2000’ network are taken. Where the
site concerned hosts a priority natural habitat type and/or a
priority species, the only considerations which may be raised
as ‘imperative reasons of overriding public importance’ are
those relating to human health or public safety, to beneficial
consequences of primary importance for the environment or
such other matters contained in an opinion of the European
Commission.28

1.5.7.

SACs and SPAs are protected as European sites in inshore
waters off England (up to 12nautical miles) by the Habitats
Regs and in offshore waters (i.e. outside 12nautical miles) by
the Offshore Regs, which transpose the relevant parts of the
Habitats Directive into domestic law. The provisions of Article 6
of the Habitats Directive which are noted above are found at
regulations 61, 62 and 66 of the Habitats Regs and regulations
25, 26 and 30 of the Offshore Regs. In determining these
applications, the Secretary of State will be acting as a
competent authority for the purposes of those Regulations.

1.5.8.

The Regulations describe a sequence of steps to be taken by
the competent authority in respect of a European site (including
SPAs of relevance with regards these applications) when
deciding whether to authorise a project. Those steps are:
Step 1 Consider whether the project is directly connected
with or necessary to the management of the site?29 If
not—

28

Regulations 62 and 66 of the Habitats Regulations, transposing Article 6(4) of the
Habitats Directive.
29

Under regulation 61(1)(b) of the Habitats Regs or reg. 25(1)(c) of the Offshore Regs.
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Step 2 Consider30 whether the project is likely to have a
significant effect on the site, either alone or in
combination with other plans or projects. If such an effect
cannot be excluded –
Step 3 Make an appropriate assessment of the
implications for the site in view of its current conservation
objectives.31 In so doing, it is mandatory to consult
Natural England32 and have regard to its representations,
and optional to obtain the opinion of the general public.33
The competent authority is empowered to require the
Applicant to provide information for the purposes of the
appropriate assessment, or to enable the authority to
determine whether such an assessment is required.34
Step 4 Consider35 whether the project will adversely
affect the integrity of the site, having regard to the
manner in which it is proposed to be carried out, and any
conditions or restrictions subject to which that
authorisation might be given (the ‘Integrity Test’).
Step 5 Reject the project, unless it is ascertained that the
project will not adversely affect the integrity of the site.36
Step 6 If the project fails the Integrity Test in respect of
the site, consider,), whether one is satisfied that there is
no alternative solution.37 If not so satisfied, reject the
project; but if so satisfied, proceed to steps 7 and 8.
Step 7 Consider whether one is satisfied that the project
must be carried out for imperative reasons of overriding
public interest.38
If not, reject the application. If so,
proceed to Step 8.

30

Under regulation 61(1)(a) of the Habitats Regs or reg.25(1)(b) of the Offshore Regs.
Under regulations 61(1) of the Habitats Regs.or 25(1) of the Offshore Regs.
32
under regulations 61(3) of the Habitats Regs or 25(3)(b) of the Offshore Regs.
33
under regulation 61(4) of the Habitats Regs or 25(3)(f) of the Offshore Regs.
34
By regulation 61(2) of the Habitats Regs or 25(2) of the Offshore Regs.
35
Pursuant to regulation 61(5) and (6) of the Habitats Regs or 25(4) and (5) of the
Offshore Regs.
36
Applying regulation 61(5) of the Habitats Regs, subject to regulation 62, or reg 25(4) of
the Offshore Regs subject to reg.26.
37
in accordance with regulation 62(1) of the Habitats Regs or 26(1) of the Offshore Regs.
38
in accordance with regulation 62(1) of the Habitats Regs or 26(1) of the Offshore Regs.
31
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Step 8 Consider whether one can secure that
compensatory measures are taken which would be
necessary to secure that the overall coherence of Natura
2000 is protected. If not, reject the application; if so,
accept the application subject to requirements securing
that the necessary compensatory measures will be
implemented in the appropriate timeframe.39
1.5.9.

The Directives are both to be construed purposively in the light
of Article 191 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union (‘TFEU’).
Article 191(1) TFEU provides that ‘Union
policy on the environment shall contribute to the pursuit of
the…objectives [of] preserving, protecting and improving the
quality of the environment’; and Article 191(2) provides that
Union policy on the environment shall aim at a high level of
protection, and shall be based on the precautionary principle
and on the principle that preventive action should be taken.

1.5.10. The case law of the Court of Justice of the European Union has
established the following points:
a.

Articles 6(2) and 6(3) are aimed at achieving the same
level of protection. The Habitats Directive therefore
requires that Member States take systematic and
effective measures pursuant to Article 6(3) which
guarantee the avoidance in fact of significant
deterioration of the habitats or disturbance of the species
for which SPAs and SACs have been designated.40

b.

‘Article 6(3) of [the] Directive makes the requirement for
an appropriate assessment of the implications of a plan
or project conditional on there being a probability or a risk
that that plan or project will have a significant effect on
the site concerned. In the light, in particular, of the
precautionary principle, such a risk exists if it cannot be
excluded on the basis of objective information that the
plan or project will have a significant effect on the site
concerned... It follows that the Habitats Directive requires
that any plan or project undergo an appropriate
assessment of its implications if it cannot be excluded on

39

As required by regulation 66 of the Habitats Regs or 30 of the Offshore Regs.
CJEU, Case C-241/08 Commission v France at paras 30-36; Case C-535/07
Commission v Austria at paras 57-58.
40
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the basis of objective information that that plan or project
will have a significant effect on the site concerned’.41

1.6.

c.

Under Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, ‘an
appropriate assessment of the implications for the site
concerned of the plan or project implies that, prior to its
approval, all aspects of the plan or project which can, by
themselves or in combination with other plans or projects,
affect the site’s conservation objectives must be identified
in the light of the best scientific knowledge in the field’.42

d.

‘An assessment made under Article 6(3) of the Habitats
Directive cannot be regarded as appropriate if it contains
gaps and lacks complete, precise and definitive findings
and conclusions capable of removing all reasonable
scientific doubt as to the effects of the works proposed on
the SPA concerned’.43

Ramsar Convention

1.6.1.

The UK is a party to the 1971 Convention on Wetlands of
International Importance, done at Ramsar, Iran (‘the Ramsar
Convention’).

1.6.2.

Article 2(1) of the Convention provides that ‘Each Contracting
Party shall designate suitable wetlands within its territory for
inclusion in a List of Wetlands of International Importance’.

1.6.3.

Article 4 of the Convention provides:
1. Each Contracting Party shall promote the conservation of
wetlands and waterfowl by establishing nature reserves on
wetlands, whether they are included in the List or not, and
provide
adequately
for
their
wardening.
2. Where a Contracting Party in its urgent national interest,
deletes or restricts the boundaries of a wetland included in

41

CJEU Case C-418/04 Commission v Ireland at paras 226 to 227; Case C-127/02,
Landelijke Vereniging tot Behoud van de Waddenzee v Staatsecretaris van Landbouw,
Natuurbeheer en Visserij at paras 43-45
42
CJEU Case C-127/02 Waddenzee at para 61.
43

CJEU Case C-404/09 Commission v Spain at para 100; cf case C-304/05 Commission
v Italy [2007] ECR I-7495, paras 58-59, 67-70.
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the List, it should as far as possible compensate for any loss
of wetland resources, and in particular it should create
additional nature reserves for waterfowl and for the
protection, either in the same area or elsewhere, of an
adequate
portion
of
the
original
habitat.
3. The Contracting Parties shall encourage research and the
exchange of data and publications regarding wetlands and
their
flora
and
fauna.
4. The Contracting Parties shall endeavour through
management to increase waterfowl populations on
appropriate wetlands.’
1.6.4.

The Government designates Ramsar sites in accordance with
the criteria set out in the Convention, in recognition of the
international importance of these sites as a wetland wildlife
habitat.

1.6.5.

In accordance with Government Circular: Biodiversity and
Geological Conservation Statutory Obligations and their Impact
within the Planning System (ODPM 06/2005), and the National
Planning Policy Framework (2012), paragraph 118, Ramsar
sites are subject to the same procedures described in the
preceding section (in relation to European sites) as a matter of
UK Government Policy, in order to assist the Government in
fully meeting its obligations under the Ramsar Convention.

1.7.

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)

1.7.1.

SSSIs are designated as such by Natural England under
section 28 of the WCA 1981, where we are of the opinion that
land is of special interest by reason of any of its flora, fauna, or
geological or physiographical features.

1.7.2.

Section 28G of the WCA 1981 places legal obligations on
public authorities in relation to SSSIs. These authorities are
known as ‘section 28G authorities’, and the definition given at
s.28G(3) embraces all public office-holders including the
Secretary of State and the Examining Authority.

1.7.3.

An authority to whom section 28G applies has a duty in
exercising its functions so far as their exercise is likely to affect
17

the flora, fauna or geological or physiographical features by
reason of which a SSSI is of special interest to:
‘take reasonable steps, consistent with the proper exercise of
the authority’s functions, to further the conservation and
enhancement of the flora, fauna or geological or
physiographical features by reason of which the site is of
special scientific interest.’
1.7.4.

In addition, where the permission of a section 28G authority is
needed before proposed operations may be carried out, the
section 28G authority must, in accordance with section 28I(5)
of the WCA 1981, take any advice received from Natural
England into account:
(a) in deciding whether or not to permit the proposed operations;
and
(b) if it does decide to do so, in deciding what (if any) conditions
are to be attached to the permission.

1.7.5.

‘Permission’ is defined so as to include any kind of consent or
authorisation.44
As the Applicant requires development
consent from the Secretary of State in order to proceed with its
proposals, and as the Secretary of State is a section 28G
authority, the duties under section 28I(5) apply to the Secretary
of State.45

1.7.6.

Section 35 of the WCA 1981 empowers Natural England to
declare as a ‘National Nature Reserve’ (‘NNR’) any land which
is managed as a nature reserve and is of national importance.
There is no additional protection for these over and above
SSSI, European or Ramsar site status.

1.8.
1.8.1.

44

European Protected Species
Regulation 9(5) of the Habitats Regs, headed ‘Exercise of
functions in accordance with the Habitats Directive’, stipulates
that:

WCA 1981, s.28I(7).

45

Natural England accepts that the notice requirements of section 28I(2) to (4) have been
satisfied for the purposes of the Secretary of State’s determination of the planning
applications at issue here.
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‘a competent authority, in the exercising of any of their
functions, must have regard to the requirements of the
Habitats Directive so far as they may be affected by the
exercise of those functions’.
The Examining Authority and Secretary of State are both
‘competent authorities’ by virtue of reg.7(1), which includes any
person holding a public office.

46

1.8.2.

In relation to species of animals and plants listed in Annex IV of
the Habitats Directive, article 12 of the Directive provides that
the UK must take the requisite measures to ensure that they
are subject to a system of strict protection.

1.8.3.

In relation to the animal species, the system must in particular
prevent the deliberate capture or killing of specimens of these
species in the wild; deliberate disturbance of these species;
deliberate destruction or taking of eggs from the wild; and
deterioration or destruction of breeding sites or resting places.
Disturbance or destruction may be indirect, for instance
through noise or light pollution, or loss of habitat.46

1.8.4.

The plant species must be protected in particular from
deliberate picking, collecting, cutting, uprooting or destruction
in their natural range in the wild.

1.8.5.

Article 16 of the Habitats Directive provides that this strict
protection may be derogated from only where (i) there is no
satisfactory alternative, (ii) the derogation is not detrimental to
the maintenance of the populations of the species concerned at
a favourable conservation status in their natural range, and (iii)
the purpose is (a) protecting wild fauna and flora and
conserving natural habitats; (b) preventing serious damage to
crops, livestock, forests, fisheries and water and other types of
property; (c) public health and safety, or for other imperative
reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a social
or economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary
importance for the environment; (d) research, education, and
repopulating and re-introducing these species; or (e) to allow,

CJEU Case C-103/00, Commission v Greece, judgment para 34 and Opinion of Léger

AG delivered on 25 October 2001, paras 46, 56 and 57; R(Morge) v Hampshire CC
[2010] EWCA Civ 608 at [49]. [2011] UKSC 2 at [19].
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under strictly supervised conditions, on a selective basis and to
a limited extent, the taking or keeping of certain specimens of
the species listed in Annex IV in limited numbers specified by
the competent national authorities.
1.8.6.

Regulation 41 of the Habitats Regs and the provisions of the
WCA 1981 make it a criminal offence to engage in the
behaviour prohibited by the Habitats Directive. However,
prohibitions enforced by penalties for infractions are not in
themselves adequate to implement the Directive if they will
not prevent significant destruction or disturbance taking place
in fact: ‘such protection requires that individuals be prevented
in advance from engaging in potentially harmful activities’.47

1.8.7.

The Court of Justice of the European Union has accordingly
ruled that Member States must not only adopt a
comprehensive legislative framework but also to implement
concrete and specific protection measures that are coherent,
co-ordinated and preventive in nature.48 Such a system of
strict protection must enable the effective avoidance of
deterioration or destruction of breeding sites or resting places
caused by development.49 Strict protection must be enforced
even if the population of the species is not declining.50

1.8.8.

The Secretary of State should follow the guidance in
paragraphs 99 and 116 of Circular 06/2005, and take care to
ensure that any disturbance of protected species, including
harm to their habitats, food-sources, resting-places or breeding
sites, is avoided unless he considers that the derogation
criteria are likely to be met, in which case he should require
any necessary licence to be obtained before development
commences.51

47

CJEU, Case C-418/04 Commission v Ireland at para 208.

48

CJEU Case C-183/05, Commission v Ireland, paras 29-30.

49

CJEU Case C-383/09 Commission v France, opinion of Advocate-General Kokott at
para 89; judgment at paras 21, 35, 37.
50

CJEU Case C-103/00 Commission v Greece para 31; CJEU Case C-518/04
Commission v Greece, para 21.
51

That was the approach endorsed by the High Court in R(Woolley) v East Cheshire DC
[2010] Env. L.R. 5 at [27]-[28]. In Morge v Hampshire CC, the Supreme Court appears
to have thought that it would not be unlawful to grant permission for a development
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1.9.
1.9.1

Soils
Paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) states that local planning authorities should take into
account the economic and other benefits of the of Best and Most
Versatile (BMV) land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land
Classification (ALC)). Where significant development of
agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning
authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in
preference to that of a higher quality. Paragraph 109 of the NPPF
says that the planning system should contribute to and enhance
the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing
soils.

unconditionally, unless it were thought unlikely that the criteria would be met. This was
on the premise that it was sufficient for the prohibited conduct to be subject to criminal
penalties if no species licence were obtained. However, the CJEU authorities cited above
- which the Supreme Court did not consider in that case – make it clear that a preventive
approach must be taken by the planning authority. It would be unsafe for the Secretary of
State to grant consent without ensuring, so far as he can, that the requirements of the
Directive would be met.
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4.

POLICY FRAMEWORK

1.9.1.

Natural England’s approach to addressing issues such as
‘integrity’, ‘coherence’, and ‘disturbance’ is informed by relevant
national and European policy and guidance documents.
Significant passages from these documents have been
summarised or set out verbatim below.

1.9.2.

The documents referred to below are statements of
overarching policy which are central and applicable to planning
decisions affecting biodiversity, such that it is presumed that
the Examining Authority has copies of them, and it has not
been thought necessary to include them as Annexes to these
Written Representations. However, should the Examining
Authority require copies of the documents referred to, Natural
England would be pleased to provide them.

1.10.

National Policy Statements
1.10.1. The scheme falls within Schedule 2 of the Infrastructure
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations
2009 (as amended). A comprehensive environmental impact
assessment has been prepared and reported in an
Environmental Statement.
1.10.2. The Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) is not
subject to the provisions of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 S38(6) which require that ‘the
determination [of planning applications] must be made in
accordance with the plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise’.
1.10.3. NSIPs should be considered in the context of National Policy
Statements (NPS) where relevant. The National Networks
NPS52 is relevant to this application. The following sections
of the NPS are relevant to Natural England’s remit:
1.10.4. Sections 5.162- 5.185 relate to Land use including open
space, green infrastructure and Green Belt, including soils;
a.
Sections 5.3-5.15 relate to air quality;

52

National Policy Statement for National Networks, December 2014
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b.
c.
1.11.

Sections 5.20-5.38 relate to biodiversity and ecological
conservation;
Sections 5.143 – 5.161 relate to landscape.

National planning policy and guidance on protected sites and
species

1.11.1. National Planning Policy Framework (2012) (particularly
paragraphs 109, 118 and 119).
1.11.2. Government Circular: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation
– Statutory Obligations and their Impact within the Planning
System (ODPM 06/2005) is relevant here.
1.12.

European Commission guidance

1.12.1. The European Commission’s has produced guidance on the
protected sites and species regimes. This includes the
following relevant guidance:

a.
b.

c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Managing Natura 2000 sites: The provisions of Article 6
of the 'Habitats' Directive 92/43/EEC (2000);
EC (2001) Assessment of plans and projects significantly
affecting Natura 2000 sites: Methodological guidance on
the provisions of Article 6 (3) and (4) of the Habitats
Directive 92/43/EEC (November 2001)
Guidance document on Article 6(4) of the Habitats
Directive 92/43/EEC (2007);
The implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directives
in estuaries and coastal zones (2011)
Wind energy developments and Natura 2000 (October
2010)
Non-energy mineral extraction and Natura 2000 (July
2010)
Guidance document on the strict protection of animal
species of Community interest under the Habitats
Directive 92/43/EEC (final version Feb 2007 )
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5.

CONSERVATION
DESIGNATIONS,
FEATURES
INTERESTS THAT COULD BE AFFECTED BY
PROPOSED PROJECT

AND
THE

The following is a brief summary of the interest features of the relevant
designated areas of concern in this matter. Designation citations and
maps are included in Annex A.

5.1 International conservation designations
Portholme SAC
5.1.1 The primary qualifying feature of Portholme SAC is the presence of
lowland hay meadows. This large site represents lowland hay
meadows in eastern England. It is the largest surviving traditionallymanaged lowland meadow in the UK, with an area of 104 ha of
alluvial flood meadow (7% of the total UK resource). Full site data
and boundary map for the SAC are attached at Annex A.
5.1.2 After the submission of the ‘HRA Screening’ document
(Assessment of Impacts on European Sites), Natural England is
satisfied on the basis of the information submitted that, for the
purposes of the Habitats Regulations, the project will not have a
likely significant effect on Portholme SAC, alone or in combination
with any other plan or project. Natural England is satisfied that
provided suitable mitigation is secured in the Development Consent
Order, e.g. to contain spills of contaminants, that the conclusion of
no likely significant effect on Portholme SAC is justified.
Eversden and Wimpole Woods SAC
5.1.3 The Annex II feature present, as a qualifying feature that is a
primary reason for site selection is the presence of barbastelle bat .
The site comprises a mixture of ancient coppice woodland
(Eversden Wood) and high forest woods likely to be of more recent
origin (Wimpole Woods. Full site data and boundary map for the
SAC are attached at Annex A.
5.1.4 After the submission of the ‘HRA Screening’ document
(Assessment of Impacts on European Sites), Natural England is
satisfied on the basis of the information submitted that, for the
purposes of the Habitats Regulations, the project will not have a
likely significant effect on Eversden and Wimpole Woods SAC,
alone or in combination with any other plan or project. Natural
England is satisfied that the barbastelle bats detected are more
likely to be associated with a roost in Brampton Woods, not
Eversden and Wimpole Woods SAC and that barbastelle bats from
the SAC are unlikely to be impacted upon by the scheme by habitat
severance or mortality risk. Natural England agrees with the
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conclusion of no likely significant effect on Eversden and Wimpole
Woods SAC.
Ouse Washes SAC, SPA and Ramsar site
5.1.5 The Annex II feature present, as a qualifying feature that is a
primary reason for site selection of the SAC is spined loach
populations within the River Ouse catchment. The Counter Drain,
with its clear water and abundant macrophytes, is particularly
important, and a healthy population of spined loach is known to
occur. Full site data and boundary map for the SAC are attached at
Annex A.
5.1.6 This site qualifies as an SPA under Article 4.1 of the Directive
(79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of European importance of
the following species listed on Annex I of the Directive: ruff, spotted
crake during the breeding season and Bewick's swan, hen harrier,
ruff, whooper swan over winter. The site also qualifies under Article
4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of
European importance of the following migratory species: blacktailed godwit, gadwall, shoveler, during the breeding season and
black-tailed godwit, gadwall, pintail, pochard, shoveler, wigeon over
winter.
5.1.7 The area qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC)
by regularly supporting at least 20,000 waterfowl. Over winter, the
area regularly supports 64,392 individual waterfowl including:
lapwing, coot, tufted duck, mallard, teal, cormorant, black-tailed
godwit, pochard, shoveler, pintail, gadwall, wigeon, ruff, whooper
swan, Bewick's swan.
5.1.8 The Ouse Washes is designated under Ramsar criterion 1, criterion
2, criterion 5 and criterion 6. The site is one of the most extensive
areas of seasonally-flooding washland of its type in Britain and
supports several nationally scarce plants. Invertebrate records
indicate that the site holds relict fenland fauna, including the British
Red Data Book species the scarce chaser dragonfly and the riffle
beetle Oulimnius major. The site also supports a diverse
assemblage of nationally rare breeding waterfowl associated with
seasonally-flooding wet grassland including assemblages of
international importance and species/populations occurring at levels
of international importance. Species of particular importance
Bewick’s swan, whooper swan, wigeon, gadwall, teal, pintail,
shoveler.
5.1.9 After the submission of the ‘HRA Screening’ document
(Assessment of Impacts on European Sites), Natural England is
satisfied on the basis of the information submitted that, for the
purposes of the Habitats Regulations, the project is unlikely to have
a significant effect on The Ouse Washes SAC, SPA and Ramsar
site alone or in combination with any other plan or project. The
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scheme is 9.3km from the Ouse Washes site and there has been
sufficient consideration of the proposed drainage to confirm that the
proposals are not likely to have a significant effect on the qualifying
SAC, SPA and Ramsar features of the site. Mitigation measures to
protect water quality during construction are included in Appendix
20.2 and summarised in Section 11.4 of the ES and a detailed
account of proposed mitigation is provided in Chapter 17 of the ES.
During operation, the assessment of water quality (Chapter 17 of
the ES) found that the scheme would be beneficial to water quality
in the river Great Ouse catchment as it would provide attenuation
and treatment of road runoff where none currently exists.
Summary of advice on European sites
5.1.10 Natural England is satisfied that the ES has adequately
demonstrated that the Scheme will have no likely significant
effects on European designated sites.
5.2 National conservation designations
Portholme SSSI
5.2.1 This site is the largest surviving traditionally-managed lowland hay
meadow in the UK supporting MG4 Biodiversity Action Plan Priority
habitat supporting a small population of the fritillary. The SSSI
citation and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.2 . During construction potential impacts on water quality will be addressed
through pollution prevention measures included in Appendix 20.2 as
summarised in Section 11.4 and a detailed account of proposed mitigation
is provided in Chapter 17. The Scheme will contribute to reduced pollution
risk through reduction in total paved area of highway around Huntingdon,
incorporation of new, higher standards of surface water management,
incorporation of attenuation prior to discharge around Huntingdon. Detrunking of the A14 in Huntingdon is also likely to contribute to reduced
pollution and reduced risk of spillage incidents. The Portholme SAC is
located >3kms downstream of the new bridge over the River Ouse
crossing and as a result it is anticipated that there would be no physical
modifications to the watercourses surrounding the SAC. Two outfalls are
proposed upstream of the site, but the impacts on the biological,
physicochemical and hydromorphological elements of the WFD water
bodies have been assessed as being localised and are unlikely to have an
impact on a water body scale. There would be no direct effects from
groundwater on the Portholme SAC. Chapter 8 of the ES includes a
detailed air quality and emissions assessment and this has demonstrated
a decrease in annual NOx concentration and nitrogen deposition at
Portholme SAC/SSSI. Natural England therefore agrees with the
conclusion in Chapter 11 of the ES that no significant adverse effects
have been identified for the Portholme SSSI during the construction or
operational phase of the scheme and effects are therefore considered to
be neutral.

Eversden and Wimpole Woods SSSI
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5.2.3 Eversden Wood is an important ancient semi-natural woodland of a
type now localised in extent, and rare in lowland England. The
habitats present support a nationally important summer maternity
roost for the barbastelle bat. The SSSI citation and boundary map
are attached at Annex A.
5.2.4 Given the distance of the SSSI from the scheme (9.6km) and the
lack of any obvious habitat connectivity between these two areas,
the ES concludes that effects on the SSSI as a result of the scheme
are assessed as neutral. Natural England agrees that there will be
no impact on the site’s notified features.
Ouse Washes SSSI
5.2.5 The site is one of the country's few remaining areas of extensive
washland habitat. It is of particular note for the large numbers of
wildfowl and waders which supports, for the large area of
unimproved neutral grassland communities which it holds and for
the richness of the aquatic fauna and flora within the associated
watercourse. The capacity of the site to hold wintering and breeding
waterfowl and waders is of international significance. Of particular
note in the winter are the large number of teal, pintail, wigeon,
shoveler, pochard and Berwick's swan. The SSSI citation and
boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.6 Natural England is satisfied that Chapter 11 of the ES has
thoroughly assessed the potential impacts of the scheme on this site and
we support the conclusion that there will be no impacts on the notified
features of the SSSI during construction and operation. The scheme is
9.3km from the Ouse Washes site and there has been sufficient
consideration of the proposed drainage to confirm that the proposals are
not likely to have a significant effect on the notified features of the site.
Mitigation measures to protect water quality during construction are
included in Appendix 20.2 and summarised in Section 11.4 of the ES and
a detailed account of proposed mitigation is provided in Chapter 17 of the
ES. During operation, the assessment of water quality (Chapter 17 of the
ES) found that the scheme would be beneficial to water quality in the river
Great Ouse catchment as it would provide attenuation and treatment of
road runoff where none currently exists.
Brampton Meadow SSSI
5.2.7 This species rich meadow supports plant communities of the
calcareous clay pasture type, now an extremely rare habitat in
Cambridgeshire. The SSSI citation and boundary map are attached
at Annex A.
5.2.8 Whilst the construction and operation of the scheme will have no
direct impacts on the SSSI, the creation of a new access road
between the A1 and A14 north of the scheme will leave the
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Brampton Meadows SSSI surrounded on all sides by roads. The ES
therefore proposes an ecological mitigation area on land to the west
of the SSSI (Figure 11.13) to create semi-improved grassland to
complement and enhance the resilience of the adjacent SSSI
habitat. This will enhance general ecological diversity and retain the
connection of this area to the wider countryside for mobile species.
With this mitigation in place Natural England agrees with the
conclusion of the ES that construction impacts will be neutral, that
operational impacts will be neutral/ slight beneficial and that the
notified features of the SSSI are unlikely to be impacted on. Natural
England will need to be consulted on the detailed design of the
mitigation area and its delivery, and its long-term management will
need to be secured. Detailed requirements for this are discussed
below under sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2.
Brampton Wood SSSI
5.2.9 Brampton Wood is amongst the finest woodlands in
Cambridgeshire. It includes one of the largest blocks of ancient
woodland left in the area. The SSSI citation and boundary map are
attached at Annex A.
5.2.10 Natural England supports the conclusion in the ES that with the
implementation of design mitigation and the distance of the SSSI to
the proposed works (550m), potential adverse effects through the
Scheme will be neutral and there will be no impact on the features
for which the SSSI is notified. Standard construction best practice
measures, as outlined in the design mitigation and in Appendix
20.2, would mitigate for any potential impacts.
Brampton Racecourse SSSI
5.2.11 Brampton Racecourse supports an extensive area of unimproved
neutral grassland located within the floodplain of Alconbury Brook.
Unimproved grasslands of this type are restricted to the lowlands of
southern England and are now nationally scarce and especially rare
in Cambridgeshire. The SSSI citation and boundary map are
attached at Annex A. Standard construction best practice
measures, as outlined in the design mitigation and in Appendix
20.2, would mitigate for any potential impacts.
5.2.12 Natural England supports the conclusion in the ES that with the
implementation of design mitigation and the distance of the SSSI to
the proposed works (705m), potential adverse effects through the
Scheme will be neutral and there will be no impacts on the SSSI’s
notified features.
Hemingford Grey Meadow SSSI
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5.2.13 This species-rich meadow is of the calcareous clay pasture type, a
type restricted nationally to the south of the county and declining
due to changes from traditional management practices. The SSSI
citation and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.14 The only potential pathway for effects through the Scheme is
through changes in air quality. However, Chapter 8 of the ES
identifies that the Scheme will result in a decrease in nitrogen
deposition at the SSSI, thus providing long-term benefits. There is
likely to be no impact on the SSSI’s notified features.
Godmanchester Eastside Common SSSI
5.2.15 The site supports calcareous loam and calcareous clay pasture
types and both are of restricted extent and distribution throughout
the British Isles and in the East Midlands region. The SSSI citation
and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.16 The potential pathway for effects on the SSSI from the scheme is
through changes in air quality. The ES identifies that Natural
England’s Impact Risk Zones tool has been used to screen out
those sites unlikely to be affected by the Scheme. Whilst this site is
indicated on ES Fig. 8.2. Ecological Receptor Locations it has been
screened out from the assessment as being unlikely to be affected
by the Scheme. Natural England agrees that this site is unlikely to
be affected by the Scheme and no further assessment is required.
Madingley Wood SSSI
5.2.17 Madingley Wood is an example of ash -maple woodland type
characteristic of chalky Boulder Clay of eastern England. The SSSI
citation and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.18 Natural England is satisfied with the finding in Chapter 11 of the ES
that no impacts on the SSSI’s notified features are anticipated as
there are no direct hydrological links to the scheme and it is more
than 50m from areas of construction (i.e. beyond the range in which
dust is likely to pose a significant issue).
Little Paxton Pits SSSI
5.2.19 Little Paxton Pits is an extensive area of flooded gravel workings of
varied age, with a correspondingly diverse vegetation structure. The
pits are of national importance for wintering wildfowl and an
important stopping point for migrants. The invertebrate fauna is
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extremely rich and includes a number of national rarities. The SSSI
citation and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.20 This site is 3km upstream of the scheme. Natural England is
satisfied with the finding in Chapter 11 of the ES that no impacts on
the SSSI’s notified features are anticipated as there are no direct
hydrological links to the scheme and it is more than 50m from areas
of construction (i.e. beyond the range in which dust is likely to pose
a significant issue).
St Neots Common SSSI
5.2.21 This riverside common holds alluvial grassland and associated
ponds, ditches and willow carr which together provide an area of
diverse wildlife habitat supporting a variety of species. The SSSI
citation and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.22 This site is 6.9km upstream of the scheme. Natural England is
satisfied with the finding in Chapter 11 of the ES that no impacts on
the SSSI features
are anticipated as there are no direct
hydrological links to the scheme and it is more than 50m from areas
of construction (i.e. beyond the range in which dust is likely to pose
a significant issue).
Great Stukeley Railway Cutting SSSI
5.2.23 This site supports plant communities typical of calcareous clay
grassland. This is a habitat type which was widespread on the
claylands of Huntingdonshire at the turn of the century, but which is
now scarce as a result of reclamation for agriculture. The SSSI
citation and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.24 Chapter 8 of the ES identifies a small increase in NOx deposition at
this site. The predicted increase of 0.2kgN/ha/yr, representing 0.1%
of the lower limit of the critical load for this pollutant (15-25 kg
N/ha/year), is considered negligible and therefore no impact on the
SSSI’s notified features is likely. Natural England supported this
conclusion in its response to the draft ES, in a letter dated 9 th
December 2014 (DAS/7916/135863).
Overhall Grove SSSI
5.2.25 Overhall Grove is an ancient secondary woodland now dominated
by small-leaved elm and represents a woodland type which is
nationally restricted in its distribution. Overhall Grove is the best
and most extensive example of this stand-type within the County.
The SSSI citation and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
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5.2.26 The ES identifies that Natural England’s Impact Risk Zones tool has
been used to screen out those sites unlikely to be affected by the
Scheme. Whilst this site is indicated on ES Fig. 8.2. Ecological
Receptor Locations it has been screened out from the assessment
as being unlikely to be affected by the Scheme. Natural England
agrees that this site is unlikely to be affected by the Scheme and no
further assessment is required.
Travellers Rest Pit SSSI
5.2.27 This is an important site showing sediments probably dating to the
Wolstonian Stage of the Pleistocene Period (the period of
glaciation). The sediments consist of fossil-rich cold stage gravels,
sands and silts forming an old high-level terrace of the River Cam.
The SSSI citation and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.28 The ES identifies that Natural England’s Impact Risk Zones tool has
been used to screen out those sites unlikely to be affected by the
Scheme. Whilst this site is indicated on ES Fig. 8.2. Ecological
Receptor Locations it has been screened out from the assessment
as being unlikely to be affected by the Scheme. Natural England
agrees that this site is unlikely to be affected by the Scheme and no
further assessment is required.
Histon Road SSSI
5.2.29 This is a key Pleistocene site important for its stratigraphy. Riverine
silts and marls, with gravel seams, comprising the third terrace level
of the River Cam, have yielded good sequences of pollen and nonmarine molluscs. A few vertebrate remains are also present. The
SSSI citation and boundary map are attached at Annex A.
5.2.30 The potential pathway for the Scheme to impact on this site is
through changes in air quality. Natural England confirmed in its
response to the draft ES in a letter dated 9th December 2014
(DAS/7916/135863) that whilst the SSSI lies within 200m of the
Affected Road Network the notified geological interest is unlikely to
be affected by changes in air quality.
Summary of advice in relation to nationally designated sites
5.2.31 Natural England identified in its Relevant Representation and the
Statement of Common Ground agreed between Natural England
and Highways England that it is satisfied that the Scheme will not
have any significant adverse effects on the features for which the
above sites have been notified, subject, where relevant, to the
implementation of mitigation identified through the ES. We
understand that all mitigation identified in the ES that will be further
developed during detailed design will be secured by way of an
additional appropriately worded requirement in the DCO, and that
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Highways England will continue to consult with stakeholders with an
interest in ecological matters.
5.2.32 The Statement of Common Ground identifies that the detailed
design of the ecological mitigation area to the west of Brampton
Meadow SSSI, including provision for maintenance access by road
vehicle, must be fully integrated with the management of the SSSI
and agreed with Natural England. This will help ensure that
opportunities to complement and benefit the SSSI habitat are
maximised. Details as to how this will be delivered is provided in
sections 6.2.1 – 6.2.3 below.
5.3 European Protected Species
Bats
5.3.1 Bats are protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 and listed under Schedule 2 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. At a
number of locations along the scheme, the impact of fragmentation
to the barbastelle and brown long eared bat has been outlined
within the Environmental Statement.
5.3.2 The scheme will impact on bats through increased collision
mortality risk, the loss of some roosts and foraging habitat, habitat
severance and disturbance.
5.3.3 Natural England’s Relevant Representation identified that further
evidence or assessment work is required in respect of bats.
Highways England has provided draft EPS Mitigation Licence
Applications for bats and Natural England has provided comments
on these in a letter dated 24 April 2015 (attached at Annex D). This
identifies further information requirements to enable Natural
England to determine the Favourable Conservation Status,
Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest and No
Satisfactory Alternative tests under the Habitats Regulations. This
information, together with additional detail relating to survey,
methodology, impacts and mitigation provision has also been
requested, to enable Natural England to fully determine the licence
applications and provide a Letter of No Impediment. Further detail
regarding how this will be progressed is provided in sections 6.3.16.3.5 below.
5.3.4 Natural England accepts the measures proposed for mitigating the
impacts of severance on bats as set out in paragraph 11.5.200 of
the ES. However, we cannot agree with the ES conclusion that the
impact of this severance (of habitat) can be assessed as being
neutral until more detailed information on the design of these
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mitigation measures is supplied. For example, further detail is
required regarding the culverts to be designed for bats, and the
location of the proposed bat hop-overs and high quality habitat
creation and management (ES ref 11.5.200). This information
should be provided in the detailed design phase and secured by
way of the additional DCO requirement.
5.3.5 A lighting plan should also be developed so that essential lighting is
used only where needed and light spill onto bat commuting and
foraging areas is minimised.
Great crested newts
5.3.6 Great crested newts are protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 and listed under Schedule 2 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.
5.3.7 The Scheme will impact on great crested newt populations through
habitat loss and severance. Natural England’s Relevant
Representation identified that further evidence or assessment work
is required in respect of great crested newt. Highways England has
provided draft EPS Mitigation Licence Applications for great crested
newts and Natural England has provided comments on these in a
letter dated 23 April 2015, attached at Annex D.
5.3.8 Five draft licence application have been submitted for great crested
newt populations at West of Brampton Hut, Huntingdon Town
Centre, Godmanchester, Fenstanton and the Crematorium. Natural
England has reviewed these applications and advised that further
information is required to confirm compliance with the No Suitable
Alternative and Imperative Reasons of Overriding Interests tests
under the Habitats Regulations. This information, together with
additional detail relating to survey, methodology, impacts and
mitigation provision has also been requested, to enable Natural
England to fully determine the licence applications and provide a
Letter of No Impediment. Further detail regarding how this will be
progressed is provided in section 6.3.4 below.
Otters
5.3.9 Otters are protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 and listed under Schedule 2 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.
5.3.10 The Scheme may affect otters through habitat loss and severance,
killing, injury or disturbance.
5.3.11 The Statement of Common Ground identifies that No breach of
legislation protecting otters is currently anticipated, but further preconstruction surveys are planned in 2015 to provide up to date
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information to inform the possible need for otter licence
applications.
5.3.11 The details regarding specific mitigation are secured via the Code
of Construction Practice (CoCP), which requires species
management plans for species including otter, including preconstruction surveys for otter holts.
5.4

Nationally Protected Species
Badger

5.4.1 Badgers are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992.
5.4.2 The Scheme may affect badgers through damage and disturbance
to setts, foraging areas and access routes. Natural England’s
Relevant Representation identified that further evidence or
assessment work is required in respect of badgers. Highways
England has provided a draft licence application for badgers and
Natural England has provided comments on this in a letter dated 13
May 2015, attached at Annex D. This indicates that further
information is required to address the mitigation method statement
to enable Natural England to determine the licence application and
provide a Letter of No Impediment. Further detail regarding how this
will be progressed is provided in section 6.4.1 below.
Water vole
5.4.3 The water vole is fully protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and is a priority
conservation species. The Scheme could impact on water voles
through habitat loss, killing, injury or disturbance through
construction and habitat severance.
5.4.4 Natural England’s Relevant Representation identified that further
evidence or assessment work is required in respect of water voles.
Highways England has provided a draft licence application for water
voles and Natural England has provided comments on this in a
letter dated 13 May 2015. This indicates that further information is
required to address the mitigation method statement to enable
Natural England to determine the licence application and provide a
Letter of No Impediment. Further detail regarding how this will be
progressed is provided in section 6.4.2 below.
Breeding birds
5.4.5 All wild bird species, their eggs and nests are protected under
Section 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).
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5.4.6 The Scheme could impact on breeding birds through the destruction
of active nests, disturbance from construction and operational
activities and direct mortality.
5.4.7 References E36 and E41 in the Register of Environmental Actions
and Commitments (REAC) (Appendix 20.01) highlight the need to
avoid disturbance to nesting birds. The details regarding specific
mitigation are secured via the CoCP, which requires species
management plans for species including breeding birds.
5.4.8 As highlighted through the Statement of Common Ground,
Highways England and Natural England agree on the principles of
providing mitigation for 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.
Barn owl
5.4.9 Barn owls are protected as above. They are afforded additional
protection under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 (as amended). The Scheme could affect barn owls through
destruction of active nests, disturbance from construction and
operational activities and direct mortality.
5.4.10 The details regarding specific mitigation are secured via the CoCP,
which requires species management plans for barn owl.
5.4.11 As highlighted through the Statement of Common Ground,
Highways England and Natural England agree on the principles of
providing mitigation for 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
Reptiles
5.4.12 The four common reptile species, adder, grass snake, common
lizard and slow worm, are protected under Schedule 5 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. All species of reptile are listed
as priority species within the UK BAP. The Scheme may result in
direct mortality of reptiles. The details regarding specific mitigation
are secured via the CoCP, which requires species management
plans for reptiles and a reptile method statement to be prepared by
contractors (paragraph 12.1.9).
5.4.13 Natural England is satisfied with the mitigation measures proposed
in the ES and understands that mitigation will be further developed
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during detailed design and Highways England will continue to
consult with stakeholders with an interest in ecological matters.
General ecology
5.4.14 As identified in the Statement of Common Ground, Natural England
advises that an Ecological Mitigation Table is required to tie
together impacts, mitigation measures, the Environmental
Statement document references, the Mitigation or Management
Plan that captures the associated actions, timetables and
responsibilities. Highways England have confirmed that a summary
ecological mitigation table will be included in the CEMP which will
be provided once the contractor is appointed and the detailed
design is developed. This will be issued to Natural England for
advice when available. The CEMP is secured by Section 3.3 of the
CoCP, which is secured in its entirety by Requirement 3 of the
DCO. Natural England is satisfied with this approach and looks
forward to being consulted on the ecological mitigation table.
5.4.15 Natural England’s relevant representation indicated that a Habitat
Management and Maintenance Plan is needed for the proposed
habitat creation areas which clearly sets out who will be responsible
for carrying out the relevant works.
5.4.16 In the Highways England/Natural England draft Statement of
Common Ground, Highways England has indicated that details of
how habitat creation and management will be secured with the
contractors are addressed in the REAC in ES Appendix 20.1,
references E26, E28, E29, E56. In addition, paragraph 12.1.1 of
the CoCP requires habitat management plans to be produced by
the contractors. The procurement for works contractors is currently
in progress and Highways England will inform Natural England in
due course when the appointments are made. Highways England
also propose to update the CoCP to set out a responsibility for the
contractor(s) to prepare a Handover Environmental Management
Plan as described in paras 20.3.14 - 20.3.16, Chapter 20, of the
Environmental Statement (Volume 6.1). This will then secure
maintenance related commitments set out in the REAC into the
operational lifetime of the scheme.
5.4.17 Natural England is satisfied with this approach which will be
confirmed in the Highways England/Natural England Statement of
Common Ground, and looks forward to being consulted on the
Habitat Management and Maintenance Plan. These plans are
secured by the CoCP which is required under Schedule 2, part 1 (3)
of the DCO.
5.4.18 Natural England understands that delivery of:
a)
The Brampton Meadow SSSI mitigation area;
b)
Wildlife commuting routes, e.g. culverts and tunnel
design, planting design;
36

c)
d)
e)

Habitat creation and management outside that
needed for protected species licensing;
The lighting strategy to ensure minimal light spill
onto sensitive ecological receptors;
The production and implementation of a Soils
Management Strategy;

will now be secured through a new requirement in the DCO, dealing
with the further detailed design of ecological mitigation. This is in
addition to Requirements 2 Detailed Design, and 3 Code of
Construction Practice.
Highways England will consult Natural
England on the wording of the new requirement. The commitment to
producing a new DCO requirement in consultation with Natural
England will be confirmed in the Highways England/Natural England
Statement of Common Ground.
5.5

Landscape designations

5.5.1 There are no statutorily designated landscapes relevant to the
Scheme hence Natural England offers no further comment.
5.6

Non-designated interests and features of concern

5.6.1 The following areas of non-designated but valuable and sensitive
habitat/countryside are affected:

Buckden Gravel Pits CWS
 River Great Ouse CWS
 Fenstanton Pits (West End Pits) CWS
 Hinchingbrooke Gravel Pits CWS
 Brampton Flood Meadows CWS
 West Meadows CWS
5.6.2 The UK priority habitats that will be affected by the proposal are
broadleaved woodland, hedgerows and standing water.
5.6.3 Non-designated interests and features are beyond the scope of
Natural England’s remit hence we offer no further comment.
5.7

Soils

5.7.4 Based on the information available (ES Chapter 16 and the 2009
scheme detailed soil survey), Natural England agrees with the
overall conclusion drawn in the ES that the scheme would result in
a major adverse impact on agricultural land.
5.7.2

Natural England’s relevant representation indicated that the Soil
Management Strategy (SMS) (ES Appendix 12.2) should be
informed by an additional Soil Resources Survey prior to the start of
construction. The Survey should cover all the application site where
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significant impacts on the soil resource is likely. Highways England
have stated that the contractor will be required to undertake survey
work to supplement the 2009 data set as required to ensure
complete coverage of all areas where soil will be stripped as well as
characterise soils as set out in Defra guidance and required by the
SMS. Highways England have committed to producing an
addendum to the SMS, in consultation with Natural England, to
provide further detail on the treatment of soils during and post
construction. Highways England’s response to Natural England’s
advice on the SMS sets out the topics the SMS addendum will
address and is attached at Annex C. The SMS and its addendum
are secured by Section 9.1.4 of the CoCP. Natural England is
satisfied that these issues will be secured through the addendum to
the SMS which we will be consulted on in due course. This will be
confirmed in the Highways England/Natural England Statement of
Common Ground.
5.7.3

Natural England expects to be consulted on the restoration of
borrow pits to agricultural use and advises that a 5 year aftercare
programme is developed. Highways England have advised that
proposals for restoration of the borrow pits will be developed during
detailed design. Highways England will be pleased to consult with
Natural England on these matters. Highways England currently
anticipates a 10 year after care period. Natural England is satisfied
that the restoration of the borrow pits is secured through DCO
requirement 10 and looks forward to being consulted on the
restoration and aftercare plan. This will be confirmed in the
Highways England/Natural England Statement of Common Ground.
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6.
6.1

NATURAL ENGLAND'S CONCERNS AND ADVICE
The principal issues

6.1.1 Natural England identified the following main issues in its Relevant
Representations:
 Mitigation for Brampton Meadow SSSI
 Impacts on European protected species
These issues will be discussed in corresponding sections below.

6.2

Mitigation for Brampton Meadow SSSI

6.2.1 Natural England understands that the specification for this work will
be developed during detailed design and it is Highways England’s
intention for this to be issued to Natural England during the
examination period. The ongoing consultation will enable Natural
England to have input into the integration of the habitat creation
with the SSSI. With regard to the long-term management of the
ecological mitigation area for Brampton Meadow SSSI, it is Natural
England’s understanding that the mitigation area will remain in
Highways England ownership, and therefore managed by its
managing agents or via an agreement with a suitable organisation,
or be sold onto a third party with a covenant securing its ongoing
proper management in the future.
6.2.2 Following discussions on the draft Statement of Common Ground,
Highways England now propose to introduce a new requirement
into the DCO to secure the detailed design of ecological mitigation,
including the ecological mitigation area for Brampton Meadow
SSSI. Highways England will proceed to draft suitable wording and
will seek to agree this with Natural England.
6.2.3 Natural England is satisfied with this approach and looks forward to
being consulted on the specification for the ecological mitigation
area and the wording of the DCO requirement.
6.3

Impacts on European protected species
Bats

6.3.1 As identified in the Statement of Common Ground, a draft licence
application has been prepared. It considers the effects of
disturbance and is proportionate to the impacts on roosts. Full
applications will be made after the detailed design is developed.
The draft licence applications are based on the same data as the
ES, but include proposals for supplementary pre-construction
surveys and monitoring from 2015 onwards. This is secured
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through CoCP, Section 12.1.9, DCO requirement 4 and Natural
England European Protected Species (EPS) licence conditions.
Natural England is satisfied with this approach. Natural England is
currently providing advice on the draft licences for the Letter of No
Impediment.
6.3.2 Regarding the provision of ecological mitigation structures not
controlled by Natural England EPS licence, we understand that
more detail on these structures will be developed further during
detailed design, which will be subject to ongoing consultation with
Natural England. 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 Natural England.
6.3.3 Following discussions on the Highways England/Natural England
Statement of Common Ground, Highways England now propose to
introduce a new requirement into the DCO to secure the detailed
design of ecological mitigation. Highways England will proceed to
draft suitable wording and will seek to agree this with Natural
England. Natural England is satisfied with this approach and looks
forward to being consulted on the design of the under-road wildlife
crossings, lighting strategy and the wording of the DCO
requirement.
6.3.4 Whilst we welcome the commitment to sensitive lighting design to
avoid impacts on sensitive ecological receptors such as bats and
birds in the ES (paragraph 11.5.120 and paras 11.5.209 –
11.5.218), in the REAC (references E8, E40, E48, E50, and E52)
and in the CoCP (insert ref), Natural England’s relevant
representation advised that further detail regarding the lighting
strategy be developed so that essential lighting is used only where
needed and light spill onto bat commuting and foraging areas is
minimised. We advised that new culverts and foraging habitat
should receive less than 1 lux extra illumination from the scheme
wherever possible.
6.3.5 Following discussions on the Highways England/Natural England
Statement of Common Ground, Highways England now propose to
introduce a new requirement into the DCO to secure Natural
England input to the detailed design of ecological mitigation.
Natural England is satisfied with this approach and looks forward to
being consulted on the lighting strategy and the wording of the DCO
requirement.
Great crested newts
6.3.4 Natural England has provided advice (attached at Annex D) on the
draft licences for great crested newt. Advice has been provided on
the extra survey work required at the West of Brampton Hut ponds,
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and outstanding issues on the mitigation plans, particularly with
regard to ensuring habitat losses are consistently reported across
all text and figures, providing a revised capture and exclusion
strategy, and revisiting a number of the proposals for underpasses.
With regard to the over-riding public interest and no satisfactory
alternative tests, the relevant extracts of the ES, case for the
scheme and consultation report have been requested to support the
application statement. Highways England is reviewing the advice
from Natural England on the draft licences and will provide a full
response to Natural England on the outstanding information
requested as soon as practicable, expected July 2015. This is
secured through Section 12.1.9 of the CoCP and Natural England
EPS licence conditions and DCO requirement 4. Natural England
looks forward to being consulted on the extra information requested
in the request for further information.
6.4 Impacts on nationally protected species
Badger
6.4.1 Natural England is currently providing advice on the draft licences
for the Letter of No Impediment. Draft license applications with
details on mitigation proposals for badger have been prepared by
Highways England and reviewed by Natural England. Natural
England has requested further information regarding the location
and monitoring of the artificial setts to be created, and confirmation
that the artificial setts will be within the DCO boundary or that
landowner approval/permission has been obtained if they are
outside the DCO boundary (see letter attached at Annex D).
Mitigation with regard to badgers is secured through CoCP, Section
12.1.9, DCO requirement 4 and Natural England badger licence
conditions.
Water vole
6.4.2 Natural England is currently providing advice on the draft licences
for the Letter of No Impediment. Draft license applications with
details on mitigation proposals for water vole have been prepared
by Highways England and reviewed by Natural England. Natural
England has requested further information regarding the spring
2015 survey results and the proposal to hold water voles in captivity
over an extended period which is not in line with best practice (see
letter attached at Annex D). Mitigation with regard to water voles will
be secured through the CoCP, Section 12.1.9, DCO requirement 4
and Natural England water vole licence conditions.
6.5

Conclusions
Natural England is satisfied that providing the mitigation proposed
in the ES is provided, and subject to the detailed design of certain
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measures being agreed, the proposed works will not impact
adversely on any internationally or nationally designated sites. We
are satisfied that the provision of a suitably worded requirement in
the DCO will secure the detailed design of ecological mitigation
including the Brampton Meadows SSSI mitigation area, the lighting
strategy and the wildlife under-road crossings.
Natural England is currently providing advice on the draft licences
for the Letters of No Impediment relating to water vole, badger,
great crested newt and bats.

42

ANSWERS TO THE EXAMINING AUTHORITY’S WRITTEN QUESTIONS
6.6 The questions received
6.6.1 In its Rule 8 letter dated 21st May 2015, the Examining Authority
asked Natural England a number of questions. These are set out,
along with the answers, in the table provided at Annex B. The
table cross-refers to passages in these Written Representations
and their Annexes.
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7.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (ALSO AVAILABLE SEPARATELY)
Internationally designated sites

7.1

Natural England is satisfied that the ES has adequately
demonstrated that the Scheme will have no likely significant
effects on European designated sites.
Nationally designated sites

7.2

Natural England is satisfied that the Scheme will not have any
significant adverse effects on SSSIs, subject, where relevant, to
the implementation of mitigation identified through the ES. We
understand that mitigation identified in the ES will be further
developed during detailed design and secured by way of an
additional appropriately worded requirement in the DCO, and that
Highways England will continue to consult with stakeholders with
an interest in ecological matters. The new requirement will secure
the detailed design of ecological mitigation, including the
ecological mitigation area for Brampton Meadow SSSI. Highways
England will proceed to draft suitable wording and will seek to
agree this with Natural England. Natural England is satisfied with
this approach and looks forward to being consulted on the
specification for the ecological mitigation area and the wording of
the new DCO requirement.
European Protected Species
Bats

7.3

Natural England is satisfied with the approach to bats. Natural
England is currently providing advice on the draft licences for the
Letter of No Impediment. We understand that provision of
ecological mitigation structures not controlled by Natural England
EPS licence will be developed further during detailed design,
which will be subject to ongoing consultation with Natural England.
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 Natural England.

7.4

We understand that Highways England now propose to introduce a
new requirement into the DCO to secure the detailed design of
ecological mitigation. Highways England will proceed to draft
suitable wording and will seek to agree this with Natural England.
Natural England is satisfied with this approach and looks forward to
being consulted on the design of the under-road wildlife crossings,
lighting strategy and the wording of the DCO requirement.

44

7.5

7.6

Natural England has advised that further detail regarding the
lighting strategy be developed so that essential lighting is used only
where needed and light spill onto bat commuting and foraging areas
is minimised. We have advised that new culverts and foraging
habitat should receive less than 1 lux extra illumination from the
scheme wherever possible.
Following discussions on the Highways England/Natural England
Statement of Common Ground, Highways England now propose to
introduce a new requirement into the DCO to secure Natural
England input to the detailed design of ecological mitigation.
Natural England is satisfied with this approach and looks forward to
being consulted on the lighting strategy and the wording of the DCO
requirement.
Great crested newts

7.7

Natural England is satisfied with the approach to great crested
newts. Highways England is reviewing the advice from Natural
England on the draft licences and will provide a full response to
Natural England on the outstanding information requested as soon
as practicable, expected July 2015. This is secured through
Section 12.1.9 of the CoCP and Natural England EPS licence
conditions and DCO requirement 4. Natural England looks forward
to being consulted on the extra information requested in the request
for further information.
Otters

7.8 The Statement of Common Ground identifies that no breach of
legislation protecting otters is currently anticipated, but further preconstruction surveys are planned in 2015 to provide up to date
information to inform the possible need for otter licence
applications. Natural England is satisfied that details regarding
specific mitigation are secured via the Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP), which requires species management plans for
species including otter, including pre-construction surveys for otter
holts.
Nationally Protected Species
Badgers
7.9

Natural England is satisfied with the approach to badgers and is
currently providing advice on the draft licences for the Letter of No
Impediment. Mitigation with regard to badgers is secured through
CoCP, Section 12.1.9, DCO requirement 4 and Natural England
badger licence conditions.
Water vole
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7.10 Natural England is satisfied with the approach to water voles and is
currently providing advice on the draft licences for the Letter of No
Impediment. Mitigation with regard to water voles will be secured
through the CoCP, Section 12.1.9, DCO requirement 4 and Natural
England water vole licence conditions.
Other nationally protected species
7.11 Natural England is satisfied with the principles of providing
mitigation for protection of breeding birds, barn owl and reptiles.
Mitigation will be further developed during detailed design and
Highways England will continue to consult with stakeholders with an
interest in ecological matters. Details will secured through the
CoCP.
Soils
7.12 Based on the information available Natural England agrees with the
overall conclusion drawn in the ES that the scheme would result in
a major adverse impact on agricultural land. Highways England
have committed to producing an addendum to the SMS, in
consultation with Natural England, to provide further detail on the
treatment of soils during and post construction. Natural England is
satisfied that these issues will be addressed in the addendum to the
SMS which we will be consulted on.
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ANNEXES
ANNEX A: Designated site citations and maps
ANNEX B: Schedule of Natural England‘s responses to Examining
Authority’s initial questions.
ANNEX C: Highways England response to Natural England’s advice
on the Soils Management Strategy (May 27th 2015)
ANNEX D: Natural England‘s European Protected Species licence
response and the determination report.
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Annex A: Designated site citations and maps
1. Portholme SAC, SSSI
2. Ouse Washes SAC, SPA, Ramsar, SSSI
3. Eversden and Wimpole Woods SAC, SSSI
4. Brampton Meadows SSSI
5. Brampton Wood SSSI
6. Brampton Racecourse SSSI
7. Hemingford Grey Meadow SSSI
8. Godmanchester Eastside Common SSSI
9. Madingley Wood SSSI
10. Little Paxton Pits SSSI
11. St Neots Common SSSI
12. Great Stukeley Railway Cutting SSSI
13. Overhall Grove SSSI
14. Travellers Rest Pit SSSI
15. Histon Road SSSI
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1.

Portholme SAC

Site details

Location of Portholme SAC/SCI/cSAC
Country

England

Unitary Authority

Cambridgeshire

Centroid*

TL237708

Latitude

52.32083333

Longitude

-0.184166667

SAC EU code

UK0030054

Status

Designated Special Area of Conservation (SAC)

Area (ha)

91.93

* This is the approximate central point of the SAC. In the case of large, linear or
composite sites, this may not represent the location where a feature occurs within
the SAC.
Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
6510 Lowland hay meadows (Alopecurus pratensis, Sanguisorba
officinalis)
This large site represents lowland hay meadows in eastern England. It is the
largest surviving traditionally-managed meadow in the UK, with an area of 104 ha
of alluvial flood meadow (7% of the total UK resource). There has been a long
history of favourable management and very little of the site has suffered from
agricultural improvement, and so it demonstrates good conservation of structure
and function. It supports a small population of fritillary Fritillaria meleagris.
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Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason
for selection of this site
Not applicable.
Annex II species that are a primary reason for selection of this site
Not applicable.
Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason
for site selection
Not applicable.
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Map: Portholme SAC
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Portholme SSSI citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
SITE NAME: PORTHOLME
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: Huntingdonshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 238708
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 153 1:10,000: TL 27 SW
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): 1965 Date of Last Revision: 1972
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1984 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 104 ha 257 ac
Other information: This is a grade 2 site in the ‘Nature Conservation Review’
(Cambridge University Press, 1977 ed. D A Ratcliffe). The banks of the adjacent
water courses are included within the site boundary.
Description and Reasons for Notification
This area holds grassland communities of the alluvial flood meadow type.
Portholme represents one of the largest areas of this grassland type in the
country which continues to be managed on traditional lines as a ‘lammas’
meadow. Watercourses on the periphery of the site have populations of some
uncommon invertebrates, including one dragonfly which is of a nationally
restricted distribution.
The grassland communities are characterised by the presence of such grasses
as Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus, yellow oat-grass Trisetum flavescens, meadow
foxtail Alopecurus pratensis,and meadow fescue Festuca pratensis. The range of
herbs present, typical of such meadows, includes lady’s bedstraw Galium verum,
pepper-saxifrage Silaum silaus and great burnet Sanguisorba officinalis. A
number of locally rare and one nationally rare plant are also present.
The meadow is surrounded by channels of the River Ouse, and the Alconbury
Brook is close by. These water bodies are important for dragonflies (Odonata) in
particular the restricted dragonfly Libellula fulva.
The traditional management of this site, which still continues, is by cutting for hay
followed by grazing of the aftermath in later summer until the autumn.
In winter and early spring Portholme is inundated by floodwaters. This provides
natural fertilising of the soil and it is this seasonal flooding coupled with the
traditional management that maintains the diversity of the natural plant
communities.
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Map: Portholme SSSI
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Bogs, Marshes, Water fringed vegetation, Fens (20%)
Improved grassland (30%)

Boundary map and associated biodiversity information on the NBN Gateway.
Natura 2000 data form for this site as submitted to Europe (PDF format, size
30kb).
Interactive map from MAGIC (Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the
Countryside).
Note:
When undertaking an appropriate assessment of impacts at a site, all features of
European importance (both primary and non-primary) need to be considered.
Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
Not applicable
Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason
for selection of this site
Not applicable.
Annex II species that are a primary reason for selection of this site
1149 Spined loach Cobitis taenia
The Ouse Washes represent spined loach Cobitis taenia populations within the
River Ouse catchment. The Counter Drain, with its clear water and abundant
macrophytes, is particularly important, and a healthy population of spined loach is
known to occur.
Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason
for site selection
Not applicable.
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Map: Ouse Washes SAC
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Ouse Washes SPA
SPA description (information as published 2001)

Country

England

Unitary Authority

Norfolk, Cambridgeshire

SPA status

Classified 05/03/1993

Latitude

52 28 34 N

Longitude

00 12 19 E

SPA EU code

UK9008041

Area (ha)

2447.26

Component SSSI/ASSIs Ouse Washes

The Ouse Washes are located in eastern England on one of the major tributary
rivers of The Wash. It is an extensive area of seasonally flooding wet grassland
('washland') lying between the Old and New Bedford Rivers, and acts as a
floodwater storage system during winter months. The cycle of winter storage of
floodwaters from the river and traditional summer grazing by cattle, as well as
hay production, have given rise to a mosaic of rough grassland and wet pasture,
with a diverse and rich ditch fauna and flora. The washlands support both
breeding and wintering waterbirds. In summer, there are important breeding
numbers of several wader species, as well as Spotted Crake Porzana porzana. In
winter, the site holds very large numbers of swans, ducks and waders. During
severe winter weather elsewhere, the Ouse Washes can attract waterbirds from
other areas due to its relatively mild climate (compared with continental Europe)
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and abundant food resources. In winter, some wildfowl, especially swans, feed on
agricultural land surrounding the SPA.

Qualifying species
For individual species accounts visit the Species Accounts section

This site qualifies under Article 4.1 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting
populations of European importance of the following species listed on Annex I of
the Directive:
During the breeding season;
Ruff Philomachus pugnax, 1 individuals representing at least 9.1% of the
breeding population in Great Britain (5 year mean 1983-1987)
Spotted Crake Porzana porzana, 3 individuals representing at least 6.0% of the
breeding population in Great Britain (3-4 males = minimum)
Over winter;
Bewick's Swan Cygnus columbianus bewickii, 4,639 individuals representing at
least 66.3% of the wintering population in Great Britain (5 year peak mean 1991/2
- 1995/6)
Hen Harrier Circus cyaneus, 12 individuals representing at least 1.6% of the
wintering population in Great Britain (6 year mean, 1982-1987)
Ruff Philomachus pugnax, 137 individuals representing at least 19.6% of the
wintering population in Great Britain (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6)
Whooper Swan Cygnus cygnus, 963 individuals representing at least 17.5% of
the wintering population in Great Britain (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6)
This site also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by
supporting populations of European importance of the following migratory
species:
During the breeding season;
Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa limosa, 26 pairs representing <0.1% of the
breeding Western Europe/W Africa population (Count, as at late 1980s-early
1990s)
Gadwall Anas strepera, 111 pairs representing at least 1.1% of the breeding
Northwestern Europe population
Shoveler Anas clypeata, 155 pairs representing at least 1.2% of the breeding
Northwestern/Central Europe population (Count, as at late 1980s-early 1990s)
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Over winter;
Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica, 1,198 individuals representing at
least 1.7% of the wintering Iceland - breeding population (5 year peak mean
1991/2 - 1995/6)
Gadwall Anas strepera, 342 individuals representing at least 1.1% of the
wintering Northwestern Europe population (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6)
Pintail Anas acuta, 1,755 individuals representing at least 2.9% of the wintering
Northwestern Europe population (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6)
Pochard Aythya ferina, 3,590 individuals representing at least 1.0% of the
wintering Northwestern/Northeastern Europe population
Shoveler Anas clypeata, 681 individuals representing at least 1.7% of the
wintering Northwestern/Central Europe population (5 year peak mean 1991/2 1995/6)
Wigeon Anas penelope, 29,713 individuals representing at least 2.4% of the
wintering Western Siberia/Northwestern/Northeastern Europe population (5 year
peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6)
Assemblage qualification: A wetland of international importance.
The area qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by regularly
supporting at least 20,000 waterfowl
Over winter, the area regularly supports 64,392 individual waterfowl (5 year peak
mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) including: LapwingVanellus vanellus, Coot Fulica atra,
Tufted DuckAythya fuligula, Mallard Anas platyrhynchos, TealAnas crecca,
Cormorant Phalacrocorax carbo, Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica,
PochardAythya ferina, Shoveler Anas clypeata, PintailAnas acuta, Gadwall Anas
strepera, WigeonAnas penelope, Ruff Philomachus pugnax, Whooper Swan
Cygnus cygnus, Bewick's Swan Cygnus columbianus bewickii.
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Ouse Washes Ramsar
Information Sheet on Ramsar Wetlands (RIS)
Geographical coordinates (latitude/longitude):
52 28 34 N 00 12 19 E
General location:
Nearest town/city: Ely. The site lies in the counties of Cambridgeshire and west
Norfolk. It extends for 36 km south-west of Downham Market to Erith.
Administrative region: Norfolk
Area (hectares): 2469.08
General overview of the site:
This site is an area of seasonally-flooded washland habitat managed in a
traditional agricultural manner. The washlands support nationally and
internationally important numbers of wintering waterfowl and nationally important
numbers of breeding waterfowl. The site is also of note for the large area of
unimproved neutral grassland communities which it holds, and for the richness of
the aquatic flora within the associated watercourses.
The site supports several nationally scarce plants, including small water pepper
Polygonum minus, whorled water-milfoil Myriophyllum verticillatum, greater water
parsnip Sium latifolium, river waterdropwort Oenanthe fluviatilis, fringed water-lily
Nymphoides peltata, long-stalked pondweed Potamogeton praelongus, hair-like
pondweed Potamogeton trichoides, grass-wrack pondweed Potamogeton
compressus, tasteless water-pepper Polygonum mite and marsh dock Rumex
palustris.
Invertebrate records indicate that the site holds relict fenland fauna, including the
British Red Data Book species large darter dragonfly Libellula fulva and the rifle
beetle Oulimnius major.
The site also supports a diverse assemblage of nationally rare breeding
waterfowl associated with seasonally-flooding wet grassland.
Assemblages of international importance:
Species with peak counts in winter:
59133 waterfowl (5 year peak mean 1998/99-2002/2003)
Qualifying Species/populations (as identified at designation):
Species with peak counts in winter:
Tundra swan , Cygnus columbianus bewickii,
Whooper swan , Cygnus cygnus,
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Eurasian wigeon , Anas penelope,
Gadwall , Anas strepera strepera,
Eurasian teal , Anas crecca,
Northern pintail , Anas acuta,
Northern shoveler , Anas clypeata,
Species/populations identified subsequent to designation for possible
future consideration
under criterion 6.
Species with peak counts in winter:
Mute swan , Cygnus olor,
Common pochard , Aythya ferina,
Black-tailed godwit , Limosa limosa islandica,
Biogeography
Atlantic region
General description of the Physical Features:
The Ouse Washes is an extensive area of seasonally-flooding wet grassland
('washland') lying between the Old and New Bedford Rivers, and acts as a
floodwater storage system during winter months.
General ecological features:
The site is one of the country's few remaining areas of extensive washland
habitat. It is notable for the large area of unimproved neutral grassland it holds.
The grassland communities are characterised by such species as reed and
floating sweet grass Glyceria maxima and G. fluitans, reed canary-grass Phalaris
arundinacea, marsh foxtail Alopecurus geniculatus together with a variety of
sedges and rushes. Typical herbs include amphibious bistort Persicaria
amphibia, water pepper P. hydropiper, and tubular water dropwort Oenanthe
fistulosa. The associated dykes and rivers hold a great variety of aquatic plants,
the pondweeds Potamogeton spp. are particularly well represented. Other
aquatic species include the fringed water lily Nymphoides peltata, greater waterparsnip Sium latifolium and the four species of duckweeds Lemna spp. The Old
Bedford River and River Delph are good examples of base-rich, slow-flowing
lowland rivers. The flora includes the fan-leaved water crowfoot Ranunculus
circinatus, yellow water-lily Nuphar lutea and river water-dropwort Oenanthe
fluviatilis.
Noteworthy flora:
Nationally important species occurring on the site.
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Higher Plants.
Lactuca saligna, Alisma gramineum, Sium latifolium, Oenanthe fluviatilis,
Nymphoides peltata,
Potamogeton praelongus, Potamogeton trichoides, Potamogeton compressus,
Polygonum mite,
Rumex palustris.
22. Noteworthy fauna:
Birds
Species currently occurring at levels of national importance:
Species with peak counts in winter:
Great cormorant , Phalacrocorax carbo carbo,
Bean goose , Anser fabalis fabalis,
Tufted duck , Aythya fuligula,
Hen harrier, Circus cyaneus,
Common coot , Fulica atra atra,
Ruff , Philomachus pugnax,
Species Information
Species occurring at levels of international importance.
Fish. Cobitis taenia.
Invertebrates. Libellula fulva, Oulimnius major
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Ouse Washes SSSI citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRESITE NAME: OUSE WASHES
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: East Cambridgeshire District Council, Fenland District
Council, West Norfolk District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 393747 to TL 571987
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 143 1:10,000: TL 37 SE, TL 37 NE, TL 47 NW,
TL 48 SW, TL 48 SE, TL 48 NE,
TL 58 NW, TL 59 SW,TL 59 NW,
TL 59 NE
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): 1955 Date of Last Revision: 1971
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1984 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 2,403 ha 5,937 ac
Other information: The Ouse Washes lie between The Hundred Foot/New
Bedford River to the south-east and the Old Bedford River/Counter Drain to the
north-west. These rivers fall within the boundary of the Site of Special Scientific
Interest. The Old Bedford River in particular is of national nature conservation
importance in its own right. The Ouse Washes play a major land drainage role as
a flood water storage area and the washland is thus subject to regular winter
flooding. In the summer months the area provides grazing and hay. The regular
winter flooding and the continuance of traditional management of cattle grazing
and hay cutting maintains the nature conservation value of the area. The majority
of the site is under nature reserve management by the Bedfordshire and
Huntingdonshire Naturalists’ Trust, the Cambridgeshire and Isle of Ely
Naturalists’ Trust, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds and the Wildfowl
Trust.
The Ouse Washes are listed under the Government ratified RAMSAR Convention
of 1972 in view of their international importance as wetland habitat. This is a
Nature Conservation Review Grade I * site.
A boundary modification has been made at this revision to exclude an area of
arable.
Description and Reasons for Notification
The site is one of the country’s few remaining areas of extensive washland
habitat. It is of particular note for the large numbers of wildfowl and waders which
it supports, for the large area of unimproved neutral grassland communities which
it holds and for the richness of the aquatic fauna and flora within the associated
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watercourse. The capacity of the site to hold wintering and breeding waterfowl
and waders is of international significance. Of particular note in the winter are the
large numbers of teal Anas crecca, pintail Anas acuta, wigeon Anas penelope,
shoveler Anas clypeata, pochard Aythya ferina and Bewick’s swan Cygnus
bewickii. The grassland communities of the area are characterised by such
grasses as reed and floating sweet-grass Glyceria maxima and G.fluitans, reed
canary-grass Phalaris arundinacea, marsh foxtail Alopecurus geniculatus
together with a variety of sedges and rushes. Typical herbs include amphibious
bistort Polygonum amphibium, water-pepper Polygonium hydropiper and tubular
water-dropwort Oenanthe fistulosa. The associated dykes and rivers hold a great
variety of aquatic plants, the pondweeds Potamogeton spp. are particularly well
represented. Other aquatic species include the fringed water-lily Nymphoides
peltata, greater water-parsnip Sium latifolium and the four species of duckweeds
Lemna spp. The limnological interest of the Ouse Washes is further diversified by
the Old Bedford River and River Delph, both good examples of base-rich,
sluggish, lowland rivers. The flora includes the fan-leaved water-crow foot
Ranunculus circinatus, yellow water-lily Nuphar lutea, arrowhead Sagittaria
sagittifolia, long-stalked pondweed Potamogeton praelongus, perfoliate
pondweed Potamogeton perfoliatus, and river water-dropwort Oenanthe
fluviatilis. The associated aquatic and semi-aquatic fauna is similarly diverse.
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Boundary map and associated biodiversity information on the NBN Gateway.
Natura 2000 data form for this site as submitted to Europe (PDF format, size
30kb).
Interactive map from MAGIC (Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the
Countryside).
Note:
When undertaking an appropriate assessment of impacts at a site, all features of
European importance (both primary and non-primary) need to be considered.
Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site
Not applicable
Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason
for selection of this site
Not applicable.
Annex II species that are a primary reason for selection of this site
1308 Barbastelle Barbastella barbastellus
The site comprises a mixture of ancient coppice woodland (Eversden Wood) and
high forest woods likely to be of more recent origin (Wimpole Woods). A colony of
barbastelle Barbastella barbastellus is associated with the trees in Wimpole
Woods. These trees are used as a summer maternity roost where the female
bats gather to give birth and rear their young. Most of the roost sites are within
tree crevices. The bats also use the site as a foraging area. Some of the
woodland is also used as a flight path when bats forage outside the site.
Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason
for site selection
Not applicable.
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Eversden and Wimpole Woods SSSI Citation
Site name: Eversden and Wimpole Woods County: Cambridgeshire
District: South Cambridgeshire
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under section 28
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)
Local Planning Authority: Cambridgeshire County Council, South
Cambridgeshire District Council.
National Grid reference: TL 345531/TL 340525 Area: 66.48 ha
Ordnance Survey sheet: 1:50,000: 154 1:10,000: TL 35 SW
Date notified (under 1949 Act): 1954* Date of last revision: 1970*
Date notified (under 1981 Act): 1984* Date of last revision:
11 February 2003
Reasons for notification:
Eversden Wood is an important ancient semi-natural woodland of a type
now localised in extent, and rare in lowland England. The habitats present
also support a nationally important summer maternity roost for the
barbastelle bat, Barbastella barbastellus.
General description:
The site is located close to Wimpole Park, and comprises a mixture of
ancient coppice woodland (Eversden Wood) and high forest woods likely
to be of more recent origin (Wimpole Woods).
A colony of barbastelle bats use trees as roosts in Wimpole Woods. These
trees are used as a summer maternity roost where the female bats gather
to give birth and rear their young. Most of the roost sites are within tree
crevices. The bats also use the site as a foraging area. Some of the
woodland is also used as a flight path when bats forage outside the site.
A total of six bat species have been recorded at this site, the other species
being the pipstrelles Pipistrellus pygmaeus and P.pipistrellus, brown longeared Plecotus avritus, Natterer’s Myotis nattereri and noctule nyctalus
noctula
Eversden Wood is a species-rich example of ancient ash Fraxinus
excelsior- field maple Acer campestre - dog’s mercury Mercurialis perennis
woodland, and one of the largest remaining sites of this type on the
Cambridgeshire chalky boulder-clay.
The woodland is predominantly relict coppice of ash and field maple over
an under-storey of hazel Corylus avellana, with aspen Populus tremula,
birch Betula sp and small-leaved elm Ulmus minor also locally dominant.
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The ground flora is characterised by dog’s mercury and bluebell
Hyacinthoides non-scripta, and the damp soil conditions are reflected in
the local abundance of associated plants such as meadowsweet
Filipendula ulmaria and tufted hair-grass Deschampsia cespitosa. Many
herbs typical of old woodlands are present including yellow archangel
Galeobdolon luteum, wood anemone Anemone nemorosa and the
nationally scarce oxlip Primula elatior; a species largely confined to damp
chalky boulder-clay woods of eastern England. Other locally uncommon
plants represented include herb-Paris Paris quadrifolia, and, particularly on
the drier wood banks, pignut Conopodium majus and hairy wood-rush
Luzula pilosa.
The woodland rides provide additional habitat diversity and support herbs
such as ragged-Robin Lychnis flos-cuculi and false fox-sedge Carex
otrubae.
Other information:
The site has been extended to include important woodland roosting and
foraging habitat of the barbastelle bat, a very rare species in the UK. All
species of bat are listed in Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 (as amended) and Annex IV of the European Community Habitats
and Species Directive. The site is within the West Anglian Plain Natural
Area.
(Note: * refers to Eversden Wood only)

72

Map: Eversden and Wimpole Woods SSSI

73

Brampton Meadow SSSI Citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRESITE NAME: BRAMPTON RACECOURSE
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: Huntingdonshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 205722
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 142 1:10,000: TL 27 SW
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): Date of Last Revision:
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1984 Date of Last Revision: 1990
Area: 20.6 ha 50.9 ac
Other information: A review of original SSSI boundaries has indicated the need
for part deletion and part extension of site boundaries.
Description and Reasons for Notification
Brampton Racecourse supports an extensive area of unimproved neutral
grassland located within the flood plain of Alconbury Brook. The grassland
displays a strong calcareous influence and the presence of localised ridge-andfurrow ground patterning increases the diversity of the grassland sward. The
community is broadly representative of the hardhead-crested dog’s-tail
Centaurea nigra-Cynosurus cristatus neutral grassland - lady’s bedstraw Galium
verum sub-community type. There is some transition in places towards the
meadow foxtail-great burnet Alopecurus pratensis-Sanguisorba officinalis flood
meadow community particularly associated with the lower lying furrows.
Unimproved grasslands of this type are restricted to the lowlands of southern
England and are now nationally scarce.
In Cambridgeshire such examples are especially rare. The grassland community
is species-rich and characterised by sweet vernal-grass Anthoxanthum odoratum,
meadow oat-grass Avenula pratensis and quaking-grass Briza media with
dropwort Filipendula vulgaris, salad burnet Sanguisorba minor, pepper-saxifrage
Silaum silaus, hardhead and great burnet particularly prominent. Of additional
interest is the presence of saw-wort Serratula tinctoria and the largest population
of green-winged orchid Orchis morio in the county. Part of the site is cut for hay,
the remainder being managed on a more intensive mowing regime.
Map: Brampton Meadow SSSI
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Brampton Wood SSSI Citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: Huntingdonshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 180702
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 153 1:10,000: TL 16 NE, TL 17 SE
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): 1954 Date of Last Revision: 1972
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1983 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 132 ha 324 ac
Description and Reasons for Notification
This is one of the largest remaining blocks of ancient woodland in
Cambridgeshire. Situated on the chalky Boulder Clay it is of the wet ash-maple
woodland type which is nationally restricted to heavy soils in lowland England.
The rides support a rich neutral grassland flora, representing additional plant
communities which are now uncommon in the county. The variety of habitat
makes this a valuable site for invertebrates for which it is additionally noted.
Parts of the woodland have been adversely modified by forestry activities but a
large area remains as mixed coppice of ash Fraxinus excelsior, field maple Acer
campestre and hazel Corylus avellana. Birch Betula sp. and aspen Populus
tremula are also frequent throughout the wood, together with occasional oak
Quercus robur standards.
The woodland provides a rich ground flora of the dog’s mercury Mercurialis
perennis-bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta type. A variety of plants
characteristic of ancient woodland sites are present including wood anemone
Anemone nemorosa, wood sedge Carex sylvatica, remote sedge C. remota,
yellow archangel Galeobdolon luteum, primrose Primula veris and violets Viola
spp.
The rides hold a diversity of grassland species, the dominant grasses being
smooth meadow-grass Poa pratensis, quaking-grass Briza media, red fescue
Festuca rubra, false oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius, Yorkshire fog Holcus
lanatus and crested dog’s-tail Cynosurus cristatus. The variety of herbs include
primrose, yellow pimpernel Lysimachia nemorum, greater bird’s-foot-trefoil Lotus
uliginosus, yellow rattle Rhinanthus minor and devil’s-bit scabious Succisa
pratensis.
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Brampton Racecourse SSSI Citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRESITE NAME: BRAMPTON RACECOURSE
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: Huntingdonshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 205722
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 142 1:10,000: TL 27 SW
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): Date of Last Revision:
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1984 Date of Last Revision: 1990
Area: 20.6 ha 50.9 ac
Other information: A review of original SSSI boundaries has indicated the need
for part deletion and part extension of site boundaries.
Description and Reasons for Notification
Brampton Racecourse supports an extensive area of unimproved neutral
grassland located within the flood plain of Alconbury Brook. The grassland
displays a strong calcareous influence and the presence of localised ridge-andfurrow ground patterning increases the diversity of the grassland sward. The
community is broadly representative of the hardhead-crested dog’s-tail
Centaurea nigra-Cynosurus cristatus neutral grassland - lady’s bedstraw Galium
verum sub-community type. There is some transition in places towards the
meadow foxtail-great burnet Alopecurus pratensis-Sanguisorba officinalis flood
meadow community particularly associated with the lower lying furrows.
Unimproved grasslands of this type are restricted to the lowlands of southern
England and are now nationally scarce. In Cambridgeshire such examples are
especially rare. The grassland community is species-rich and characterised by
sweet vernal-grass Anthoxanthum odoratum, meadow oat-grass Avenula
pratensis and quaking-grass Briza media with dropwort Filipendula vulgaris,
salad burnet Sanguisorba minor, pepper-saxifrage Silaum silaus, hardhead and
great burnet particularly prominent. Of additional interest is the presence of sawwort Serratula tinctoria and the largest population of green-winged orchid Orchis
morio in the county. Part of the site is cut for hay, the remainder being managed
on a more intensive mowing regime.
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Hemingford Grey Meadow SSSI Citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
SITE NAME: HEMINGFORD GREY (A604) MEADOW
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: Huntingdonshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 292692
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 153 1:10,000: TL 26 NE
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): Date of Last Revision:
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1984 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 0.56 ha 1.38 ac
Other information: This is a new addition to the Cambridgeshire Schedule. This
site is owned and managed as a nature reserve by the Bedfordshire and
untingdonshire Naturalists’ Trust. The reserve is known as Arthur’s Meadow.
Description and Reasons for Notification
This species-rich meadow is of the calcareous clay pasture type, a type restricted
nationally to the south of the country and declining due to changes in traditional
management practices. The grassland type is characterised by the presence of
sweet vernal-grass Anthoxanthum odoratum, red fescue Festuca rubra and
downy oat-grass Helictotrichon pubescens, together with adder’s-tongue fern
Ophioglossum vulgatum, cowslip Primula veris and green-winged orchid Orchis
morio.
Other grasses include meadow foxtail Alopecurus pratensis, yellow oat-grass
Trisetum flavescens and quaking-grass Briza media. The variety of herbs present
includes common knapweed Centaurea nigra, oxeye daisy Chrysanthemum
leucanthemum and yellow rattle Rhinanthus minor. The presence of the orchids
common twayblade Listera ovata and common spotted-orchid Dactylorhiza
fuchsii in what is a typically green-winged orchid meadow is unusual for this part
of England and probably reflects special conditions of soil and drainage.
The boundary hedgerows enhance the value of the site for invertebrates and
provide an important buffer to this small meadow in an arable setting.
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Godmanchester Eastside Common SSSI Citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
SITE NAME: GODMANCHESTER EASTSIDE COMMON
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: Huntingdonshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 270716 TL 270713
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 153 1:10,000: TL 27 SE
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): Date of Last Revision:
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1986 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 28.4 ha 70.1 ac
Other information: This is an addition to the Cambridgeshire Schedule. This site
is registered Common Land.
Description and Reasons for Notification
The site consists of two areas of neutral grassland separated by a dismantled
railway line. The main grassland types which are represented are known as
calcareous loam and calcareous clay pasture types and both are of restricted
extent and distribution throughout the British Isles and in the East Midlands
region.
The large field to the south of the disused railway line contains prominent ridgeand-furrow features and many anthills. The sward is locally dominated by
tussocks of hard rush Juncus inflexus and tufted hairgrass Deschampsia
cespitosa, but fine grasses are predominant over large areas. A large number of
grass species are present on both parts of the site -of particular note are crested
hair-grass Koeleria macrantha, heath-grass Danthonia decumbens, quakinggrass Briza media and meadow oat-grass Avenula pratense.
Characteristic herbs include Devil’s-bit scabious Succisa pratensis, rough hawkbit
Leontodon hispidus and lady’s bedstraw Galium verum. Of particular note is the
presence of meadow saxifrage Saxifraga granulata and trailing tormentil
Potentilla anglica on the bank to the north of the old railway. The adjacent small
hay meadow represents a flood meadow type of grassland and holds a different
range of plants including patches of brown sedge Carex disticha and great burnet
Sanguisorba officinalis.
The grassland is bordered by hedgerows and ditches and further habitat features
include two ponds which are of additional wildlife value.
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Madingley Wood SSSI citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
SITE NAME: MADINGLEY WOOD
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: South Cambridgeshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 401596
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 154 1:10,000: TL 45 NW, TL 35 NE
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): 1959 Date of Last Revision: 1971
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1986 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 15.2 ha 37.5 ac
Other information: This woodland has been the location of much woodland
research and educational use by the University of Cambridge.
Description and Reasons for Notification
Madingley Wood is an example of the ash-maple woodland type characteristic of
the chalky Boulder Clay of eastern England.
The western sector of the wood is of ancient origin whilst the eastern half is of
relatively recent origin thus providing valuable opportunities for study into
colonisation processes and historical ecology generally.
The older primary woodland holds standards of pedunculate oak Quercus robur
with ash Fraxinus excelsior and field maple Acer campestre being common. Old
hazel Coryllus avellana coppice, and hawthorn Crataegus monogyna dominate
the shrub layer.
The secondary woodland holds a mixture of elm Ulmus sp. and ash with a shrub
layer of elm suckers and blackthorn Prunus spinosa.
The ground flora is typically of dog’s mercury Mercurialis perennis-bluebell
Hyacinthoides non-scripta type. The woodland has also been noted for its moss
flora.
The site is of particular educational and research value in view of its long
association with the University of Cambridge.
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Little Paxton Pits SSSI Citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
SITE NAME: LITTLE PAXTON PITS
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: Huntingdonshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 200637
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 153 1:10,000: TL 16 SE, TL 26 SW TL 26
NW
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): Date of Last Revision:
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1986 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 131.6 ha 325.2 ac
Other information: This is an addition to the Cambridgeshire Schedule.
Description and Reasons for Notification
Little Paxton Pits is an extensive area of flooded gravel workings of varied age,
with a correspondingly diverse vegetation structure. The pits are of national
importance for wintering wildfowl and an important stopping point for migrants.
The invertebrate fauna is extremely rich and includes a number of national
rarities.
The pits vary in structure from larger, more recently flooded pits having little
aquatic vegetation to smaller, older pits with broken fringes of emergent
vegetation dominated by plants such as reedmace Typha latifolia, common reed
Phragmites australis and common club-rush Schoenoplectus lacustris. Areas of
marsh support characteristic species such as meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria,
purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria and several species of sedges and rushes.
Many of the older pits are surrounded by dense willow Salix carr. Amongst the
more local aquatic plant species represented are lesser reedmace Typha
angustifolia and fringed yellow water-lily Nymphoides peltata.
Ornithologically, the pits are noted in particular for their use by wintering gadwall
Anas strepera. The numbers of the species here regularly exceed 1% of the
British wintering population. Of additional interest is the breeding bird community.
In particular ringed plover Charadrius hiaticula, snipe Gallinago gallinago, tufted
duck Aythya fuligula, kingfisher Alcedo atthis and nightingale Luscinia
megarhynchos have been recorded. In addition there is a small heronry.
The site also supports a particularly rich invertebrate fauna. A number of
nationally rare species have been recorded including a number of flies (Diptera)
Spilogona scutulata, Limnophora scrupulosa, Dolichopus andulusiacus and
Lispocephala falculata and the leaf-hopper (Homoptera) Idiocerus herrichi. The
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earwig (Dermaptera) Forficula lesnii is present at the northern extreme of its
British range.
In addition to the aquatic and marsh communities, woodland, scrub, hedges and
areas of dry grassland provide further habitat of value to wildlife generally, and
support a number of plant species which are local in Cambridgeshire. These
include common spotted-orchid Dactylorhiza fuchsii, bee orchid Ophrys apifera,
blue fleabane Erigeron acer, hare’s-foot clover Trifolium arvense and knotted
clover Trifolium striatum.
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Map: Little Paxton Pits SSSI
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St Neots Common SSSI citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
SITE NAME: ST NEOTS COMMON
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: Huntingdonshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 183613
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 153 1:10,000: TL 16 SE
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): 1954 Date of Last Revision: 1971
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1983 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 32.5 ha 80 ac
Other information: A boundary modification has been made at this revision.
Description and Reasons for Notification
This riverside common holds alluvial grassland and associated ponds, ditches
and willow carr which together provide an area of diverse wildlife habitat
supporting a variety of species.
The grassland, the main habitat present, is geographically a southern group and
in a county context it is one of the very few alluvial grasslands which remains
under the traditional management, in this instance grazing, which has maintained
a species-rich sward.
The wetter grassland type is characterised by the presence of grasses such as
marsh foxtail Alopecurus geniculatus and floating sweet grass Glyceria fluitans,
together with a variety of sedges. A variety of herbs characteristic of such wet
pasture are present. These include the common water dropwort Oenanthe
fistulosa, marsh orchid Dactylorhiza praetermissa and the marsh arrow grass
Triglochin palustris.
On drier areas a calcareous influence is apparent with the presence of quaking
grass Briza media and the meadow saxifrage Saxifraga granulata.
The habitat variety of the site is further enhanced by the presence of ponds and
ditches which support a good aquatic flora and fauna. The ditch flora includes
water plantain Alisma plantagoaquatica and brookweed Samolus valerandi.
There are also thriving colonies of toads and frogs, the latter being rare in the
county.
The willow holt within the site holds nine species of willow including Salix
purpurea and S. triandra var. amygalina and the area supports the large bitter
cress Cardamine amara and the butterbur Petasites hybridus.
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Although not yet studied in great detail the invertebrate fauna of such diverse
areas is characteristically equally diverse.
Map: St Neots Common SSSI
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Great Stukeley Railway Cutting SSSI citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
SITE NAME: GREAT STUKELEY RAILWAY CUTTING
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: Huntingdonshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 235735
TL 232764
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 153, 142 1:10,000: TL 27 NW, TL 27 SW
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): Date of Last Revision:
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1986 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 35.6 ha 88 ac
Other information: Owned by British Rail, this site is a railway cutting and
associated land which is situated either side of an operational line.
Description and Reasons for Notification
This site is an extensive railway cutting which holds plant communities typical of
calcareous clay grassland. This is a habitat type which was widespread on the
claylands of Huntingdonshire at the turn of the Century, but which is now scarce
as a result of reclamation for agriculture. This habitat type is also scarce
throughout its normal range in Britain.
Two distinct communities are represented and these reflect the degree of past
and present management.
The most herb-rich areas are present on the steep cutting which runs the length
of the site. Dominant grasses on the cutting are tor grass Brachypodium
pinnatum, false oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius, red fescue Festuca rubra, with
glaucous sedge Carex flacca. A wide variety of herbs are present including spiny
restharrow Ononis spinosa, dropwort Filipendula vulgaris, Dyer’s greenweed
Genista tinctoria, sulphur clover Trifolium ochroleucon, zigzag clover T. medium
and pyramidal orchid Anacamptis pyramidalis.
Away from the steep cutting the grassland is less herb-rich and is dominated by
coarse grass, particularly false oat-grass.
The intermittent burning and rabbit grazing that the site receives has allowed the
maintenance of this valuable wildlife habitat in an otherwise intensively farmed
area.
Additional habitats of general wildlife value on the site include ponds and scrub.
Low scrub supports a breeding colony of the great green bush-cricket Tettigonia
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viridissima, a predominantly southern species present here at the edge of its
British range.
Map: Great Stukeley Railway Cutting SSSI
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Overhall Grove SSSI citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
SITE: OVERHALL GROVE
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: South Cambridgeshire District Council
Cambridgeshire County Council
National Grid Reference: TL 337630
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 154 1:10,000: TL 36 SW
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): 1972 Date of Last Revision:
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1984 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 17.7 ha 43.7 ac
Other information: Overhall Grove is listed in ‘A Nature Conservation Review’
(Cambridge University Press, 1977 ed. D A Ratcliffe) and is a nature reserve of
the Cambridgeshire and Isle of Ely Naturalist’s Trust.
Description and Reasons for Notification
Overhall Grove is an ancient secondary woodland now dominated by smallleaved elm Ulmus minor and represents a woodland type which is nationally
restricted in its distribution. The wood overlies the site, fields and ponds of a
medieval manor house and was well established by 1650. This break, or
discontinuity, in tree cover with no primary woodland nucleus remaining has
resulted in a classic example of the long lasting effects on the ground flora of the
removal of woodland cover.
The woodland that had developed by the end of the 17th Century was oak over
ash coppice-with standards and was planted with elm when coppice
management declined. Elm has developed by suckering and is now dominant as
massive standards with oak and ash. The site lies on moderately steep slopes
with heavy clay soils throughout.
The woodland ground flora is dominated by stinging nettle Urtica dioica, ground
ivy Glechoma hederacea, cleavers Galium aparine, hogweed Heracleum
sphondylium and rough-stalked meadowgrass Poa trivialis.
Rides, clearings, ponds and a meandering stream provide additional habitats of
general value.

Map: Overhall Grove SSSI
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Travellers Rest Pit SSSI citation
Site name: Traveller’s Rest Pit
County: Cambridgeshire
District: Cambridge
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, and subsequently varied under Section 28A of
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, as inserted by Schedule 9 to the
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. Additional land notified under Section
28B of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, as inserted by Schedule 9 to the
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.
Local Planning Authority: Cambridge City Council, Cambridgeshire County
Council
National Grid reference: TL429598
Area: 2.25 ha
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 154 1:10,000: TL 45 NW
Date notified (under 1981 Act): 1 December 1983
Date of variation: 23 July 2010
Date additional land notified: 23 July 2010
Reason for notification:
This site provides a unique exposure in fossiliferous cold stage gravels, sands
and silts of a high-level terrace (Observatory Gravels). The composition of nonmarine molluscan assemblages from the silt bands implies deposition under cold
climatic conditions. Ice wedge casts formed by the prising apart of sediments by
ice as they were being deposited, and the subsequent infill and preservation of
wedges by overlying sediments, indicate continuous permafrost. Traveller’s Rest
Pit is an important site preserving sediments that, on the currently available
evidence, are most appropriately assigned to the Anglian Stage of the
Pleistocene Period.
General description:
Traveller’s Rest Pit lies just south of Huntingdon Road on the western outskirts of
Cambridge. Its boundary comprises not only the grassed over remains of the old
quarry floor and face but also an unexcavated finite reserve of Observatory
Gravels.
This site preserves a unique sedimentary sequence of fossiliferous cold stage
gravels, sands and silts known as the Observatory Gravels. At the base of this
sequence, the richest Palaeolithic assemblage in Cambridgeshire has been
found. These deposits were initially associated with an early terrace of the River
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Cam, but recent re-evaluation of the evidence suggests that a more satisfactory
attribution would be outwash from the Anglian (Marine Isotope Stage 12) ice
sheet. By implication therefore, the archaeology most likely records a pre-Anglian
human presence (Marine Isotope Stage 13 or earlier).
Within the Observatory Gravels, thin seams of non-marine molluscs imply
deposition under cold climate conditions. Occasional finds of large vertebrates
have also been noted, and whilst climatic non-diagnostic, they broadly indicate an
open landscape. The Observatory Gravels also record the occurrence of
continuous permafrost as inferred from the presence of ice wedge casts
(structures recognised for the first time at this site).
Beneath the Observatory Gravels, recent investigations have identified the
presence of an earlier, infilled ‘tunnel valley’ channel feature that requires further
investigation and may also have age implications for the dating of the
Observatory Gravels.
Map: Travellers Rest Pit SSSI
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Histon Road SSSI citation
COUNTY: CAMBRIDGESHIRE
SITE NAME: HISTON ROAD
Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Local Planning Authorities: South Cambridgeshire District Council
National Grid Reference: TL 444610
Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 154 1:10,000: TL 46 SW
Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): Date of Last Revision:
Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1984 Date of Last Revision:
Area: 0.6 ha 1.4 ac
Other information: This is a ‘Geological Conservation Review’ site and a new
addition to the Cambridgeshire Schedule.
Description and Reasons for Notification
A key Pleistocene stratigraphic site. At this locality fluviatile silts and marls, with
gravel seams, comprising the third terrace level of the River Cam have yielded
good sequences of pollen and non-marine Mollusca. A few vertebrate remains
were also found. The importance of the deposit lies mainly in the fact that it
provides an almost complete record of the second half of the Ipswichian
Interglacial, a period of time so far represented at only one other site outside East
Anglia. Pollen evidence of zone Ip 11 deposits in addition indicates that most of
the interglacial is represented here.
It should be noted that at this site the deposits are currently unexposed, but its
current use as allotments means that access to the deposits for future study is
still possible.
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Map: Histon Road SSSI
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Annex B Schedule of Natural England‘s responses to Examining
Authority‘s initial questions
Number

Question

Natural England Response

Q1.2.1

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?

Highways England will provide a detailed
response to this question. The four
widespread species of amphibian, the
smooth and palmate newts, the common
frog and common toad, are protected by
Section 9(5) of the Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981 which prevents the sale of these
species. Natural England’s understanding
is that Chapter 11 of the ES identifies a
mitigation area for common toad adjacent
to Chivers Lake to provide additional
habitats for this species and also to act as
a receptor site for this species, should this
be required. (11.4.3, 11/59). In addition, the
provision of 271ha semi-natural habitat and
multi-species underpasses/culverts will aid
the mitigation of adverse impact on the
common toad. The borrow pits will also
provide some breeding habitat in sheltered,
shallow corners.

Q1.2.2

The Environment
Agency has noted (RR
page 28) that
populations of whiteclawed 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?

The Environment Agency will provide a
detailed response to this answer; Natural
England’s understanding is that Highways
England will develop and implement a riskbased approach to deliver appropriate preconstruction surveying for white clawed
crayfish. This will be a targeted approach,
utilising existing habitat and survey data to
focus effort on high risk crossing and
culvert sites. We understand that the
Environment Agency is satisfied with these
proposals, and can confirm that Natural
England is also satisfied with this
approach.

Q1.2.3

The Environment
Agency has advised
(RR page 28) that the

The Environment Agency will provide a
response to this question.
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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?
Q1.2.4

Natural England (RR
para 3.2.5.2) refer 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?

a) Natural England’s letter of the 13th May
2015 reference 2015 SCI 0008
requested the survey results and
impact assessment of the spring 2015
survey for water voles (see Annex D for
a copy of the letter). Natural England’s
Relevant Representation (March 2015)
highlighted further survey work for
badgers. We understand these
surveys have now been undertaken.
b) Natural England has not yet been
consulted on the findings of the spring
2015 surveys for water vole or the
further survey work for badgers. We
expect the water vole survey findings to
be submitted to Natural England for
review in June/July 2015. We
understand the amended badger
licence application will be submitted to
Natural England at the end of June
2015.
c) Regarding the water vole receptor site
– A water vole and grass snake
receptor site is marked on sheet 2 of
Environmental statement 2014, Figure
11.13: Ecological mitigation. We
understand that it is within the DCO
boundary and its long-term
management will therefore be by
Highways England managing agents.
We understand that the detailed design
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of the receptor site will be in the
contractors’ species management
plans, with long term maintenance set
out in the Handover Environment
Management Plan to the managing
agents. If this area is to be sold on to a
third party, its long term management
will need to be secured by way of a
covenant.
Q1.2.5

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;

a) Natural England understands that the
tree survey to clarify which bat species
may be present has now been undertaken.
b) The findings will be integrated into the
revised bat licence application for trees, to
be submitted to Natural England by July
2015. Pre-construction surveys will also
feed into the CEMPs and species
management plans and any changes to
licences at the construction stage.

b) If so, what are the
findings and how do
these findings inform the
proposed scheme?
c) If the surveys have
not yet taken place, why
not and when is it
anticipated that they will
be undertaken?
Q1.2.6

The Environment
Agency requests (RR
page 25) that preconstruction 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?

Highways England will provide a detailed
response to this question. Natural
England’s understanding is that Highways
England have committed specifically to
pre-construction surveys for bats (Table
11.29), water vole (Table 11.30), otter
(Table 11.31), barn owl (Table 11.27) in the
Environmental Statement (Chapter 11
Nature Conservation) and Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments
(references E1, E8, E9, E35, E36). This
commitment is secured by way of the DCO
requirement 4(1) which requires preconstruction surveys for EPS and
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nationally protected species.
Q1.2.7

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.

Brampton Meadows SSSI enhancement
area is identified as a ‘biodiversity
mitigation area’ on sheet 2 of
Environmental statement 2014, Figure
11.13: Ecological mitigation.
Natural England advises that for
clarification, a specific reference to this
mitigation proposal is added to the Code of
Construction Practice, relevant LEMP, and
Register of Environmental Actions and
Commitments (REAC).
Our understanding is that Highways
England will provide a detailed
establishment and management plan in
consultation with Natural England.
With regard to ongoing long-term
management of the SSSI mitigation area,
our understanding is that it will remain in
Highways England ownership and be
managed by Highways England’s
managing agents, or that it will sold onto a
third party with a covenant securing proper
ongoing management in the future.
The detailed establishment and
management of the Brampton Meadows
SSSI mitigation area will be secured by
way of a suitably worded additional
requirement in the DCO.

Q1.2.9

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?

References E36 and E41 in the Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments
highlight the need to avoid disturbance of
nesting birds. The details regarding specific
mitigation are secured via the CoCP, which
requires species management plans for
otter, barn owl and breeding birds,
including pre-construction surveys for otter
halts.

Q1.2.10

Natural England has
indicated that there are
a number of unresolved
issues relating to the

Regarding Great Crested Newt (GCN):
Natural England is awaiting further
information on the draft license application
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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. This has
been done and further
information requested.
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?

for GCN. Relevant extracts from the
Environmental Statement, case for the
scheme and consultation report are
requested to underpin the imperative
reasons of overriding public interest
(IROPI) and No Satisfactory Alternative
(NSA) tests.
Further survey work, clarification and detail
are requested for the method statements
for the Favourable Conservation Status
(FCS) test (letters provided in Annex D
explain the detail of what information
remains outstanding). Natural England is
working through the draft licence
application process with Highways England
to address any outstanding issues as we
move towards issuing a Letter of No
Impediment.
Regarding bats:
Natural England is awaiting further
information (NE letter requesting FI sent
24/04/15 is attached at Annex D).
Relevant extracts from the ES, case for the
scheme and consultation report are
requested to underpin the IROPI/NSA
tests, and further clarification regarding
specific species is required in the trees
method statement. Reasonable avoidance
measures (RAM) may enable construction
near the relevant buildings to proceed
without a licence.
Regarding our request for further detail of
the culvert/tunnel design and lighting
strategy
Highways England will provide a detailed
response to this question. Natural
England’s understanding is that we will be
consulted on the design of culverts/tunnels
and the lighting strategy at the detailed
design phase and that the design of
ecological mitigation will be secured
through a suitably worded DCO
requirement.
For the examination phase, it may be
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helpful to have clarification as to which
culverts at which chainage serve which
species, accompanied by minimum
standards based on best practice
guidelines for the relevant target species.
As the culverts are location-specific, it may
be that this information can be provided in
the LEMPs.
The need for sensitive lighting to reduce
the ecological impacts of the scheme and
ensure that nocturnal species are not
deterred from using the wildlife culverts
and underpasses provided is set out in the
ES (Chapter 11, including paragraphs
11.4.3, 11.5.120, 11.5.125, 11.5.158,
11.5.216, 11.5.218), the REAC (E8, E40,
E50, E52, ) and the CoCP (section 5.4).
As the culverts/underpasses are location
specific, the detail regarding lighting at
these points could be included in the
LEMPs. Natural England is satisfied with
the principles set out regarding minimising
lighting impacts on target species; we
have recommended a target of 1lux or less
on bat commuting/foraging routes in our
relevant representation.
Protected species mitigation will be
secured through DCO requirement 4 on
Protected Species with the detail set out in
the license method statements, and in the
CEMPs as part of the contractors’ species
management plans required by the CoCP.
Q.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

Highways England will provide a detailed
response to this question. Natural
England’s understanding is that we will be
consulted on the design of these culverts at
the detailed design phase.
For the examination phase, it may be
helpful to have clarification as to which
culverts at which chainage serve which
species, accompanied by minimum
standards based on best practice
guidelines for the relevant target species.
As the culverts are location-specific, it may
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maintenance of these
culverts be secured?

be that this information can be provided in
the LEMPs.
With regard to maintenance of the culverts,
our understanding is that this will be carried
out by Highways England contractors as
per the CoCP period, then detailed in a
HEMP to Highways England’s managing
agents. Maintenance should follow the
guidance set out in the relevant parts of the
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges
sections (e.g. Volume 10, Volume 4 HA
107/04, Design Of Outfall And Culvert
Details) and should include the
maintenance of associated planting and
guide fencing.

Q1.2.12

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?

Highways England will provide a detailed
response to this question. Natural
England agrees that Local Sites are
material considerations that should be
taken into account in scheme design and in
the determination of the DCO. Highways
England should seek further information
from appropriate bodies such as Wildlife
Trusts, local geo-conservation groups or
Local Records Centres with regard to the
impacts on the Buckden Gravel Pits CWS.

Q1.2.13

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)?

Natural England has received the following
draft license applications:
Bats

1. Trees
2. Buildings

GCN

1. West of Brampton Hut
2. Crematorium
3. Fenstanton
4. Godmanchester
5. Huntingdon Town
Centre

Water Vole
Badger
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In letters supplied in Annex D of this written
representation, we requested additional
information. Our understanding regarding
the further requests for information is that
the revised license applications for bats,
badger and water vole will be submitted by
the end of June, and the revised GCN
applications will be submitted by the end of
July.
Q1.2.14

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.

We understand that Highways England will
provide a flow chart to answer this
question.

Q1.2 15

Monitoring prior to and
during construction is
described within section
12.3 of the CoCP. Can
the applicant confirm:

a) Natural England’s understanding is that:

a) How would the postconstruction monitoring
of ecological and
arboricultural conditions
be undertaken and
secured?
b) Who would be
responsible for this?

With regard to licensable works: Post
construction monitoring will be undertaken
as set out in the relevant method
statements and secured through
Requirement 4(3).
With regard to non-licensable works: Post
construction monitoring requirements will
be set out in the CEMPs as part of the
species and habitats management plans. It
will be secured through Requirement 3
which secures the ES and CEMP to the
CoCP
b) Highways England will confirm the
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contractors responsible for the postconstruction monitoring.
Q1.2.16

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

Highways England will provide a detailed
response to this question. Natural
England’s understanding is that biosecurity
in relation to the control of invasive and
non-native species is dealt with in section
12 of the CoCP. The detailed measures
will be provided in the CEMPs.

Q1.2.19

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?

Natural England confirms there will be no
significant effect on the integrity of the
Ouse Washes SAC/SPA/Ramsar site due
to its distance from the proposed works
(9.3km northeast) and sufficient
consideration of the proposed drainage
confirms that the proposals are not likely to
have a significant effect on the qualifying
SAC, SPA and Ramsar features of the site.
Please see paragraph 5.1.9 of our written
representation for additional detail.

Q1.2.20

How would the
mitigation measures
proposed for nonstatutory sites and
priority and UK BAP
Habitats be detailed in
mitigation and
monitoring plans and
how would these be
secured?

Highways England will provide a detailed
response to this question. Natural
England’s understanding is that the
mitigation measures proposed for nonstatutory sites and priority and UK BAP
Habitats will be detailed in the CEMPs as
part of the contractors’ habitats
management plans and are secured by
requirement 3 of the DCO.

Q1.6.25

At 4(3) for consistency
should the words ‘in
writing’ be inserted after
‘unless otherwise
agreed..’ If not, how is it
considered that there
will be any record of
such approvals having

Natural England agrees that the words ‘in
writing’ be inserted after ‘unless otherwise
agreed..’ in requirement 4(3) of the DCO so
that it reads: “The relevant works must be
carried out in accordance with the
approved scheme, and under licence
where necessary, unless otherwise agreed
in writing by the Secretary of State, after
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been granted? Where
protected species are
found during the course
of the construction
process should
construction cease until
the relevant licences
have been obtained?

consultation with Natural England.”

Q1.7.1

The proposed
development would
result in the permanent
loss of 987.7ha of
agricultural land and the
temporary loss of
219.9ha of agricultural
land (ES Table 16.9).
Natural England has
advised that a detailed
field survey should be
carried out to identify
the grades of affected
land where this data
does not already exist to
confirm the loss of Best
and Most Versatile
(BMV) Land (Grades 1,
2 and 3a in the
Agricultural Land
Classification system).
Can the applicant
provide details of the
breakdown of land take
in grades 3a and 3b?

Highways England will provide a detailed
response to this question. Natural
England’s understanding is that Highways
England have undertaken a breakdown of
land take in grades 3a and 3b based on the
2009 data available and that the overall
conclusion regarding land take remains
unchanged. Preconstruction soil surveys
will be undertaken to inform the handling of
soils during construction in accordance
with the Soils Management Strategy (SMS)
and its forthcoming addendum. Please also
see our response to Q1.7.3 below
regarding the addendum to the SMS.

Q1.7.2

NPPF para. 112 states
that local planning
authorities should take
into account the
economic and other
benefits of the BMV
agricultural land while
para 5.68 of NPS states
that applicants should
identify any effects and
seek to minimise
impacts on soil quality,
taking into account any
mitigation measures

Highways England will provide a detailed
response to this question.

Regarding protected species found during
the course of the construction, construction
should cease until the relevant licences
have been obtained and there should be
an Ecological Clerk of Works to maintain a
watching brief during construction.

108

proposed. Can the
applicant demonstrate
how proposals have
sought to minimise the
use of BMV land and
what mitigation
measures have been
proposed?
Q1.7.3

Natural England has
requested that a
detailed Soil Resources
Plan informed by a Soil
Resources Survey
would be needed to
demonstrate how soil
resources would be
protected during
development and how
temporarily affected
land would be restored
to agriculture. What
progress has been
made to address this?

Natural England has reviewed the Soils
Management Strategy and in response to
our comments, Highways England are
producing an addendum on which we will
be consulted. A summary of Natural
England’s advice and Highways England’s
response regarding the contents of the
addendum is attached at Annex C.
Providing the addendum reflects our
advice, Natural England is satisfied that
soil resources will be protected during
development and temporarily affected land
effectively restored to agriculture.
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Annex D: Natural England‘s European Protected Species licence
response and the determination report
Natural England response letter to Draft EPS Mitigation Licence
Applications for bats dated 24th April 2015
Natural England Determination of Nationally Significant Infrastructure Draft
Application Licences Consultation for Bats (2015-9360-EPS-NSIP1) dated
26th March 2015.
Natural England Determination of Nationally Significant Infrastructure Draft
Application Licences Consultation for Bats (20159361-EPS-NSIP1) dated 26th March 2015.
Natural England Response to Licensing Consultation on the FCS Test as
Part of the Pre-Submission Screening Service – Bat Species (EPSA:
2015-9360-EPS-NSIP1 (Buildings) dated 18th April 2015.
Natural England Response to Licensing Consultation on the FCS Test as
Part of the Pre-Submission Screening Service – Bat Species (EPSA:
2015-9361-EPS-NSIP1 (Trees) dated 18th April 2015.
Natural England response letter to Draft EPS Mitigation Licence
Applications for Great Crested Newt dated 23rd April 2015
Natural England Determination of Nationally Significant Infrastructure Draft
Application Licences Consultation for Great Crested Newt (2015-9362EPS-NSIP1) dated 26th March 2015.
Natural England Response to Licensing Consultation Decision on the FCS
Test for Great Crested Newts (2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1 West of Brampton
Hut) dated 17th April 2015.
Natural England Response to Licensing Consultation Decision on the FCS
Test for Great Crested Newts (2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1 Huntingdon Town
Centre) dated 17th April 2015.
Natural England Response to Licensing Consultation Decision on the FCS
Test for Great Crested Newts (2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1 Godmanchester)
dated 17th April 2015.
Natural England Response to Licensing Consultation Decision on the FCS
Test for Great Crested Newts (2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1 Fenstanton) dated
17th April 2015.
Natural England Response to Licensing Consultation Decision on the FCS
Test for Great Crested Newts (2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1 Crematorium)
dated 17th April 2015.
Natural England response letter to Draft Licence Application for Badger
dated 13th May 2015
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Natural England response letter to Draft Licence Application for Water
Voles dated 13th May 2015
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Date:
Our ref:

15 June 2015
2015-9360-EPS-NSIP1 (Buildings)
2015-9361-EPS-NSIP1 (Trees)
(NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT)

Customer Services
Sustainable
Development
Natural England
First Floor
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol, BS1 6EB

Mr K Lipscomb
Jacobs UK Ltd

T 0845 6014523
F 0845 6013438
E eps.mitigation@
naturalengland.org.uk

kenneth.lipscomb@jacobs.com

Dear Mr Lipscomb
DRAFT EPS MITIGATION LICENCE APPLICATION STATUS: INITIAL DRAFT APPLICATIONS
LEGISLATION: CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND SPECIES REGULATIONS 2010 (as amended)
NSIP: A14 CAMBRIDGE TO HUNTINGDON IMPROVEMENT SCHEME
EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES: Bats (Various species)

Thank you for your two initial draft bat mitigation licence applications in association with the
above NSIP site, submitted under Natural England’s discretionary advisory service, which were
received in this office on the 11 h March 2015 and I apologise for the delay in issuing our
response. As stated in our published guidance, once Natural England is content that the draft
licence applications are of the required standard, we will issue a ‘letter of no impediment’. This
is designed to provide the Planning Inspectorate and the Secretary of State with confidence that
the competent licensing authority sees no impediment to issuing the appropriate licences in
future, based on information assessed to date in respect of these proposals. As you will be
aware, there are three licensing tests which must be met in principle in respect of each
application before a letter of no impediment can be issued.
Assessment
With regard to your applications, we have now completed our assessment and detail the issues
(please see below) which must be addressed before we are able to reach our decision. In
relation to applications of this nature, our advice, if adhered to, will help you achieve the
outcome required and enable a ‘letter of no impediment’ to be issued for you to submit in
respect of your application to the Planning Inspectorate.
Method Statement - Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) Test
We require further information to enable us to determine the FCS test in respect of both
applications. Please note that we have produced one report which relates to application 20159360-EPS-NSIP1 (Buildings) and one which relates to application 2015-9361-EPS-NSIP1
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(Trees) respectively and which detail the areas of concern that need to be addressed. If there is
any aspect of the two FCS assessment reports that are not clear to you and you wish to discuss
it with the Wildlife Adviser who assessed the two method statements, please contact Hazel
Hynds on 07824 596052 or by email at: Hazel.Hynds@naturalengland.org.uk.
An email identifying issues in advance is helpful as it will enable Hazel to review your queries in
the context of the case before discussing them with you. Like all Wildlife Advisers, Hazel does
not spend all of her time in the office so there may be a short delay before she can respond to
you.
Reasoned Statement – Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest Test & No
Satisfactory Alternative Test
We require further information to enable us to determine these two tests. Please note that we
have produced one Determination Record which relates to application 2015-9360-EPS-NSIP1
(Buildings) and one which relates to application 2015-9361-EPS-NSIP1 (Trees) respectively and
which detail the areas of concern that need to be addressed. If there is any aspect of the two
assessment reports that are not clear to you and you wish to discuss it with the EPS Adviser
who assessed the two reasoned statements, please contact Neil Owen on 0300 060 1636 or by
email at: Neil.Owen@naturalengland.org.uk.
Next Steps
In order to assist with the progress of the subsequent draft applications and ensure all concerns
are fully understood, a telephone conference between Natural England, the developers and
ecologists involved can also be arranged should you feel it is beneficial. Please contact Duncan
Brown (Email: Duncan.Brown@naturalengland.org.uk Tel: 0300 060 1094) or myself if this is
the case and we will arrange for this to happen.
When you are in a position to re-submit, please make the necessary changes to your draft
applications and send us the relevant documents following guidance in the attached annex Guidance for Providing Further Information. Please note that an assessment of the subsequent
draft applications will also be subject to Natural England’s discretionary chargeable service on a
cost recovery basis.
We will then review our decision based on the new information/evidence provided and issue a
revised response within 30 working days of receipt. Should the three tests be met in principle,
any letter of no impediment issued will confirm that, on the basis of the species information and
proposals provided, Natural England can see no impediment for the issuing of the appropriate
licences subject to the DCO being granted.
Should the DCO be granted then the mitigation licence applications must be formally submitted
to Natural England. At this stage any modifications to the timings of the proposed works, e.g.
due to ecological requirements of the species concerned, must be made and agreed before any
licences can be issued; likewise if further survey work is required this must also be undertaken
and the method statement/s re-submitted for further assessment. Please note that there will be
no charge for determination of the formal licence applications, should the DCO be granted, or
the granting of any licence.
Full details of Natural England’s licensing process with regards to NSIP’s can be found at the
following link:

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140605090108/http://naturalengland.org.uk
/Images/wml-g36 tcm6-28566.pdf
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Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest or Public Health and Safety and/or No Satisfactory
Alternative.
When submitting a revised Reasoned Statement please send us one copy on CD, or by e-mail if
less than 5MB in size, or alternatively one paper copy of the complete, revised document.
Please do not send the amended sections in isolation.

Method Statement
Favourable Conservation Status.
When submitting a revised Method Statement please send us one copy on CD, or by e-mail if
less than 5MB in size, or alternatively three paper copies. The method statement should be
submitted in its entirety including all figures, appendices, supporting documents. This document
forms part of the licence; please do not send the amended sections in isolation. For NSIP
schemes if you are sending us a copy by email or on CD, please also send us at least one
paper copy of all figures and maps which greatly assists the assessment process.
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Reasoned Statement states ‘the scheme would also include the widening of the existing A1 trunk road
between Brampton and Alconbury, together with the construction of a local road between Fen Drayton and
Girton a distance of 8km (5 miles) measured following the route of the A14. The existing A14 trunk road
would be downgraded to county road status (de-trunked) between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as
between Alconbury and Spittals interchange and the road viaduct over the East Coast mainline railway in
Huntingdon would be removed’.

What is the ‘Need’ that is being addressed? The application declares that the scheme is required to address
the growing problem of traffic congestion in the trunk road corridor between Huntingdon and Cambridge.
Why is the licence required? A licence is required as there will be disturbance to four building bat roosts
through increased levels of lighting, vibration and noise. The licence would therefore permit actions which
would otherwise be illegal.

Planning Permission/Consent (if applicable): C3 of the Reasoned Statement states ‘the DCO application
number is TR010015. The SoS decision is expected in April 2016. Documentation will be forwarded with the
final application in May 2016’. Therefore as this is a draft application for an NSIP the Development Consent
Order is still part way through the consenting process.

Evidence: The following public interests are considered relevant to this application in respect to
the ‘need’ stated above

Social


The Reasoned Statement declares that the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme is being designed to combat congestion and to provide a modern,
high-standard strategic route that has the capacity and resilience to cope with the anticipated
growth in road traffic. The specific need for the scheme has been identified by the
Department for Transport and the Highways Agency as part of their strategic development
plans. The identified ‘need’ is therefore that of a proposal to combat congestion.
 D3.1 of the Reasoned Statement states ‘a core objective of the scheme is to separate
strategic ‘through’ traffic, and long-distance commuters from local traffic, providing
appropriate standards of road for each group of travellers and establishing a highway
network that is safer, more resilient, and more sustainable. Junctions will be designed to
provide freer movement of traffic during peak periods and capacity will be built in for
anticipated housing developments, in particular that planned at Northstowe. Additional
capacity will also be provided on the A1 trunk road in the vicinity of its junction with the A14
in order to ensure improvements on the A14 are not offset by an increase in congestion on
the adjacent trunk road’.
 D3.1 also states ‘the Cambridge sub-region is one of the fastest growing areas of the United
Kingdom in terms of population and economy. Between now and 2031, its population is
expected to grow by 23 per cent, driving a 22 per cent increase in jobs. However,
congestion is regularly cited by business as a constraint on growth. The Cambridgeshire
Local Transport Plan 2011-2031 (Cambridgeshire County Council, June 2014) notes that
delivery of the joint development strategy for Cambridgeshire is threatened by congestion on
the A14. Major developments, such as the new 10,000- home village at, the Alconbury
Enterprise Zone, and expansion on the northern and eastern fringes of Cambridge would be
facilitated by an improved A14. The recent planning application for Northstowe Phase 2
assumes the A14 improvement as part of its baseline for assessment purposes and will, if
granted consent, be subject to a condition regarding delivery of the A14 proposals’.
 I consider that social benefits would be gained at local and regional level through relieving
current congestion in the Cambridge to Huntingdon corridor. The proposals would therefore
allow easier travel for local residents and will enable faster response times for ambulances
WML-F13a 10/12 – pre-submission screening
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included: on-line widening of the existing trunk road, off-line highway improvements including
northern and southern bypasses of Huntingdon and a southern bypass of Cambridge,
junction modifications and travel demand management schemes. These were evaluated
against the following ambitions set out in relation to the alleviation of transport problems in
the A14 corridor around Cambridge and Huntingdon’. The alternative options were therefore
discounted as the preferred option was chosen as it offered the best value for money and
offered the best route around Huntingdon and enabled the A14 to be de-trunked through the
town.

Designs:




The proposals have been designed to be as ecologically sympathetic as possible as D4.3
states ‘design reviews carried out as part of the DCO application preparation have
considered and where practicable reduced environmental impacts by refinements to the
scheme alignment location of associated infrastructure. Further refinement and mitigation of
effects through design has been included as part of the detail design process. This has
focused on the further reduction in loss of existing habitat where practicable, and increasing
the opportunities for biodiversity enhancement within the scheme footprint’.
Furthermore, D4.3 declares that the scheme has to comply with standards regarding vertical
and horizontal alignment which limit the scope to avoid sensitive locations and habitats. D4.3
states ‘the proposed alignment of the scheme has been the subject of ongoing design,
assessment and review over a number of years. The design principles included adherence
to the accepted industry standard hierarchy of avoidance of, mitigation of, and finally
compensation for environmental impacts. As a trunk road, the scheme has to comply with
standards regarding vertical and horizontal alignment which limit the scope to avoid sensitive
locations and habitats. The alignment is also influenced by the need to avoid existing
settlements and a number of large landfill sites in the area. Where practicable the scheme
follows existing transport corridors (A1 and A14), but the need to remove the trunk road from
Huntingdon town centre requires the Huntingdon Southern Bypass element of the scheme’.

Timings:



The timescales of the proposed scheme are restricted as the Reasoned Statement explains
that there have already been a number of substantial delays for various reasons and the DfT
has therefore resolved to complete the scheme as quickly as is practicable.
If this was a formal application and the Development Consent Order had been granted I would
consider that there would be no advantages to delaying the proposed scheme.

Conclusion:
Having considered the statements provided in the draft Reasoned Statement at this time the NSA
test has not been met. Please see below.

I am satisfied that this test has been met, in principle, based on the above evidence.
I am not satisfied that this test has been met, in principle, based on the above evidence.
(Record details of concerns below).
No further information is required in relation to this test at this stage. (Please note: The
three licensing tests are interlinked and therefore this assessment may change depending on any
further information received relating to the other licensing tests).

If not satisfied then please address the following:



As outlined above, any statement made in the Reason Statement must be supported by sufficient
evidence. The Reasoned Statement makes reference to the Environmental Statement, Case for the
Scheme and the Consultation Report. However, the relevant extracts from these documents were
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not provided as supporting evidence with the application.
All other elements of the application satisfactorily meet the test and if the relevant extracts from
these documents could be provided and the Development Consent Order being granted and
provided as evidence when a formal licence application is submitted, it would be reasonable to
conclude that the NSA test would in principle be met.

Assessed by:

Neil Owen

WML-F13a 10/12 – pre-submission screening

Date:

26 March 2015
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Proposed Activity (Brief Summary): The A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme. Part A of the
Reasoned Statement states ‘the scheme would also include the widening of the existing A1 trunk road
between Brampton and Alconbury, together with the construction of a local road between Fen Drayton and
Girton a distance of 8km (5 miles) measured following the route of the A14. The existing A14 trunk road
would be downgraded to county road status (de-trunked) between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as
between Alconbury and Spittals interchange and the road viaduct over the East Coast mainline railway in
Huntingdon would be removed’.

What is the ‘Need’ that is being addressed? The application declares that the scheme is required to address
the growing problem of traffic congestion in the trunk road corridor between Huntingdon and Cambridge.
Why is the licence required? A licence is required as the scheme will require the exclusion of bats from
seven known tree roosts. The application declares following successful exclusion, the trees will be felled. The
licence would therefore permit actions which would otherwise be illegal.

Planning Permission/Consent (if applicable): C3 of the Reasoned Statement states ‘the DCO application
number is TR010015. The SoS decision is expected in April 2016. Documentation will be forwarded with the
final application in May 2016’. Therefore as this is a draft application for an NSIP the Development Consent
Order is still part way through the consenting process.

Evidence: The following public interests are considered relevant to this application in respect to
the ‘need’ stated above.

Social


The Reasoned Statement declares that the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme is being designed to combat congestion and to provide a modern,
high-standard strategic route that has the capacity and resilience to cope with the anticipated
growth in road traffic. The specific need for the scheme has been identified by the
Department for Transport and the Highways Agency as part of their strategic development
plans. The identified ‘need’ is therefore that of a proposal to combat congestion.
 D3.1 of the Reasoned Statement states ‘a core objective of the scheme is to separate
strategic ‘through’ traffic, and long-distance commuters from local traffic, providing
appropriate standards of road for each group of travellers and establishing a highway
network that is safer, more resilient, and more sustainable. Junctions will be designed to
provide freer movement of traffic during peak periods and capacity will be built in for
anticipated housing developments, in particular that planned at Northstowe. Additional
capacity will also be provided on the A1 trunk road in the vicinity of its junction with the A14
in order to ensure improvements on the A14 are not offset by an increase in congestion on
the adjacent trunk road’.
 D3.1 also states ‘the Cambridge sub-region is one of the fastest growing areas of the United
Kingdom in terms of population and economy. Between now and 2031, its population is
expected to grow by 23 per cent, driving a 22 per cent increase in jobs. However, congestion
is regularly cited by business as a constraint on growth. The Cambridgeshire Local
Transport Plan 2011-2031 (Cambridgeshire County Council, June 2014) notes that delivery
of the joint development strategy for Cambridgeshire is threatened by congestion on the
A14. Major developments, such as the new 10,000- home village at, the Alconbury
Enterprise Zone, and expansion on the northern and eastern fringes of Cambridge would be
facilitated by an improved A14. The recent planning application for Northstowe Phase 2
assumes the A14 improvement as part of its baseline for assessment purposes and will, if
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granted consent, be subject to a condition regarding delivery of the A14 proposals’.
I consider that social benefits would be gained at local and regional level through relieving
current congestion in the Cambridge to Huntingdon corridor. The proposals would therefore
allow easier travel for local residents and will enable faster response times for ambulances
travelling to and from hospitals etc.

Economic/employment


The Reasoned Statement declares the proposed scheme would contribute to economic
needs at local and regional level as D3.8 states ‘one of the key objectives for the scheme is
to facilitate economic development in the greater Cambridgeshire area, thus generating
employment and regeneration’.

Environmental




The Reasoned Statement declares that there will be numerous beneficial consequences for
the environment as a result of the proposed scheme. These benefits include the removal of
the A14 trunk road from Huntingdon town centre, and diversion of traffic away from some of
the settlements along the existing A14 between Cambridge and Huntingdon.
D3.9 states ‘there will be a reduction in noise within Huntingdon Town centre with benefits to
residents, and also the setting of scheduled monuments. The reduction in traffic will also
reduce the risk of air quality exceedences in existing Air Quality Management Areas along
the existing A14 alignment between Brampton Hut and Fenstanton. The scheme will also
include the provision of pollution control measures to current standards on surface water
drainage outfalls on the existing A14 alignment, where currently there is little or no
provision’. I consider the reduction in traffic, noise and the improved air quality is a
reasonable and logical argument to make.

Conclusion:
Having considered the statements provided in the draft Reasoned Statement at this time the IROPI
test has not been met. Please see below.

I am satisfied that this test has been met, in principle, based on the above evidence.
I am not satisfied that this test has been met, in principle, based on the above evidence.
(Record details of concerns below).
No further information is required in relation to this test at this stage. (Please note: The three
licensing tests are interlinked and therefore this assessment may change depending on any further
information received relating to the other licensing tests).

If “not satisfied” then please address the following:





The level of detail Natural England requires in order to be satisfied that the three licensing tests are
met is high. Any statement made in the Reasoned Statement must be supported by sufficient
evidence. Therefore it is important that you give as much information as possible in support of this
test. The Reasoned Statement makes reference to the Environmental Statement, Case for the
Scheme and the Consultation Report. However, the relevant extracts from these documents were
not provided as supporting evidence with the application.
All other elements of the application satisfactorily meet the test and if the relevant extracts from
these documents could be provided and the Development Consent Order being granted and
provided as evidence when a formal licence application is submitted, it would be reasonable to
conclude that the IROPI test would in principle be met.

WML-F13a 10/12 – pre-submission screening

132



improvement scheme. Therefore because of the fact that proposals are designed to address
a need in a particular location, the options for alternative sites would be severely limited by
definition.
However, D4.2 states ‘a long-list of road options was considered in the A14 Study; these
included: on-line widening of the existing trunk road, off-line highway improvements including
northern and southern bypasses of Huntingdon and a southern bypass of Cambridge,
junction modifications and travel demand management schemes. These were evaluated
against the following ambitions set out in relation to the alleviation of transport problems in
the A14 corridor around Cambridge and Huntingdon’. The alternative options were therefore
discounted as the preferred option was chosen as it offered the best value for money and
offered the best route around Huntingdon and enabled the A14 to be de-trunked through the
town’.

Designs:




The proposals have been designed to be as ecologically sympathetic as possible as D4.3
states ‘design reviews carried out as part of the DCO application preparation have
considered and where practicable reduced environmental impacts by refinements to the
scheme alignment location of associated infrastructure. Further refinement and mitigation of
effects through design has been included as part of the detail design process. This has
focused on the further reduction in loss of existing habitat where practicable, and increasing
the opportunities for biodiversity enhancement within the scheme footprint’.
Furthermore, D4.3 declares that the scheme has to comply with standards regarding vertical
and horizontal alignment which limit the scope to avoid sensitive locations and habitats. D4.3
states ‘the proposed alignment of the scheme has been the subject of ongoing design,
assessment and review over a number of years. The design principles included adherence
to the accepted industry standard hierarchy of avoidance of, mitigation of, and finally
compensation for environmental impacts. As a trunk road, the scheme has to comply with
standards regarding vertical and horizontal alignment which limit the scope to avoid sensitive
locations and habitats. The alignment is also influenced by the need to avoid existing
settlements and a number of large landfill sites in the area. Where practicable the scheme
follows existing transport corridors (A1 and A14), but the need to remove the trunk road from
Huntingdon town centre requires the Huntingdon Southern Bypass element of the scheme’.

Timings:



The timescales of the proposed scheme are restricted as the Reasoned Statement explains
that there have already been a number of substantial delays for various reasons and the DfT
has therefore resolved to complete the scheme as quickly as is practicable.
If this was a formal application and the Development Consent Order had been granted I would
consider that there would be no advantages to delaying the proposed scheme.

Conclusion:
Having considered the statements provided in the draft Reasoned Statement at this time the NSA
test has not been met. Please see below.

I am satisfied that this test has been met, in principle, based on the above evidence.
I am not satisfied that this test has been met, in principle, based on the above evidence.
(Record details of concerns below).
No further information is required in relation to this test at this stage. (Please note: The
three licensing tests are interlinked and therefore this assessment may change depending on any
further information received relating to the other licensing tests).

If not satisfied then please address the following:
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As outlined above, any statement made in the Reason Statement must be supported by
sufficient evidence. The Reasoned Statement makes reference to the Environmental
Statement, Case for the Scheme and the Consultation Report. However, the relevant
extracts from these documents were not provided as supporting evidence with the
application.
All other elements of the application satisfactorily meet the test and if the relevant extracts
from these documents could be provided and the Development Consent Order being
granted and provided as evidence when a formal licence application is submitted, it would be
reasonable to conclude that the NSA test would in principle be met.

Assessed by:

Neil Owen

WML-F13a 10/12 – pre-submission screening
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1.1.1.1.1

1.1.1.1.2 EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES
LICENSING CONSULTATION ON THE FAVOURABLE CONSERVATION STATUS (FCS) TEST AS
PART OF THE PRE-SUBMISSION SCREENING SERVICE

BAT SPECIES

Applicant:

TBC

Case Ref No:

EPSA: 2015-9360-EPSNSIP1(buildings)

Ecologist:

Kenneth Lipscomb

Grid Ref:

TL 22925 68609/ TL
38720 63659

Site Name:

A14 improvement scheme
1st draft application

Application type

Subsequent draft application

Species and numbers on
application:
Date 1st draft application
received by Adviser:

11/3/2015

Adviser’s response
deadline:

27/3/2015

Date subsequent draft
application received by
Adviser:

-

Adviser’s response
deadline:

-

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)

The appropriate authority shall not grant a licence under regulation 53(9)(b) unless they are satisfied that
actions authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a
favourable conservation status in their natural range.

1. Experience
Is the experience written in the application form and/or attached written references adequate for the
proposed work?
Yes

No
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Experience will usually be taken as adequate if the consultant ecologist has held or been named on a
licence in the past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale,
methodology and mitigation.
o
o

A licence to carry out survey work is not considered to be a similar licence.
A new consultant ecologist, or one who has not held or been named on a similar licence in the
last 3 years, must provide a description of their experience and include two references.

o

At least one of the written references must be from a person who has held or been named on a
licence in the past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale,
methodology and mitigation. Details of this licence must be provided.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

2. Survey
Has an adequate and appropriate survey of the site been carried out in relation to the proposed objectives?
Yes

No

An adequate survey will include:


Scaled maps of the:
o

survey area (Landranger, Pathfinder or similar),

o

location of the bat roosts, commuting/foraging routes/areas, location of
mitigation/compensation roosts (appropriate scale),



Adjoining sites if part of a phased or multi-plot development,



A summary of the survey results cross-referenced to areas on the map(s) and more comprehensive
survey results in an annex,



Dates and weather conditions when the surveys were carried out,



The survey methods and equipment used,



Surveyors names, licence numbers and experience of who undertook the work,



Results of the survey must be clearly presented (preferably in table form). (Please use photographs to
aid clarity),



The population must be considered in context of the local or regional population of bat species present,
therefore consultation with the local Biological Records Centre, Bat Group and/or National Biodiversity
Network must be demonstrated.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

3. Impacts
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Are the impacts of the development on the population(s) fully described?
Yes

No

Impacts of the development on the bat species concerned should be described as if taking place in the absence
of mitigation:
 Short term impacts on bats and roosts
 Long term impacts on bats and roosts
 Long term impacts on habitats and features


Scale of impacts

 Post development impacts
 For phased or multi-plot developments impacts for all phases should be detailed in a separate master
plan, to be provided as a separate document - please refer to and follow WML-G11
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G11 tcm6-9930.pdf). Each individual method
statement should only contain details of the impacts from that development proposal.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

4. Methodology
Is the proposed methodology of the work programme suitable to meet the stated objectives in the application
form?
Yes

No

Suitable methodology will include:


A clear description of the licensable operations e.g. transport, capture, disturbance,
damage/destruction of roost(s),



Details of the proposed methods and techniques, including exclusion



A detailed timetable of the proposed works pertaining to all licensable activities and
mitigation/compensation of bat roosts.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

5. Mitigation
Is the mitigation proposed adequate with respect to the roosts/habitat which will be lost? Post-development
habitat management and maintenance should be considered.
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Yes

No

Adequate mitigation will include details of:
 Roost mitigation/compensation, including location, orientation, size, materials, access, climatic factors,
roost enhancements
 Roost destruction, supervision and precautions to ensure bats are not harmed/killed
 Surrounding habitat in relation to flight corridors and specific bat features such as habitats,
hedges and water features, their proposed destruction, modification or creation
 Post-development roost maintenance and bat habitat management
 Post-development population monitoring as appropriate
 Details of any mechanism in place for ensuring delivery (e.g. section 106 agreement).
 It will also include scaled drawings plans and/or maps, and photographs as appropriate.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

6. Additional Comments and Advice
The survey information provided suggests that four buildings, within close proximity of the development,
support summer day roosts for low numbers of Common pipistrelle; Soprano pipistrelle and Brown long eared
bat.

Works are to be undertaken up to 10m away from the nearest building and mitigation comprises; restricting
works to autumn and winter; using plant that produces a reduced level of noise; avoiding overnight working;
and ensuring that none of the buildings are directly illuminated.

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.

If you consider there to be licensable activities involved in the building works to the extent that a licence will be
required after the DCO is issued, please make amendments to the draft licence application clearly setting these
activities out and any relevant mitigation and resubmit.
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7. Conclusion in respect of regulation 53 (9)(b) for the FCS test:

Satisfied
Not satisfied

Assessed by Wildlife Adviser: Hazel Hynds

Date: 18/4/2015

Disclaimer: The advice provided within the Discretionary Pre-submission Screening Service is the professional
opinion of the Natural England adviser. It is not intended to represent the corporate position of Natural
England nor bind Natural England in any way in the future. Natural England will not accept any liability for
the accuracy, adequacy or completeness of, nor will any express or implied warranty be given for, the advice.
This exclusion does not extend to any fraudulent misrepresentation made by or on behalf of Natural England.
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1.1.1.1.3

1.1.1.1.4 EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES
LICENSING CONSULTATION ON THE FAVOURABLE CONSERVATION STATUS (FCS) TEST AS
PART OF THE PRE-SUBMISSION SCREENING SERVICE

BAT SPECIES

Applicant:

TBC

Ecologist:

Kenneth Lipscomb

Site Name:

A14 improvement scheme
1st draft application

Application type

Case Ref No:

EPSA: 2015-9361-EPSNSIP1(trees)

Grid Ref:

TL 19237328 / TL
20336895 / TL
32006695

Subsequent draft application

Species and numbers on
application:

Common pipistrelle x 5; Soprano pipistrelle x 5; Brown long eared/Myotis
species x 5; Pipistrelle species (possible Nathusius) x 5

Date 1st draft application
received by Adviser:

11/3/2015

Adviser’s response
deadline:

27/3/2015

Date subsequent draft
application received by
Adviser:

-

Adviser’s response
deadline:

-

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)

The appropriate authority shall not grant a licence under regulation 53(9)(b) unless they are satisfied that
actions authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a
favourable conservation status in their natural range.

1. Experience
Is the experience written in the application form and/or attached written references adequate for the
proposed work?
Yes

No
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Experience will usually be taken as adequate if the consultant ecologist has held or been named on a
licence in the past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale,
methodology and mitigation.
o
o

A licence to carry out survey work is not considered to be a similar licence.
A new consultant ecologist, or one who has not held or been named on a similar licence in the
last 3 years, must provide a description of their experience and include two references.

o

At least one of the written references must be from a person who has held or been named on a
licence in the past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale,
methodology and mitigation. Details of this licence must be provided.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
N/a

2. Survey
Has an adequate and appropriate survey of the site been carried out in relation to the proposed objectives?
Yes

No

An adequate survey will include:


Scaled maps of the:
o

survey area (Landranger, Pathfinder or similar),

o

location of the bat roosts, commuting/foraging routes/areas, location of
mitigation/compensation roosts (appropriate scale),



Adjoining sites if part of a phased or multi-plot development,



A summary of the survey results cross-referenced to areas on the map(s) and more comprehensive
survey results in an annex,



Dates and weather conditions when the surveys were carried out,



The survey methods and equipment used,



Surveyors names, licence numbers and experience of who undertook the work,



Results of the survey must be clearly presented (preferably in table form). (Please use photographs to
aid clarity),



The population must be considered in context of the local or regional population of bat species present,
therefore consultation with the local Biological Records Centre, Bat Group and/or National Biodiversity
Network must be demonstrated.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
Bats roosting in two of the trees, referenced J2.1 and T9.1, have not been identified to species. Natural
England issue licenses for individual species, therefore please state the species you believe to be present, based
on the information you have. If you feel that the species cannot be identified, further surveys will be required
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before we can issue a ‘letter of no impediment’.

In addition, as Brown long eared bats can form small maternity colonies, clear justification needs to be made as
to why trees BT2.3 and BT2.4 are considered to support Brown long eared day roosts only.

3. Impacts
Are the impacts of the development on the population(s) fully described?
Yes

No

Impacts of the development on the bat species concerned should be described as if taking place in the absence
of mitigation:
 Short term impacts on bats and roosts
 Long term impacts on bats and roosts
 Long term impacts on habitats and features


Scale of impacts

 Post development impacts
 For phased or multi-plot developments impacts for all phases should be detailed in a separate master
plan, to be provided as a separate document - please refer to and follow WML-G11
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G11 tcm6-9930.pdf). Each individual method
statement should only contain details of the impacts from that development proposal.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
Figure D, is confusing and difficult to understand. The plan should show impacts on bat roosts as a result of
licensable works only. The details of unconfirmed roosts/roosts not affected should be removed and the
confirmed roosts to be affected only, should be clearly labelled.

4. Methodology
Is the proposed methodology of the work programme suitable to meet the stated objectives in the application
form?
Yes

No

Suitable methodology will include:


A clear description of the licensable operations e.g. transport, capture, disturbance,
damage/destruction of roost(s),
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Details of the proposed methods and techniques, including exclusion



A detailed timetable of the proposed works pertaining to all licensable activities and
mitigation/compensation of bat roosts.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
The work schedule should only include details of licensable works, to confirmed roosts only and will need to be
amended.

5. Mitigation
Is the mitigation proposed adequate with respect to the roosts/habitat which will be lost? Post-development
habitat management and maintenance should be considered.
Yes

No

Adequate mitigation will include details of:
 Roost mitigation/compensation, including location, orientation, size, materials, access, climatic factors,
roost enhancements
 Roost destruction, supervision and precautions to ensure bats are not harmed/killed
 Surrounding habitat in relation to flight corridors and specific bat features such as habitats,
hedges and water features, their proposed destruction, modification or creation
 Post-development roost maintenance and bat habitat management
 Post-development population monitoring as appropriate
 Details of any mechanism in place for ensuring delivery (e.g. section 106 agreement).
 It will also include scaled drawings plans and/or maps, and photographs as appropriate.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
Without further information about the status of the roosts as requested in section 2 above, it is difficult to fully
comment on the mitigation. However, based on the current information, the compensation proposed is
considered appropriate for the loss of day roosts used by small numbers of non-breeding bats. The level of post
development monitoring proposed, is beyond what would be expected at licensing and will therefore need to
be revised. Please note The Bat Mitigation Guidelines (pg 39 fig. 4) state that for roosts of small numbers of
common species there are no conditions in relation to monitoring.

The figures provided need to be amended as they are confusing and difficult to understand:

-

figure E2a: should clearly show the locations of confirmed roosts only, where capture and exclusion will
be undertaken. Details of unconfirmed roosts/unaffected known roosts should be removed. The
confirmed roosts to be affected, should be clearly labelled.
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-

figure E3: should clearly show the locations of the proposed, replacement roosts, in relation to the
confirmed roosts to be lost only and should be clearly labelled. There is no need to include
unconfirmed roosts or unaffected known roosts.

Please bear in mind, should roosts of greater conservation significance be identified, then mitigation and
monitoring proposals may need to be amended.

In addition, we will require confirmation that landowner consent has been secured to enable any proposed
monitoring to be undertaken.

6. Additional Comments and Advice
A single Common pipistrelle bat was recorded roosting in tree BT3.6 in 2008, however bat surveys during 2014
found no evidence of bats. Similarly, the licence application also includes felling of trees assessed as having
‘bat roost potential’. Please note, Natural England cannot issue precautionary licences. Only confirmed bat
roosts affected by works should be included in the licence application and associated method statement,
supporting figures and work schedule.
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7. Conclusion in respect of regulation 53 (9)(b) for the FCS test:

Satisfied
Not satisfied

Assessed by Wildlife Adviser: Hazel Hynds

Date: 18/4/2015

Disclaimer: The advice provided within the Discretionary Pre-submission Screening
Service is the professional opinion of the Natural England adviser. It is not intended to
represent the corporate position of Natural England nor bind Natural England in any
way in the future. Natural England will not accept any liability for the accuracy,
adequacy or completeness of, nor will any express or implied warranty be given for,
the advice. This exclusion does not extend to any fraudulent misrepresentation made
by or on behalf of Natural England.

NSIP FIR (03/12)

Date:
15 June 2015
Our ref:
2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1
(NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT)

Mr K Lipscomb
Jacobs UK Ltd

kenneth.lipscomb@jacobs.com

Customer Services
Sustainable
Development
Natural England
First Floor
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol, BS1 6EB
T 0845 6014523
F 0845 6013438
E eps.mitigation@
naturalengland.org.uk

Dear Mr Lipscomb

DRAFT EPS MITIGATION LICENCE APPLICATION STATUS: SUBSEQUENT DRAFT APPLICATION
LEGISLATION: CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND SPECIES REGULATIONS 2010 (as amended)
NSIP: A14 CAMBRIDGE TO HUNTINGDON IMPROVEMENT SCHEME
EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES: Great Crested Newt (Triturus cristatus)

Thank you for your initial draft great crested newt mitigation licence application in association
with the above NSIP site, submitted under Natural England’s discretionary advisory service,
which was received in this office on the 11 h March 2015 and I apologise for the delay in issuing
our response. As stated in our published guidance, once Natural England is content that the
draft licence application is of the required standard, we will issue a ‘letter of no impediment’.
This is designed to provide the Planning Inspectorate and the Secretary of State with
confidence that the competent licensing authority sees no impediment to issuing a licence in
future, based on information assessed to date in respect of these proposals. As you will be
aware there are three licensing tests which must be met in principle before a letter of no
impediment can be issued.
Assessment
With regard to your application, we have now completed our assessment and detail the issues
(please see below) which must be addressed before we are able to reach our decision. In
relation to an application of this nature, our advice, if adhered to, will help you achieve the
outcome required and enable a ‘letter of no impediment’ to be issued for you to submit in
respect of your application to the Planning Inspectorate.
Method Statement - Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) Test
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We require further information to enable us to determine the FCS test. Please note that, for
clarity, we have prepared five separate reports which focus on the Crematorium, Fenstanton,
Godmanchester, Huntington Town Centre and West of Brampton Hut areas respectively and
which detail the areas of concern that need to be addressed. If there is any aspect of the five
FCS assessment reports that is not clear to you and you wish to discuss it with the Wildlife
Adviser who assessed the method statement, please contact Rebecca Lee on 0300 060 4397
or by email at: Rebecca.Lee@naturalengland.org.uk.
An email identifying issues in advance is helpful as it will enable Rebecca to review your queries
in the context of the case before discussing them with you. Like all Wildlife Advisers, Rebecca
does not spend all of her time in the office so there may be a short delay before she can
respond to you.
Reasoned Statement – Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest Test & No
Satisfactory Alternative Test
We require further information to enable us to determine these two tests. Please see the
enclosed Determination Record which indicates the areas of concern that need to be
addressed. If there is any aspect of the assessment report that is not clear to you and you wish
to discuss it with the EPS Adviser who assessed the reasoned statement, please contact Neil
Owen on 0300 060 1636 or by email at: Neil.Owen@naturalengland.org.uk.
Next Steps
In order to assist with the progress of the subsequent draft application and ensure all concerns
are fully understood, a telephone conference between Natural England, the developers and
ecologists involved can also be arranged should you feel it is beneficial. Please contact Duncan
Brown (Email Duncan.Brown@naturalengland.org.uk Tel: 0300 060 1094) or myself if this is
the case and we will arrange for this to happen.
When you are in a position to re-submit, please make the necessary changes to your draft
application and send us the relevant documents following guidance in the attached annex Guidance for Providing Further Information. Please note that an assessment of a subsequent
draft application will also be subject to Natural England’s discretionary chargeable service on a
cost recovery basis.
We will then review our decision based on the new information/evidence provided and issue a
revised response within 30 working days of receipt. Should the three tests be met in principle,
any letter of no impediment issued will confirm that, on the basis of the species information and
proposals provided, Natural England can see no impediment for the issuing of a licence subject
to the DCO being granted.
Should the DCO be granted then the mitigation licence application must be formally submitted
to Natural England. At this stage any modifications to the timings of the proposed works, e.g.
due to ecological requirements of the species concerned, must be made and agreed before a
licence is issued; likewise if further survey is required this must also be undertaken and the
method statement re-submitted for further assessment. Please note that there will be no charge
for the formal licence application determination, should the DCO be granted, or the granting of
any licence.
Full details of Natural England’s licensing process with regards to NSIP’s can be found at the
following link:

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140605090108/http://naturalengland.org.uk
/Images/wml-g36 tcm6-28566.pdf
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Reasoned Statement
Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest or Public Health and Safety and/or No Satisfactory
Alternative.
When submitting a revised Reasoned Statement please send us one copy on CD, or by e-mail if
less than 5MB in size, or alternatively one paper copy of the complete, revised document.
Please do not send the amended sections in isolation.

Method Statement
Favourable Conservation Status.
When submitting a revised Method Statement please send us one copy on CD, or by e-mail if
less than 5MB in size, or alternatively three paper copies. The method statement should be
submitted in its entirety including all figures, appendices, supporting documents. This document
forms part of the licence; please do not send the amended sections in isolation. For NSIP
schemes if you are sending us a copy by email or on CD, please also send us at least one
paper copy of all figures and maps which greatly assists the assessment process.
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periods and capacity will be built in for anticipated housing developments, in particular that planned
at Northstowe. Additional capacity will also be provided on the A1 trunk road in the vicinity of its
junction with the A14 in order to ensure improvements on the A14 are not offset by an increase in
congestion on the adjacent trunk road’.
D3.1 also states ‘the Cambridge sub-region is one of the fastest growing areas of the United Kingdom
in terms of population and economy. Between now and 2031, its population is expected to grow by
23 per cent, driving a 22 per cent increase in jobs. However, congestion is regularly cited by business
as a constraint on growth. The Cambridgeshire Local Transport Plan 2011-2031 (Cambridgeshire
County Council, June 2014) notes that delivery of the joint development strategy for Cambridgeshire
is threatened by congestion on the A14. Major developments, such as the new 10,000- home village
at, the Alconbury Enterprise Zone, and expansion on the northern and eastern fringes of Cambridge
would be facilitated by an improved A14. The recent planning application for Northstowe Phase 2
assumes the A14 improvement as part of its baseline for assessment purposes and will, if granted
consent, be subject to a condition regarding delivery of the A14 proposals’.
I consider that social benefits would be gained at local and regional level through relieving current
congestion in the Cambridge to Huntingdon corridor. The proposals would therefore allow easier
travel for local residents and will enable faster response times for ambulances travelling to and from
hospitals etc.

Economic/employment


The Reasoned Statement declares the proposed scheme would contribute to economic
needs at local and regional level as D3.8 states ‘one of the key objectives for the scheme is
to facilitate economic development in the greater Cambridgeshire area, thus generating
employment and regeneration’.

Environmental




The Reasoned Statement declares that there will be numerous beneficial consequences for
the environment as a result of the proposed scheme. These benefits include the removal of
the A14 trunk road from Huntingdon town centre, and diversion of traffic away from some of
the settlements along the existing A14 between Cambridge and Huntingdon.
D3.9 states ‘there will be a reduction in noise within Huntingdon Town centre with benefits to
residents, and also the setting of scheduled monuments. The reduction in traffic will also reduce the
risk of air quality exceedences in existing Air Quality Management Areas along the existing A14
alignment between Brampton Hut and Fenstanton. The scheme will also include the provision of
pollution control measures to current standards on surface water drainage outfalls on the existing
A14 alignment, where currently there is little or no provision’. I consider the reduction in traffic, noise
and the improved air quality is a reasonable and logical argument to make.

Conclusion:
Having considered the statements provided in the draft Reasoned Statement at this time the IROPI
test has not been met. Please see below.
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The proposals have been designed to be as ecologically sympathetic as possible as D4.3
states ‘design reviews carried out as part of the DCO application preparation have
considered and where practicable reduced environmental impacts by refinements to the
scheme alignment location of associated infrastructure. Further refinement and mitigation of
effects through design has been included as part of the detail design process. This has
focused on the further reduction in loss of existing habitat where practicable, and increasing
the opportunities for biodiversity enhancement within the scheme footprint’.
Furthermore, D4.3 declares that the scheme has to comply with standards regarding vertical and
horizontal alignment which limit the scope to avoid sensitive locations and habitats. D4.3 states ‘the
proposed alignment of the scheme has been the subject of ongoing design, assessment and review
over a number of years. The design principles included adherence to the accepted industry standard
hierarchy of avoidance of, mitigation of, and finally compensation for environmental impacts. As a
trunk road, the scheme has to comply with standards regarding vertical and horizontal alignment
which limit the scope to avoid sensitive locations and habitats. The alignment is also influenced by
the need to avoid existing settlements and a number of large landfill sites in the area. Where
practicable the scheme follows existing transport corridors (A1 and A14), but the need to remove the
trunk road from Huntingdon town centre requires the Huntingdon Southern Bypass element of the
scheme’.

Timings:



The timescales of the proposed scheme are restricted as the Reasoned Statement explains
that there have already been a number of substantial delays for various reasons and the DfT
has therefore resolved to complete the scheme as quickly as is practicable.
If this was a formal application and the Development Consent Order had been granted I
would consider that there would be no advantages to delaying the proposed scheme.

Conclusion:
Having considered the statements provided in the draft Reasoned Statement at this time the NSA
test has not been met. Please see below.

I am satisfied that this test has been met, in principle, based on the above evidence.
I am not satisfied that this test has been met, in principle, based on the above evidence.
(Record details of concerns below).
No further information is required in relation to this test at this stage. (Please note: The
three licensing tests are interlinked and therefore this assessment may change depending on any
further information received relating to the other licensing tests).

If not satisfied then please address the following:





As outlined above, any statement made in the Reason Statement must be supported by sufficient
evidence. The Reasoned Statement makes reference to the Environmental Statement, Case for the
Scheme and the Consultation Report. However, the relevant extracts from these documents were
not provided as supporting evidence with the application.
All other elements of the application satisfactorily meet the test and if the relevant extracts from
these documents could be provided and the Development Consent Order being granted and
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provided as evidence when a formal licence application is submitted, it would be reasonable to
conclude that the NSA test would in principle be met.

Assessed by:

Neil Owen

Date:

26 March 2015
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1.1.1.1.5

1.1.1.1.6 EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES

LICENSING CONSULTATION DECISION ON THE FAVOURABLE CONSERVATION STATUS
(FCS) TEST

GREAT CRESTED NEWTS (Triturus cristatus)

Applicant and company /
organisation:

To be confirmed (Highway Authority's Appointed Contractor)

Ecologist and consultancy:

Kenneth Lipscomb (Jacobs)

Site name:

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon - West of Brampton Hut

Case reference number:

2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1

Grid reference for site:

TL 18880 71851

Date application received by
Adviser:

09/03/2015

Natural England’s response
deadline:

08/04/2015

Date re-submission received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

Date modification received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)

The appropriate authority shall not grant a licence under regulation 53(9)(b) unless they are satisfied that
actions authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a
favourable conservation status in their natural range.
It should be noted that the comments provided on this form do not provide an exhaustive list of
concerns that need to be addressed. The onus on is on the applicant/ecologist to provide all details
required for a full assessment. The method statement should be carefully checked to ensure that it
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follows the recommendations provided in the Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines (2001).
Deviations from the recommendations should be fully explained within the method statement.
Please ensure the method statement, with accompanying documents, is re-submitted in its entirety.

Please see the following documents for further advice:
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg04 tcm6-4112.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wlmsfaqs tcm6-3859.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg05 tcm6-4115.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G11 tcm6-9930.pdf

1. Experience
Is the experience written in the application form and attached written references adequate for the proposed
work?

Yes

No



Experience will usually be taken as adequate if the ecologist has held or been named on a licence in the
past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale, methodology and
mitigation:
 A licence to carry out survey work is not considered to be a similar licence.
 A new consultant ecologist, or one who had not held or been named on a similar licence in the
last 3 years, must provide a description of their work experience with great crested newts and
include two written references, both of which must contain specific detail of the referees own
experience with great crested newts (including licence numbers) and their knowledge of
relevant work carried out by the consultant ecologist. Please refer to document WMLG05 – link
provided above.
 At least one of the written references must be from a person who held or been named on a
licence in the past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale,
methodology and mitigation. Details of this licence must be provided.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
N/A

2. Survey
Has an adequate and appropriate survey of the site been carried out in relation to the proposed objectives?
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Yes

No
An adequate survey will include:



Details of the area and habitat that was surveyed;
An appropriate scaled map(s) of:
i) The area where the great crested newts will be affected by the proposed work,
ii) The proposed area where mitigation will occur (if applicable), and
iii) Adjoining sites if part of a phased or multi-plot development or other great crested newt
mitigation licences are held in those areas;






The survey methods used;
The name/s of the surveyor/s who undertook the work;
Dates and weather conditions when the surveys were carried out; and
Clearly presented survey results (for each method used) cross-referenced to areas on the map(s).

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

C3.3/C4.2: A number of ponds were not surveyed due to access restrictions and the only pond which was
recorded as supporting great crested newt (GCN) has not been surveyed since 2009 due to refused access
permission. The 2009 survey data is out of date and incomplete with the application lacking; pond
descriptions, full HSI assessments, surveyors’ names, survey dates, methods, conditions and information on
survey constraints.

In order to fully assess the impacts and provide adequate mitigation and habitat compensation, the survey
findings need to give an accurate reflection of the population size class present. Due to the lack of detailed
recent survey data, it is not currently possible to assess if the population size class is an accurate
representation. Access permission has now been granted to survey Ponds 49, 49a, 50, N10, N11, N12 & N14,
as confirmed by email to Natural England from Gina Venton (Jacobs) on 23/03/2015, and surveys in 2015 are
possible.

In order to satisfy Natural England that the proposed mitigation and habitat compensation is sufficient to
maintain the Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) of the species, GCN aquatic surveys scheduled for the
forthcoming breeding season should be undertaken to inform this draft licence application and must follow the
recommendations in the Great crested newt mitigation guidelines (GCNMG). All waterbodies that were
previously recorded as dry should be re-visited to check their water holding potential.
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3. Impacts
Are the impacts of the development on the population fully described?

Yes

No

Impacts of the development on the great crested newt population should be described as if taking place
in the absence of mitigation:





Details of the areas and habitat types that will be lost to the development should be included;
For phased or multi-plot developments impacts for all phases should be detailed in a separate
master plan provided as a separate document, please refer to and follow WML-G11, link above.
Each individual method statement should contain details on the impacts from that development
proposal; and
The population must be considered in context of the local or regional population of great
crested newts.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

Please note that it is not possible to determine fully the impacts of the scheme in the absence of the updated
2015 survey results. The comments below are based on the 2009 survey results but the impact assessment may
need to be revised following the outcome of the 2015 survey in this area.

D1/D2: As stated in D1, vegetation clearance will lead to the loss of 0.503ha. However, section D2 states 0.8ha
of terrestrial habitat will be lost as a result of development works. The sum of the values in D5.2 is 0.769ha.
Please revise as appropriate to ensure consistency

Figure D: All areas of habitat loss and damage must be clearly visible on this map. Please identify which areas
will be lost and which areas will be damaged, Section D5.2 states the size of these areas but they are not shown
on the corresponding map. Please amend.

D5.1: Only ponds that support or likely to support GCN should be included in the quantitative impact
assessment. Based on the current available data, the only waterbody that should be assessed in this table is
pond 49. Please amend.
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4. Methodology
Is the proposed methodology of the work programme suitable to meet the stated objectives in the application
form?

Yes

No

Suitable methodology will include:




A clear description of the licensable operations e.g. capture and exclusion, translocation;
Details of the proposed methods and techniques; and
A detailed timetable of the proposed works pertaining to all licensable activities and
mitigation, including disturbance /destruction of great crested newt habitat. This should be
realistic and updated for any re-submission.

The above must correspond with the details contained within the application form.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
Please note that it is not possible to determine fully the suitability of the methodology proposed in the absence
of the updated 2015 survey results and impacts section. The points below are based upon the information
currently provided
E4: Please explain what habitats will be hand and destructively searched over 5 days. As stated in
the ‘Important notes on capture methods and effort:’ within the method statement, this method is only
appropriate for distinct habitat features that can be dismantled by hand or machine, for example rubble
piles and topsoil mounds. Please clarify.
Figure E4a: This map needs revising to show which sections of peripheral amphibian fencing will
remain present during the entire construction period, and which sections will be removed after GCN
capture is complete. It is not necessary to show the exact location of drift fencing at this time, but
please revise the map to clearly illustrate the phased removal of peripheral amphibian fencing, and
ensure the work schedule (E6a) is also updated to include this activity.

E6a: Please address the following points in the Work Schedule:
-

-

The date for ‘Receptor site pond creation’ should be removed from the work schedule. This activity is
not required as a mitigation measure and pond creation works are being undertaken using reasonable
avoidance measures (RAMs) to minimise the risk of committing an offence.
Please specify the frequency of ‘Site checks & maintenance during construction’ in the comments
column.
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5. Mitigation
Is the mitigation proposed adequate with respect to the habitat which will be lost?

Yes

No

Adequate mitigation will include details of:






Habitat creation, modification and/or restoration (including areas and habitat types);
Post-development habitat management;
Post-development habitat maintenance;
Post-development population monitoring; and
Details of any mechanism in place for ensuring delivery (e.g. a Section 106 agreement).

It will also include scaled drawings, plans and/or maps and photographs, as appropriate.
If ‘NO’ please address the following:

Please note that it is not possible to determine fully the suitability of the mitigation proposed in the absence of
the updated 2015 survey results and impacts section. The points below are based upon the information
currently provided

E3: Whilst the location of the new pond can remain visible on Figures E3.1 (and Figure F1, when submitted),
please remove references to the new pond from Table E3, E3.1a and E3.1b. Pond creation is not required as a
mitigation measure and therefore doesn’t need detailing in this section.

Figure E3.1: This map should only show the habitats that are being specifically created, restored or enhanced
for GCN to address the impacts of development. The number/area/length of terrestrial habitat measures are all
specified in table E3.2 and therefore it should be possible to cross reference this map with the table. Please
amend the map to more clearly show where the following terrestrial habitat measures will be located:
-

29m of hedgerow planting,
1.5ha of grassland seeding,
0.1ha scrub planting,
0.1ha woodland planting.

Figure E3.3: Connectivity measures for GCN are not required, or proposed, for this section of works and
therefore this figure is not required.

WML-F14a (03/14)
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/regulation/wildlife/default.aspx164

164

E5.2: Proposed development works are classed as minor impact on a small population size class, therefore in
accordance with the GCNMG, post development population monitoring does not need to be carried out. This
will also depend on the outcome of the 2015 survey in this area, please revise following the completion of the
survey.

Figure E5.2: As explained above, post development population monitoring may not be required, please remove
this map from the application pack prior to resubmission if this is the case.

Figure F1: This mandatory map was not submitted; please ensure it is included with the subsequent draft
licence application and that it clearly shows the final layout of development and mitigation measures.

6.

Additional Comments and Advice

The points raised above should be addressed in any subsequent draft application. Please read the comments
carefully and address all of the issues raised. All changes from the previously submitted documents must be
clearly highlighted.

The comments below are for information/advice only and do not need to be addressed in any subsequent draft
application. They should however be taken into account when preparing future licence applications:

A14 Additional Supporting Information GCN
Please note it is not appropriate to say in the supporting information that “the purpose of this application is
assist with the SoCG and it is not intended that a licence will be issued by NE as a result of the application”.
Natural England must be satisfied that the licensing tests are likely to be met in principle based on the
information submitted to date before a LoNI can be issued and therefore the purpose of this application is not
solely to assist with the SoCG.

C4.2: Prior to submission of the formal application, a walkover survey should be undertaken to detail any
significant changes to habitats since the surveys were conducted.
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7.

Conclusion in respect of regulation 53(9)(b)

Satisfied
Not satisfied

Assessed by Wildlife Adviser:

Rebecca Lee

Date:

17/04/2015

The below is only to be completed once a satisfied decision has been reached on the FCS test and if the case has
been through the Pre-submission Screening Service

Team Leader Counter Signature:

8.

Date:

Adviser’s licence recommendations to Customer Services Wildlife Licensing (EPS) following a ‘Satisfied’
decision being reached on the FCS test (please remember to also complete the licensable numbers and
activities table for non-annexed GCN licences):

Was an email signature
used to avoid an FIR
when reaching this
decision?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Maximum number of
great crested newts to
be licensed
Licensing of
taking/moving of eggs
Licence period
Compliance visit
recommended?
Type of check

From:
Yes

To:
No

Telephone

Visit
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When? E.g. time period
or dates. Explain
significance/reason if
necessary
Justification for visit
and brief details of
requirements (please
be specific and clear)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a
high/medium/low risk
case (as per
ComplianceStrategy)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a
high/medium/low
impact case (as per
GCNMG)
Reason for risk and
impact allocations
(explain)

High

Medium

Low

High

Medium

Low

Risk:
Impact:

If the case was
discussed with the the
EPS Senior Specialist,
Specialist, a Senior
Adviser or manager
please state and
explain why
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9.

Casework Management System (CWMS) Report Information for Customer Services Wildlife Licensing
(EPS) (to be completed by the Wildlife Adviser following a satisfied response on the FCS test)

Population size

Small

Medium

Large

Presence only
Breeding confirmed/likely

Yes

No

Connectivity severance (in the
absence of mitigation)

Yes

No

Expected compensation measures

Hedgerow planting;

Grassland re-seeding;

Grassland management;

Scrub planting;

Woodland planting;

Hibernacula;

Expected number of ‘breeding’
water bodies damaged
Expected number of ‘breeding’
water bodies destroyed
Expected number of ‘other’ water
bodies damaged
Expected number of ‘other’ water
bodies destroyed

Refugia;

Habitat reinstatement;

Bridge;

Tunnel/underpass/culvert;

Permanent amphibian fencing;
Interpretation boards;
Ponds/waterbodies;
Other - please state:

(Is a receptor site specifically being created?
Yes

No).
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If yes, please provide an 8-figure grid reference:
Expected number of GCN
waterbodies created
Expected number of GCN
waterbodies enhanced/ restored
Expected terrestrial habitat area
created

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat area
damaged

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat area
destroyed

Ha

Expected amount of terrestrial
habitat enhanced/ restored

Ha

Expected waterbody area gained

m2

Expected waterbody area lost

m2

Number of years monitoring and
years it will take place (e.g. 3 years
in 2014, 2016, 2018).
(If not required please state N/A).
Type of monitoring

Presence / absence plus terrestrial habitat assessment
Population size class plus terrestrial habitat assessment
Other:
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1.1.1.1.7

1.1.1.1.8 EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES

LICENSING CONSULTATION DECISION ON THE FAVOURABLE CONSERVATION STATUS
(FCS) TEST

GREAT CRESTED NEWTS (Triturus cristatus)

Applicant and company /
organisation:

To be confirmed (Highway Authority's Appointed Contractor)

Ecologist and consultancy:

Kenneth Lipscomb (Jacobs)

Site name:

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon - Huntingdon Town Centre

Case reference number:

2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1

Grid reference for site:

TL 22888 71882

Date application received by
Adviser:

09/03/2015

Natural England’s response
deadline:

08/04/2015

Date re-submission received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

Date modification received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)

The appropriate authority shall not grant a licence under regulation 53(9)(b) unless they are satisfied that
actions authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a
favourable conservation status in their natural range.

It should be noted that the comments provided on this form do not provide an exhaustive list of
concerns that need to be addressed. The onus on is on the applicant/ecologist to provide all details
required for a full assessment. The method statement should be carefully checked to ensure that it
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follows the recommendations provided in the Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines (2001).
Deviations from the recommendations should be fully explained within the method statement.
Please ensure the method statement, with accompanying documents, is re-submitted in its entirety.

Please see the following documents for further advice:
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg04 tcm6-4112.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wlmsfaqs tcm6-3859.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg05 tcm6-4115.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G11 tcm6-9930.pdf

1. Experience
Is the experience written in the application form and attached written references adequate for the proposed
work?

Yes

No



Experience will usually be taken as adequate if the ecologist has held or been named on a licence in the
past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale, methodology and
mitigation:
 A licence to carry out survey work is not considered to be a similar licence.
 A new consultant ecologist, or one who had not held or been named on a similar licence in the
last 3 years, must provide a description of their work experience with great crested newts and
include two written references, both of which must contain specific detail of the referees own
experience with great crested newts (including licence numbers) and their knowledge of
relevant work carried out by the consultant ecologist. Please refer to document WMLG05 – link
provided above.
 At least one of the written references must be from a person who held or been named on a
licence in the past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale,
methodology and mitigation. Details of this licence must be provided.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
N/A

2. Survey
Has an adequate and appropriate survey of the site been carried out in relation to the proposed objectives?
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Yes

No
An adequate survey will include:



Details of the area and habitat that was surveyed;
An appropriate scaled map(s) of:
i) The area where the great crested newts will be affected by the proposed work,
ii) The proposed area where mitigation will occur (if applicable), and
iii) Adjoining sites if part of a phased or multi-plot development or other great crested newt
mitigation licences are held in those areas;






The survey methods used;
The name/s of the surveyor/s who undertook the work;
Dates and weather conditions when the surveys were carried out; and
Clearly presented survey results (for each method used) cross-referenced to areas on the map(s).

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
N/A

3. Impacts
Are the impacts of the development on the population fully described?

Yes

No

Impacts of the development on the great crested newt population should be described as if taking place
in the absence of mitigation:





Details of the areas and habitat types that will be lost to the development should be included;
For phased or multi-plot developments impacts for all phases should be detailed in a separate
master plan provided as a separate document, please refer to and follow WML-G11, link above.
Each individual method statement should contain details on the impacts from that development
proposal; and
The population must be considered in context of the local or regional population of great
crested newts.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

D1: This section has assessed the scale of impact on the population as medium negative impact. In accordance
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with the GCNMG (page 34), the partial loss/destruction of intermediate terrestrial habitat is a minor negative
impact, please reconsider the pre- and mid-development impact assessment.

D2: The isolation of intermediate terrestrial habitat caused by fragmentation should be classed a medium
negative impact, not major. Please amend.

D1/D2/D5.2: Some of the information presented in these sections is inconsistent. In section D2, 1.4ha of
habitat loss is described but 2.28ha of habitat loss is stated in D1, and in table D5.2, 1.5ha of habitat
damage/loss is shown. Please amend to ensure these values are consistent.

Figure D: All areas of habitat loss and damage must be clearly visible on this map. For some areas inside the
red line boundary it is unclear what construction works are proposed. Please identify which areas will be lost
and which areas will be damaged, Section D5.2 states the size of these areas but they are not shown on this
map. Please amend.

Figure D: Where the route of the new road will sever any optimum dispersal/movement corridors for GCN, for
example the woodland strip, please ensure this impact is included/annotated on the map.

D5.1: Under the quantitative impact assessment, please amend the level of impact for intermediate habitat
loss for Pond 52, in accordance with the GCNMG: the partial loss of intermediate terrestrial habitat is a ‘minor’
negative impact and not moderate.

D5.1: For Pond 52, there is likely to be ‘Moderate fragmentation’ of terrestrial habitat, please change from
‘Minor’ to ensure it is consistent with the impact assessment in D2.

4. Methodology
Is the proposed methodology of the work programme suitable to meet the stated objectives in the application
form?

Yes

No
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Suitable methodology will include:




A clear description of the licensable operations e.g. capture and exclusion, translocation;
Details of the proposed methods and techniques; and
A detailed timetable of the proposed works pertaining to all licensable activities and
mitigation, including disturbance /destruction of great crested newt habitat. This should be
realistic and updated for any re-submission.

The above must correspond with the details contained within the application form.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

E2: The proposal to create/enhance terrestrial habitat on both sides of the new road is welcomed, however
ideally, the receptor site for any GCN captured through the pitfall trapping and exclusion measures, should be
located on the same side as the existing breeding pond (Pond 52), as it is likely any adult GCN would be moving
towards the nearest existing breeding pond in the area. Please revise in section E2 and on Figure E2.

E4: The proposed capture strategy involves only trapping land within 250m of pond 52, this proposal leaves
part of the construction area, that’s within 300m of pond 52, without sufficient capture and exclusions
proposals. The area of concern is located between the existing A14 and the proposed capture and exclusion
zone. From the submitted maps, it appears that this area may currently provide suitable GCN refuge habitat
and risks being accessible to GCN during the construction period. Please consider extending the exclusion and
trapping area to the north, where the new road will join the existing A14, to prevent any relocated GCN reaccessing the development area, and to ensure the area is clear of GCN prior to construction works
commencing.

E4: Please explain what habitats will be hand and destructively searched over 5 days. As stated in
the ‘Important notes on capture methods and effort:’ within the method statement, this method is only
appropriate for distinct habitat features that can be dismantled by hand or machine, for example rubble
piles and topsoil mounds. Please clarify.

Figure E4a: This map needs revising to show which sections of peripheral amphibian fencing will remain
present during the entire construction period, and which sections will be removed / modified after GCN
capture is complete. It is not necessary to show the exact location of drift fencing at this time, but please revise
the map to clearly illustrate how the layout will change once capture is complete.

E6a: Please address the following points in the Work Schedule:
- Fencing should not be installed during the winter period. Please amend this, or justify why it is
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-

-

appropriate to install fencing during February when it is still likely that GCN are hibernating (i.e. if there
is no hibernation potential on the site).
Newt fence installation is scheduled for Feb 19 but newt capture is not proposed until mid-May 19. To
prevent GCN becoming enclosed and prevented from accessing breeding habitat please adjust the
timings to start newt capture as soon as fencing is installed.
Please specify the frequency of ‘Site checks & maintenance during construction’ in the comments
column.
Please provide dates for the terrestrial habitat creation/enhancement works (i.e. grassland re-seeding,
hedgerow planting, woodland and scrub planting).

E6b: Please update the post-development work schedule to include the years when tunnel maintenance will be
undertaken.

5. Mitigation
Is the mitigation proposed adequate with respect to the habitat which will be lost?

Yes

No

Adequate mitigation will include details of:






Habitat creation, modification and/or restoration (including areas and habitat types);
Post-development habitat management;
Post-development habitat maintenance;
Post-development population monitoring; and
Details of any mechanism in place for ensuring delivery (e.g. a Section 106 agreement).

It will also include scaled drawings, plans and/or maps and photographs, as appropriate.
If ‘NO’ please address the following:

E3: Only details of the two new ponds in the eastern habitat enhancement area should be included in Table E3,
E3.1a and E3.1b. The purpose of these ponds is to serve as breeding habitat for any GCN that become isolated
from Pond 52 during the construction period and, as they are a mitigation feature for GCN the
details/dimensions of these ponds are required. Details of non-GCN specific waterbodies are not required in
this section.

E3: The total area of terrestrial habitat creation/enhancement measures is 0.95ha, whereas total area of
habitat loss is 1.5ha. In the green box below table E3, please explain how the net loss of terrestrial habitat will
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be addressed.

Figure E3.1: This map should only show the habitats that are being specifically created, restored or enhanced
for GCN. The number/area/length of terrestrial habitat measures are all specified in table E3.2 and therefore it
should be possibly to cross reference this map with the table. Please amend the map to more clearly show
where the following terrestrial habitat measures will be located:
-

53m of hedgerow planting,
0.72ha of grassland seeding,
0.001ha scrub planting,
0.18ha woodland planting

E3/E3.2: The sum of the values in table E3.2 is 0.9001ha, whereas the total amount in table E3 is 0.95ha, please
amend this slight discrepancy to ensure consistency.

E3 / Figure E3.3: Any connectivity measures proposed as compensation must be proportionate to the impacts
and in this case it is unclear if 1 tunnel (as indicated in method statement) or 3 tunnels (as illustrated on map)
are proposed. The road construction works will lead to the isolation of intermediate terrestrial habitat, which
can’t be trapped out because it will remain outside the HA land ownership. A new pond is proposed to enable
any un-trapped GCN to assess breeding habitat during the construction period, and therefore, in this case the
main function of the tunnel will be to maintain long term genetic connectivity once the new road is
constructed. The most appropriate location for an amphibian tunnel would appear to be where the existing
woodland is bisected by the route of the new road, and where the entrance is close to the new pond. The two
tunnels illustrated to the north and south on Figure E3.3 would appear to serve limited purpose, and for
mitigation purposes are not considered necessary. Please amend section E3 and figure E3.3 to ensure
consistency.

Figure E3.3: Please provide an alignment for the route of guide fencing that will link to the end of the
amphibian tunnel and also consider if any permanent amphibian fencing is necessary alongside the section of
road which is flanked by existing woodland.

Figure E5.1: Please amend this map to show the location of 1 tunnel, as opposed to 3 currently identified.

E5.2 / Figure E5.2: Please revise this map to show the location of the tunnels to be monitored postdevelopment, and in addition, please give the new ponds individual identification numbers/letters, so they can
be referenced on any licence annex.
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E5.2 / Figure E5.2: Please provide further information regarding tunnel monitoring methodology and effort.
For example: Pitfall trapping at tunnel entrances for X days in March to May and September to October for 5
years once the tunnels are open. It is important that the purpose of the monitoring is clear i.e. what is the
monitoring trying to prove/disprove?

Figure F1: This mandatory map was not submitted, please ensure it is included with the resubmission.

10. Additional Comments and Advice
The points raised above should be addressed in any subsequent draft application. Please read the comments
carefully and address all of the issues raised. All changes from the previously submitted documents must be
clearly highlighted.

The comments below are for information/advice only and do not need to be addressed in any subsequent draft
application. They should however be taken into account when preparing future licence applications:

C3.3: It is noted that you have undertaken the aquatic surveys over two years in 2013 and 2014. Ponds within a
same metapopulation should be surveyed within the same year to take into account yearly fluctuations. In this
instance the survey of the Hitchingbrooke Hospital waterbodies were undertaken in 2013 and those southwest
of the school in 2014. As discussed in the supplementary information, it is possible that movement of
individuals between these waterbodies does occur but considering their distance (400m) and buildings/minor
access roads in between, and lower end of the medium population size class, it is unlikely that survey
undertook in the same year would have significantly changed the overall results; therefore this is acceptable in
this instance. However please bear this in mind for future applications.

Additionally, the age of survey data must be taken into consideration nearer the date of formal submission
(Autumn/Winter 2018). In accordance with our guidance in the method statement template ‘Application tools
(4): Survey data – what kind, how much, how old?’ the survey for this site must not exceed 3 breeding seasons,
and therefore will need to be updated as near as possible to the date of formal submission.
11. Conclusion in respect of regulation 53(9)(b)

Satisfied
Not satisfied
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Assessed by Wildlife Adviser:

Rebecca Lee

Date:

17/04/2015

The below is only to be completed once a satisfied decision has been reached on the FCS test and if the case has
been through the Pre-submission Screening Service

Team Leader Counter Signature:

Date:

12. Adviser’s licence recommendations to Customer Services Wildlife Licensing (EPS) following a ‘Satisfied’
decision being reached on the FCS test (please remember to also complete the licensable numbers and
activities table for non-annexed GCN licences):

Was an email signature
used to avoid an FIR
when reaching this
decision?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Maximum number of
great crested newts to
be licensed
Licensing of
taking/moving of eggs
Licence period
Compliance visit
recommended?
Type of check

From:
Yes

To:
No

Telephone

Visit

When? E.g. time period
or dates. Explain
significance/reason if
necessary
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Justification for visit
and brief details of
requirements (please
be specific and clear)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a
high/medium/low risk
case (as per
ComplianceStrategy)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a
high/medium/low
impact case (as per
GCNMG)
Reason for risk and
impact allocations
(explain)

High

Medium

Low

High

Medium

Low

Risk:
Impact:

If the case was
discussed with the the
EPS Senior Specialist,
Specialist, a Senior
Adviser or manager
please state and
explain why
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13. Casework Management System (CWMS) Report Information for Customer Services Wildlife Licensing
(EPS) (to be completed by the Wildlife Adviser following a satisfied response on the FCS test)

Population size

Small

Medium

Large

Presence only
Breeding confirmed/likely

Yes

No

Connectivity severance (in the
absence of mitigation)

Yes

No

Expected compensation measures

Hedgerow planting;

Grassland re-seeding;

Grassland management;

Scrub planting;

Woodland planting;

Hibernacula;

Expected number of ‘breeding’
water bodies damaged
Expected number of ‘breeding’
water bodies destroyed
Expected number of ‘other’ water
bodies damaged
Expected number of ‘other’ water
bodies destroyed

Refugia;

Habitat reinstatement;

Bridge;

Tunnel/underpass/culvert;

Permanent amphibian fencing;
Interpretation boards;
Ponds/waterbodies;
Other - please state:

(Is a receptor site specifically being created?
Yes

No).
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If yes, please provide an 8-figure grid reference:
Expected number of GCN
waterbodies created
Expected number of GCN
waterbodies enhanced/ restored
Expected terrestrial habitat area
created

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat area
damaged

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat area
destroyed

Ha

Expected amount of terrestrial
habitat enhanced/ restored

Ha

Expected waterbody area gained

m2

Expected waterbody area lost

m2

Number of years monitoring and
years it will take place (e.g. 3 years
in 2014, 2016, 2018).
(If not required please state N/A).
Type of monitoring

Presence / absence plus terrestrial habitat assessment
Population size class plus terrestrial habitat assessment
Other:

1.1.1.1.9

1.1.1.1.10 EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES

LICENSING CONSULTATION DECISION ON THE FAVOURABLE CONSERVATION STATUS
(FCS) TEST

GREAT CRESTED NEWTS (Triturus cristatus)
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Applicant and company /
organisation:

To be confirmed (Highway Authority's Appointed Contractor)

Ecologist and consultancy:

Kenneth Lipscomb (Jacobs)

Site name:

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon - Godmanchester

Case reference number:

2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1

Grid reference for site:

TL 25170 67954

Date application received by
Adviser:

09/03/2015

Natural England’s response
deadline:

08/04/2015

Date re-submission received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

Date modification received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)

The appropriate authority shall not grant a licence under regulation 53(9)(b) unless they are satisfied that
actions authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a
favourable conservation status in their natural range.

It should be noted that the comments provided on this form do not provide an exhaustive list of
concerns that need to be addressed. The onus on is on the applicant/ecologist to provide all details
required for a full assessment. The method statement should be carefully checked to ensure that it
follows the recommendations provided in the Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines (2001).
Deviations from the recommendations should be fully explained within the method statement.
Please ensure the method statement, with accompanying documents, is re-submitted in its entirety.

Please see the following documents for further advice:
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg04 tcm6-4112.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wlmsfaqs tcm6-3859.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg05 tcm6-4115.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G11 tcm6-9930.pdf
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1. Experience
Is the experience written in the application form and attached written references adequate for the proposed
work?

Yes

No



Experience will usually be taken as adequate if the ecologist has held or been named on a licence in the
past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale, methodology and
mitigation:
 A licence to carry out survey work is not considered to be a similar licence.
 A new consultant ecologist, or one who had not held or been named on a similar licence in the
last 3 years, must provide a description of their work experience with great crested newts and
include two written references, both of which must contain specific detail of the referees own
experience with great crested newts (including licence numbers) and their knowledge of
relevant work carried out by the consultant ecologist. Please refer to document WMLG05 – link
provided above.
 At least one of the written references must be from a person who held or been named on a
licence in the past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale,
methodology and mitigation. Details of this licence must be provided.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
N/A

2. Survey
Has an adequate and appropriate survey of the site been carried out in relation to the proposed objectives?

Yes

No
An adequate survey will include:



Details of the area and habitat that was surveyed;
An appropriate scaled map(s) of:
i) The area where the great crested newts will be affected by the proposed work,
ii) The proposed area where mitigation will occur (if applicable), and
iii) Adjoining sites if part of a phased or multi-plot development or other great crested newt
mitigation licences are held in those areas;



The survey methods used;
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The name/s of the surveyor/s who undertook the work;
Dates and weather conditions when the surveys were carried out; and
Clearly presented survey results (for each method used) cross-referenced to areas on the map(s).

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
N/A

3. Impacts
Are the impacts of the development on the population fully described?

Yes

No

Impacts of the development on the great crested newt population should be described as if taking place
in the absence of mitigation:





Details of the areas and habitat types that will be lost to the development should be included;
For phased or multi-plot developments impacts for all phases should be detailed in a separate
master plan provided as a separate document, please refer to and follow WML-G11, link above.
Each individual method statement should contain details on the impacts from that development
proposal; and
The population must be considered in context of the local or regional population of great
crested newts.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

D1: The statement that there will be “no impact to core refuge sites (habitat within 50m of breeding ponds)” is
misleading because D5.2 provides areas of habitat loss and damage within 50m from pond(s). Please clarify.

Figure D: All areas of habitat loss and damage must be clearly visible on this map. For some areas inside the red
line boundary it is unclear what construction works are proposed. Please identify which areas will be lost and
which areas will be damaged, Section D5.2 states the size of these areas but they are not shown on this map.
Please amend.

D2 / Figure D: Without a more detailed impact map (figure D), it is unclear what works are proposed, around
Pond 31 (the nearest breeding pond to the construction site), and therefore it’s not possible to determine if the
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appropriate scale of impact has assessed. Depending on the works within 50 of Pond 31, the scale of impact
could be classed as medium (partial destruction of immediate terrestrial habitat), or low impact (partial loss of
intermediate terrestrial habitat / temporary disturbance of immediate terrestrial habitat). Please clarify.

D1/D2/D5.2: There is a small inconsistency, of 0.004ha, in the information presented in these sections.
Sections D1 and D2, describe 18.1ha of habitat loss, however the sum of values in table D5.2 is 18.14ha. Please
revise to ensure consistency. In addition, Table D5.2 indicates the majority of terrestrial habitat will be
damaged rather than lost. Please clarify which habitats will be lost and which will be damaged and ensure the
corresponding map (Figure D) is clear, for cross-referencing purposes.

D5.2: Only ponds that support or likely to support GCN should be included in the quantitative impact
assessment, therefore impact assessments for ponds 33, 37, 36 & 30 should remain as ‘no effect’.

4. Methodology
Is the proposed methodology of the work programme suitable to meet the stated objectives in the application
form?

Yes

No

Suitable methodology will include:




A clear description of the licensable operations e.g. capture and exclusion, translocation;
Details of the proposed methods and techniques; and
A detailed timetable of the proposed works pertaining to all licensable activities and
mitigation, including disturbance /destruction of great crested newt habitat. This should be
realistic and updated for any re-submission.

The above must correspond with the details contained within the application form.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
E2: The proposed receptor sites are more than 500m away from pond 31, and yet most capture and
exclusion measures are focussed on the terrestrial habitat around this waterbody. Natural England
advises against the relocation of newts over 500m because it can reduce the status of the population
in the local area. Please amend. NB. The release of GCN on the outside of exclusion fencing could be
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proposed if this land is within the DCO boundary.
E2/Figure E2: Natural England welcomes the habitat enhancement/creation measures on both sides
of the new road. For sections of works where receptor sites are located on both sides of the road
route, it should be possibly to identify and state which receptor site will be used for receiving any
translocated GCN from the various trapping and exclusion areas. The location of the closest breeding
pond should be taken into consideration. Please clarify
E4: Natural England typically expects exclusion fencing to be installed and GCN capture to take place
in suitable terrestrial habitat within 500m of (and with good connectivity to) GCN ponds. Current
proposals limit fencing and capture to only 250m from ponds and there is nothing preventing GCN
outside the 250m radii, and those relocated to the receptor site, from accessing the construction areas
when works are in progress.
It is unclear how the strips of amphibian fencing and associated pitfall traps shown near Lower
Debden Farm are going to serve as an effective capture method, and no explanation has been
included about this non-standard capture strategy in the method statement.
Please amend or provide a significant ecological justification as to why you do not consider additional
fencing/capture to be necessary, we would point out that English Nature Research Report 576 (EN
2004) was limited in scope and only a small number of sites were included in the study. Its broad
findings cannot be applied to all situations and this report is only one piece of research which is taken
into account when assessing mitigation proposals and indeed in establishing mitigation principles and
guidance.
E4: Please explain what habitats will be hand and destructively searched over 5 days. As stated in
the ‘Important notes on capture methods and effort:’ within the method statement, this method is only
appropriate for distinct habitat features that can be dismantled by hand or machine, for example rubble
piles and topsoil mounds. Please clarify.

Figure E4a: Please revise this map to show the amended route of exclusion fencing and capture measures. It
should also clearly show which sections of amphibian fencing will remain present during the entire construction
period, and which sections will be removed after GCN capture is complete.

E6a: Please address the following points in the Work Schedule:
-

-

The date for ‘Receptor site pond creation’ should be removed from the work schedule. This activity is
not required as a mitigation measure and ponds creation works are being undertaken using reasonable
avoidance measures (RAMs) to minimise the risk of committing an offence.
Please specify the frequency of ‘Site checks & maintenance during construction’ in the comments
column.
Please ensure the dates for amphibian fence removal are consistent with the proposals in section E4.

5. Mitigation
Is the mitigation proposed adequate with respect to the habitat which will be lost?
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Yes

No

Adequate mitigation will include details of:






Habitat creation, modification and/or restoration (including areas and habitat types);
Post-development habitat management;
Post-development habitat maintenance;
Post-development population monitoring; and
Details of any mechanism in place for ensuring delivery (e.g. a Section 106 agreement).

It will also include scaled drawings, plans and/or maps and photographs, as appropriate.
If ‘NO’ please address the following:

Table E3 / E3.2: The sum of the terrestrial habitat values in Table E3 and E3.2 are inconsistent. Table E3 shows
that 56.42ha of GCN terrestrial habitat will be created, restored or enhanced, whereas in section E3.2 the total
area of terrestrial habitat compensation measures is 19.6ha. Please amend to ensure consistency.

Figure E3.1: This map should only show the habitats that are being specifically created, restored or enhanced
for GCN. The number/area/length of terrestrial habitat measures are all specified in table E3.2 and therefore it
should be possibly to cross reference this map with the table. Please amend the map to more clearly show
where the proposed terrestrial habitat measures will be located (these values may be revised, as a result of the
comment above):
-

674m of hedgerow planting,
15ha of grassland seeding,
4.6ha scrub planting,

E3.3/Figure E3.3: Impacts to habitat connectivity are described in section D2, with the fragmentation impact
for pond 31 classed as ‘moderate’ and ponds 32, N28, 34 & 31b classed as ‘minor’. This application proposes
installing two GCN underpasses however, the need for, and value of, the proposed culverts are not clear from
the information provided. The existing ponds on either side of the road are already separated by over 500m,
and therefore the new road is unlikely to sever any major GCN dispersal/movement routes. Natural England
advises that tunnels for mitigation purposes are only proposed where absolutely necessary, and in this case
may be excessive in relation to the impacts. Please amend the proposals, or provide ecological justification
explaining why the underpasses are considered necessary to maintain the FCS of the species.

E5.2/Figure E5.2: Please give the new ponds individual identification numbers/letters, so they can be
referenced on any licence annex
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Figure F1: This mandatory map was not submitted, please ensure it is included with the resubmission

14. Additional Comments and Advice

The points raised above should be addressed in any subsequent draft application. Please read the comments
carefully and address all of the issues raised. All changes from the previously submitted documents must be
clearly highlighted.

The comments below are for information/advice only and do not need to be addressed in any subsequent draft
application. They should however be taken into account when preparing future licence applications:

C3.3/C4.2: The aquatic survey results tables show many ponds were not visited on the same dates for each
survey occasion. Most are within 14 days of each other but for some ponds the number of days is much
greater. Having taken into consideration the large distances between some pond clusters (500m – 2000m), the
survey has been considered acceptable for this application, however future applications should seek to ensure
survey dates are as consistent as possible for waterbodies within the same metapopulation.

15. Conclusion in respect of regulation 53(9)(b)

Satisfied
Not satisfied

Assessed by Wildlife Adviser:

Rebecca Lee

Date:17/04/2015

The below is only to be completed once a satisfied decision has been reached on the FCS test and if the case has
been through the Pre-submission Screening Service

Team Leader Counter Signature:
Date:
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16. Adviser’s licence recommendations to Customer Services Wildlife Licensing (EPS) following a ‘Satisfied’
decision being reached on the FCS test (please remember to also complete the licensable numbers and
activities table for non-annexed GCN licences):

Was an email signature
used to avoid an FIR
when reaching this
decision?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Maximum number of
great crested newts to
be licensed
Licensing of
taking/moving of eggs
Licence period
Compliance visit
recommended?
Type of check

From:
Yes

To:
No

Telephone

Visit

When? E.g. time period
or dates. Explain
significance/reason if
necessary
Justification for visit
and brief details of
requirements (please
be specific and clear)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a
high/medium/low risk
case (as per
ComplianceStrategy)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a

High

Medium

Low

High

Medium

Low
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high/medium/low
impact case (as per
GCNMG)
Reason for risk and
impact allocations
(explain)

Risk:
Impact:

If the case was
discussed with the the
EPS Senior Specialist,
Specialist, a Senior
Adviser or manager
please state and
explain why
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17. Casework Management System (CWMS) Report Information for Customer Services Wildlife Licensing
(EPS) (to be completed by the Wildlife Adviser following a satisfied response on the FCS test)

Population size

Small

Medium

Large

Presence only
Breeding confirmed/likely

Yes

No

Connectivity severance (in the
absence of mitigation)

Yes

No

Expected compensation measures

Hedgerow planting;

Grassland re-seeding;

Grassland management;

Scrub planting;

Woodland planting;

Hibernacula;

Expected number of ‘breeding’
water bodies damaged
Expected number of ‘breeding’
water bodies destroyed
Expected number of ‘other’ water
bodies damaged
Expected number of ‘other’ water
bodies destroyed

Refugia;

Habitat reinstatement;

Bridge;

Tunnel/underpass/culvert;

Permanent amphibian fencing;
Interpretation boards;
Ponds/waterbodies;
Other - please state:

(Is a receptor site specifically being created?
Yes

No).

If yes, please provide an 8-figure grid reference:
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Expected number of GCN
waterbodies created
Expected number of GCN
waterbodies enhanced/ restored
Expected terrestrial habitat area
created

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat area
damaged

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat area
destroyed

Ha

Expected amount of terrestrial
habitat enhanced/ restored

Ha

Expected waterbody area gained

m2

Expected waterbody area lost

m2

Number of years monitoring and
years it will take place (e.g. 3 years
in 2014, 2016, 2018).
(If not required please state N/A).
Type of monitoring

Presence / absence plus terrestrial habitat assessment
Population size class plus terrestrial habitat assessment
Other:

1.1.1.1.11

1.1.1.1.12 EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES

LICENSING CONSULTATION DECISION ON THE FAVOURABLE CONSERVATION STATUS
(FCS) TEST

GREAT CRESTED NEWTS (Triturus cristatus)
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Applicant and company /
organisation:

To be confirmed (Highway Authority's Appointed Contractor)

Ecologist and consultancy:

Kenneth Lipscomb (Jacobs)

Site name:

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon - Fenstanton

Case reference number:

2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1

Grid reference for site:

TL 30710 67750

Date application received by
Adviser:

09/03/2015

Natural England’s response
deadline:

08/04/2015

Date re-submission received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

Date modification received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)

The appropriate authority shall not grant a licence under regulation 53(9)(b) unless they are satisfied that
actions authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a
favourable conservation status in their natural range.

It should be noted that the comments provided on this form do not provide an exhaustive list of
concerns that need to be addressed. The onus on is on the applicant/ecologist to provide all details
required for a full assessment. The method statement should be carefully checked to ensure that it
follows the recommendations provided in the Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines (2001).
Deviations from the recommendations should be fully explained within the method statement.
Please ensure the method statement, with accompanying documents, is re-submitted in its entirety.

Please see the following documents for further advice:
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg04 tcm6-4112.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wlmsfaqs tcm6-3859.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg05 tcm6-4115.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G11 tcm6-9930.pdf
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1. Experience
Is the experience written in the application form and attached written references adequate for the proposed
work?

Yes

No



Experience will usually be taken as adequate if the ecologist has held or been named on a licence in the
past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale, methodology and
mitigation:
 A licence to carry out survey work is not considered to be a similar licence.
 A new consultant ecologist, or one who had not held or been named on a similar licence in the
last 3 years, must provide a description of their work experience with great crested newts and
include two written references, both of which must contain specific detail of the referees own
experience with great crested newts (including licence numbers) and their knowledge of
relevant work carried out by the consultant ecologist. Please refer to document WMLG05 – link
provided above.
 At least one of the written references must be from a person who held or been named on a
licence in the past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale,
methodology and mitigation. Details of this licence must be provided.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
N/A

2. Survey
Has an adequate and appropriate survey of the site been carried out in relation to the proposed objectives?

Yes

No
An adequate survey will include:



Details of the area and habitat that was surveyed;
An appropriate scaled map(s) of:
i) The area where the great crested newts will be affected by the proposed work,
ii) The proposed area where mitigation will occur (if applicable), and
iii) Adjoining sites if part of a phased or multi-plot development or other great crested newt
mitigation licences are held in those areas;



The survey methods used;
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The name/s of the surveyor/s who undertook the work;
Dates and weather conditions when the surveys were carried out; and
Clearly presented survey results (for each method used) cross-referenced to areas on the map(s).

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
N/A

3. Impacts
Are the impacts of the development on the population fully described?

Yes

No

Impacts of the development on the great crested newt population should be described as if taking place
in the absence of mitigation:





Details of the areas and habitat types that will be lost to the development should be included;
For phased or multi-plot developments impacts for all phases should be detailed in a separate
master plan provided as a separate document, please refer to and follow WML-G11, link above.
Each individual method statement should contain details on the impacts from that development
proposal; and
The population must be considered in context of the local or regional population of great
crested newts.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

D1/D2/D5.2: Some of the information presented in these sections is inconsistent. In section D1, 16.01ha of
habitat loss is described but 16.2ha of habitat loss is stated in D2, and in table D5.2, 16.14ha of habitat
damage/loss is shown. Please amend these to ensure these values are consistent.

Figure D: All areas of habitat loss and damage must be clearly visible on this map. For some areas inside the
red line boundary it is unclear what construction works are proposed. Please identify which areas will be lost
and which areas will be damaged, Section D5.2 states the size of these areas but they are not shown on this
Figure D. Please amend.

D5.1: Under the quantitative impact assessment, please amend the level of impact for intermediate habitat
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loss for ponds 21, 22 & 23, in accordance with the GCNMG: the partial loss of intermediate terrestrial habitat is
a ‘minor’ negative impact and not moderate.

D5.1: Only ponds that support or likely to support GCN should be included in the quantitative impact
assessment, and therefore impact assessments for ponds 23a and 23b should remain as ‘no effect’. Please
amend.

D5.1/D5.2: The impact on immediate terrestrial habitat is unclear. Table D5.2 provides values for areas of
immediate terrestrial habitat loss and damage, whereas table D5.1 does not indicated any effects on
immediate terrestrial habitat. Please amend to ensure consistency.

4. Methodology
Is the proposed methodology of the work programme suitable to meet the stated objectives in the application
form?

Yes

No

Suitable methodology will include:




A clear description of the licensable operations e.g. capture and exclusion, translocation;
Details of the proposed methods and techniques; and
A detailed timetable of the proposed works pertaining to all licensable activities and
mitigation, including disturbance /destruction of great crested newt habitat. This should be
realistic and updated for any re-submission.

The above must correspond with the details contained within the application form.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

E4: Natural England typically expects exclusion fencing to be installed and GCN capture to take place
in suitable terrestrial habitat within 500m of (and with good connectivity to) GCN ponds. Current
proposals limit fencing and capture to only 250m from ponds and there is nothing preventing GCN
outside the 250m radii, and any GCN released in the receptor site, from accessing the construction
areas when works are in progress. A peak count of 50 GCN was associated with ponds 12 and 22,
and therefore significantly more capture effort is expected up to 500m around these waterbodies. In
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contrast, only 1 GCN was previously recorded in pond 23, and therefore it could be justified that a
more proportionate capture strategy in the area south of pond 23 can be adopted. If terrestrial
habitats south of pond 23 are largely unsuitable for GCN, and only a small population are associated
with pond 23, it may be justifiable to reduce the number of trapping days, please reconsider your
capture proposals for this draft licence application
Please amend or provide a significant ecological justification as to why you do not consider additional
fencing/capture to be necessary, we would point out that English Nature Research Report 576 (EN
2004) was limited in scope and only a small number of sites were included in the study. Its broad
findings cannot be applied to all situations and this report is only one piece of research which is taken
into account when assessing mitigation proposals and indeed in establishing mitigation principles and
guidance.
E4: Please explain what habitats will be hand and destructively searched over 5 days. As stated in
the ‘Important notes on capture methods and effort:’ within the method statement, this method is only
appropriate for distinct habitat features that can be dismantled by hand or machine, for example rubble
piles and topsoil mounds. Please clarify.

Figure E4a: Please revise this map to show the amended route of exclusion fencing and capture measures. It
should also clearly show which sections of amphibian fencing will remain present during the entire construction
period, and which sections will be removed after GCN capture is complete.

E6a: Please address the following points in the Work Schedule:
-

-

The date for ‘Receptor site pond creation’ should be removed from the work schedule. This activity is
not required as a mitigation measure and ponds creation works are being undertaken using reasonable
avoidance measures (RAMs) to minimise the risk of committing an offence.
Amphibian fence installation and newt capture are both schedule for the same month, please include a
comment to specify that capture won’t commence until fencing is installed.
Please specify the frequency of ‘Site checks & maintenance during construction’ in the comments
column.
Please ensure the dates for amphibian fence removal are consistent with the proposals in section E4.

5. Mitigation
Is the mitigation proposed adequate with respect to the habitat which will be lost?

Yes

No

Adequate mitigation will include details of:



Habitat creation, modification and/or restoration (including areas and habitat types);
Post-development habitat management;
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Post-development habitat maintenance;
Post-development population monitoring; and
Details of any mechanism in place for ensuring delivery (e.g. a Section 106 agreement).

It will also include scaled drawings, plans and/or maps and photographs, as appropriate.
If ‘NO’ please address the following:

Table E3 / E3.2: The sum of the terrestrial habitat values in Table E3 and E3.2 are inconsistent. Table E3 shows
that 115.9ha of GCN terrestrial habitat will be created, restored or enhanced, whereas in section E3.2 the total
area of terrestrial habitat compensation measures is 58.244ha. Please amend to ensure consistency.

Figure E3.1: This map should only show the habitats that are being specifically created, restored or enhanced
for GCN. The number/area/length of terrestrial habitat measures are all specified in table E3.2 and therefore it
should be possibly to cross reference this map with the table. Please amend the map to more clearly show
where the following terrestrial habitat measures will be located:
-

115m of hedgerow planting,
54.34ha of grassland seeding,
0.004ha scrub planting,
3.9ha woodland planting

E3.3: Natural England continues to be cautious about the use of tunnels for mitigation purposes, and advises
that they are only proposed where absolutely necessary. In this case the main purpose of the underpass is to
provide a linkage to terrestrial habitat 250-500m away from breeding ponds. In order for underpasses to be
effective, research has shown that tunnel entrances must be situated within close proximity to breeding ponds
for amphibians, in this case the tunnel is more than 250m away from Pond 22. Please reconsider proposing the
underpass for mitigation purposes, or provide ecological justification as to why it is considered necessary to
maintain the FCS.

Figure F1: This mandatory map was not submitted, please ensure it is included with the resubmission and that
it clearly shows the road layout and mitigation measures.

18. Additional Comments and Advice
The points raised above should be addressed in any subsequent draft application. Please read the comments
carefully and address all of the issues raised. All changes from the previously submitted documents must be
clearly highlighted.
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The comments below are for information/advice only and do not need to be addressed in any subsequent draft
application. They should however be taken into account when preparing future licence applications:

19. Conclusion in respect of regulation 53(9)(b)

Satisfied
Not satisfied

Assessed by Wildlife Adviser:

Rebecca Lee

Date:

17/04/2015

The below is only to be completed once a satisfied decision has been reached on the FCS test and if the case has
been through the Pre-submission Screening Service

Team Leader Counter Signature:

Date:

20. Adviser’s licence recommendations to Customer Services Wildlife Licensing (EPS) following a ‘Satisfied’
decision being reached on the FCS test (please remember to also complete the licensable numbers and
activities table for non-annexed GCN licences):

Was an email signature
used to avoid an FIR
when reaching this
decision?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Maximum number of
great crested newts to
be licensed
Licensing of
taking/moving of eggs
Licence period

From:

To:
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Compliance visit
recommended?
Type of check

Yes

No

Telephone

Visit

When? E.g. time period
or dates. Explain
significance/reason if
necessary
Justification for visit
and brief details of
requirements (please
be specific and clear)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a
high/medium/low risk
case (as per
ComplianceStrategy)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a
high/medium/low
impact case (as per
GCNMG)
Reason for risk and
impact allocations
(explain)

High

Medium

Low

High

Medium

Low

Risk:
Impact:

If the case was
discussed with the the
EPS Senior Specialist,
Specialist, a Senior
Adviser or manager
please state and
explain why
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21. Casework Management System (CWMS) Report Information for Customer Services Wildlife Licensing
(EPS) (to be completed by the Wildlife Adviser following a satisfied response on the FCS test)

Population size

Small

Medium

Large

Presence only
Breeding confirmed/likely

Yes

No

Connectivity severance (in the
absence of mitigation)

Yes

No

Expected compensation measures

Hedgerow planting;

Grassland re-seeding;

Grassland management;

Scrub planting;

Woodland planting;

Hibernacula;

Expected number of ‘breeding’
water bodies damaged
Expected number of ‘breeding’
water bodies destroyed
Expected number of ‘other’ water
bodies damaged
Expected number of ‘other’ water
bodies destroyed

Refugia;

Habitat reinstatement;

Bridge;

Tunnel/underpass/culvert;

Permanent amphibian fencing;
Interpretation boards;
Ponds/waterbodies;
Other - please state:

(Is a receptor site specifically being created?
Yes

No).
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If yes, please provide an 8-figure grid reference:
Expected number of GCN
waterbodies created
Expected number of GCN
waterbodies enhanced/ restored
Expected terrestrial habitat area
created

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat area
damaged

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat area
destroyed

Ha

Expected amount of terrestrial
habitat enhanced/ restored

Ha

Expected waterbody area gained

m2

Expected waterbody area lost

m2

Number of years monitoring and
years it will take place (e.g. 3 years
in 2014, 2016, 2018).
(If not required please state N/A).
Type of monitoring

Presence / absence plus terrestrial habitat assessment
Population size class plus terrestrial habitat assessment
Other:

1.1.1.1.13

1.1.1.1.14 EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES

LICENSING CONSULTATION DECISION ON THE FAVOURABLE CONSERVATION STATUS
(FCS) TEST

GREAT CRESTED NEWTS (Triturus cristatus)
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Applicant and company /
organisation:

To be confirmed (Highway Authority's Appointed Contractor)

Ecologist and consultancy:

Kenneth Lipscomb (Jacobs)

Site name:

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon - Crematorium

Case reference number:

2015-9362-EPS-NSIP1

Grid reference for site:

TL 39789 62285

Date application received by
Adviser:

09/03/2015

Natural England’s response
deadline:

08/04/2015

Date re-submission received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

Date modification received by
Adviser:

-

Natural England’s response
deadline:

-

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)

The appropriate authority shall not grant a licence under regulation 53(9)(b) unless they are satisfied that
actions authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a
favourable conservation status in their natural range.

It should be noted that the comments provided on this form do not provide an exhaustive list of
concerns that need to be addressed. The onus on is on the applicant/ecologist to provide all details
required for a full assessment. The method statement should be carefully checked to ensure that it
follows the recommendations provided in the Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines (2001).
Deviations from the recommendations should be fully explained within the method statement.
Please ensure the method statement, with accompanying documents, is re-submitted in its entirety.

Please see the following documents for further advice:
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg04 tcm6-4112.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wlmsfaqs tcm6-3859.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wmlg05 tcm6-4115.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WML-G11 tcm6-9930.pdf
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1. Experience
Is the experience written in the application form and attached written references adequate for the proposed
work?

Yes

No



Experience will usually be taken as adequate if the ecologist has held or been named on a licence in the
past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale, methodology and
mitigation:
 A licence to carry out survey work is not considered to be a similar licence.
 A new consultant ecologist, or one who had not held or been named on a similar licence in the
last 3 years, must provide a description of their work experience with great crested newts and
include two written references, both of which must contain specific detail of the referees own
experience with great crested newts (including licence numbers) and their knowledge of
relevant work carried out by the consultant ecologist. Please refer to document WMLG05 – link
provided above.
 At least one of the written references must be from a person who held or been named on a
licence in the past three years for the same species and in relation to a project of a similar scale,
methodology and mitigation. Details of this licence must be provided.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
N/A

2. Survey
Has an adequate and appropriate survey of the site been carried out in relation to the proposed objectives?

Yes

No
An adequate survey will include:



Details of the area and habitat that was surveyed;
An appropriate scaled map(s) of:
i) The area where the great crested newts will be affected by the proposed work,
ii) The proposed area where mitigation will occur (if applicable), and
iii) Adjoining sites if part of a phased or multi-plot development or other great crested newt
mitigation licences are held in those areas;



The survey methods used;
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The name/s of the surveyor/s who undertook the work;
Dates and weather conditions when the surveys were carried out; and
Clearly presented survey results (for each method used) cross-referenced to areas on the map(s).

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

C4.2: Aquatic survey results tables must be completed for all ponds in the survey area, even if results for GCN
were negative so Natural England can determine if sufficient survey was undertaken. Please supply completed
tables for the following waterbodies: 12a, 12b, 12c, 12e.

3. Impacts
Are the impacts of the development on the population fully described?

Yes

No

Impacts of the development on the great crested newt population should be described as if taking place
in the absence of mitigation:





Details of the areas and habitat types that will be lost to the development should be included;
For phased or multi-plot developments impacts for all phases should be detailed in a separate
master plan provided as a separate document, please refer to and follow WML-G11, link above.
Each individual method statement should contain details on the impacts from that development
proposal; and
The population must be considered in context of the local or regional population of great
crested newts.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:

D1/D2/D5.2: Some of the information presented in these sections is inconsistent. In section D1, 7.56ha of
habitat loss is described but 3.4ha of habitat loss is stated in D2, and in table D5.2, 3.78ha of habitat
damage/loss is shown. Please amend to ensure these values are consistent.

D2: This section has assessed the scale of impact on the GCN population as ‘minor’ negative impact. The impact
map appears to indicated the site boundary falls within 50m of Pond 14a and therefore, in accordance with the
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GCNMG (page 34), the partial destruction of immediate terrestrial habitat (<50m from GCN pond) is a ‘medium’
negative impact, please reconsider the long term impact assessment, or explain the proposals more clearly.

Figure D: All areas of habitat loss and damage must be clearly visible on this map. For some areas inside the
red line boundary it is unclear what construction works are proposed. Please identify which areas will be lost
and which areas will be damaged, Section D5.2 states the size of these areas but they are not shown on this
Figure D. Please amend.

D5.1: Under the quantitative impact assessment, please amend the level of impact for effect on immediate
terrestrial habitat for ponds 14a and 14f, or explain why you consider there to be a ‘major’ negative impact; it
would appear to be ‘medium’ negative, due to partial destruction.

D5.1: Only ponds that support or likely to support GCN should be included in the quantitative impact
assessment, and therefore impact assessments for ponds 13, 15a, 15b should remain as ‘no effect’. Please
amend.

4. Methodology
Is the proposed methodology of the work programme suitable to meet the stated objectives in the application
form?

Yes

No

Suitable methodology will include:




A clear description of the licensable operations e.g. capture and exclusion, translocation;
Details of the proposed methods and techniques; and
A detailed timetable of the proposed works pertaining to all licensable activities and
mitigation, including disturbance /destruction of great crested newt habitat. This should be
realistic and updated for any re-submission.

The above must correspond with the details contained within the application form.

If ‘NO’ please address the following:
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E4: Natural England typically expects exclusion fencing to be installed and GCN capture to take place
in suitable terrestrial habitat within 500m of (and with good connectivity to) GCN ponds. Current
proposals limit fencing and capture to only 250m from ponds and there is nothing preventing GCN
outside the 250m radii, and those relocated to the receptor site, from accessing the construction areas
when works are in progress.
Please revise the capture and exclusion strategy to prevent any translocated GCN moving into the
construction area, furthermore, please amend or provide a significant ecological justification as to why
you do not consider additional fencing/capture to be necessary, we would point out that English Nature
Research Report 576 (EN 2004) was limited in scope and only a small number of sites were included
in the study. Its broad findings cannot be applied to all situations and this report is only one piece of
research which is taken into account when assessing mitigation proposals and indeed in establishing
mitigation principles and guidance.
E4: Please explain what habitats will be hand and destructively searched over 5 days. As stated in
the ‘Important notes on capture methods and effort:’ within the method statement, this method is only
appropriate for distinct habitat features that can be dismantled by hand or machine, for example rubble
piles and topsoil mounds. Please clarify.
Figure E4a: Please revise this map to show the amended route of exclusion fencing and capture measures. It
should also clearly show which sections of amphibian fencing will remain present during the entire construction
period, and which sections will be removed after GCN capture is complete.

E6a: Please address the following points in the Work Schedule:
-

-

The date for ‘Receptor site pond creation’ should be removed from the work schedule. This activity is
not required as a mitigation measure and ponds creation works are being undertaken using reasonable
avoidance measures (RAMs) to minimise the risk of committing an offence.
Please specify the frequency of ‘Site checks & maintenance during construction’ in the comments
column.
Please ensure the dates for amphibian fence removal are consistent with the proposals in section E4.

5. Mitigation
Is the mitigation proposed adequate with respect to the habitat which will be lost?

Yes

No

Adequate mitigation will include details of:


Habitat creation, modification and/or restoration (including areas and habitat types);
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Post-development habitat management;
Post-development habitat maintenance;
Post-development population monitoring; and
Details of any mechanism in place for ensuring delivery (e.g. a Section 106 agreement).

It will also include scaled drawings, plans and/or maps and photographs, as appropriate.
If ‘NO’ please address the following:

E3: Whilst the location of the new wildlife pond should remain visible on Figures E3.1 (and Figure F1, when
submitted), please remove references to the new pond from Table E3, E3.1a and E3.1b. Pond creation is not
required as a mitigation measure and therefore doesn’t need detailing in this section.

Table E3 / E3.2: The sum of the terrestrial habitat values in Table E3 and E3.2 are inconsistent. Table E3 shows
that 3.17ha of GCN terrestrial habitat will be created, restored or enhanced, whereas in section E3.2 the total
area of terrestrial habitat compensation measures is 1.31ha. Please amend to ensure consistency.

Figure E3.1: This map should only show the habitats that are being specifically created, restored or enhanced
for GCN. The number/area/length of terrestrial habitat measures are all specified in table E3.2 and therefore it
should be possibly to cross reference this map with the table. Please revise the map to more clearly show
where the following terrestrial habitat measures will be located:
- 1.24ha of grassland re-seeding,
- 0.07ha woodland planting
As done for the four other sites, please include a text box to detail the number of hibernacula and refuges that
will be created, along with a brief description of their location.

E3.3: Three GCN underpasses are proposed beneath the new access road to the crematorium. No
fragmentation impacts were identified in section D and therefore the proposal to install three underpasses
appears disproportionate to the impacts. Natural England continues to be cautious about the use of tunnels as
a mitigation measure, and they should be considered only as a last resort when all other options have been
exhausted. Please clarify if the use of alternative connectivity measures have been considered, if the access
road features dropped kerbs and is relatively minor, and mainly used at night, the proposal to use underpasses
may not be necessary. Please clarify and revise where necessary.

Figure F1: This mandatory map was not submitted, please ensure it is included with the resubmission and that
it clearly shows the road layout and mitigation measures.

22. Additional Comments and Advice
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Cover Sheet: You must agree to comply with good practice as set out in the Great Crested Newt Mitigation
Guidelines.

The points raised above should be addressed in any subsequent draft application. Please read the comments
carefully and address all of the issues raised. All changes from the previously submitted documents must be
clearly highlighted.

The comments below are for information/advice only and do not need to be addressed in any subsequent draft
application. They should however be taken into account when preparing future licence applications:

C3.3/C4.2: The aquatic survey results tables show some ponds received surveys on different dates, however all
ponds that are within the crematorium grounds which were found to support GCN, were mostly surveyed on
the same dates. Therefore further justification has not been sought on this occasion, however future
applications should seek to ensure survey dates are as consistent as possible for waterbodies within the same
metapopulation.
23. Conclusion in respect of regulation 53(9)(b)

Satisfied
Not satisfied

Assessed by Wildlife Adviser:

Rebecca Lee

Date:

17/04/2015

The below is only to be completed once a satisfied decision has been reached on the FCS test and if the case has
been through the Pre-submission Screening Service

Team Leader Counter Signature:

Date:
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24. Adviser’s licence recommendations to Customer Services Wildlife Licensing (EPS) following a ‘Satisfied’
decision being reached on the FCS test (please remember to also complete the licensable numbers and
activities table for non-annexed GCN licences):

Was an email signature
used to avoid an FIR
when reaching this
decision?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Maximum number of
great crested newts to
be licensed
Licensing of
taking/moving of eggs
Licence period
Compliance visit
recommended?
Type of check

From:
Yes

To:
No

Telephone

Visit

When? E.g. time period
or dates. Explain
significance/reason if
necessary
Justification for visit
and brief details of
requirements (please
be specific and clear)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a
high/medium/low risk
case (as per
ComplianceStrategy)
Adviser’s opinion as to
whether a
high/medium/low
impact case (as per
GCNMG)

High

Medium

Low

High

Medium

Low
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Reason for risk and
impact allocations
(explain)

Risk:
Impact:

If the case was
discussed with the the
EPS Senior Specialist,
Specialist, a Senior
Adviser or manager
please state and
explain why
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25. Casework Management System (CWMS) Report Information for Customer
Services Wildlife Licensing (EPS) (to be completed by the Wildlife Adviser
following a satisfied response on the FCS test)

Population size

Small

Medium

Large

Presence only
Breeding confirmed/likely

Yes

No

Connectivity severance (in
the absence of mitigation)

Yes

No

Expected compensation
measures

Hedgerow planting;

Grassland re-seeding;

Grassland management;

Scrub planting;

Woodland planting;

Hibernacula;

Expected number of
‘breeding’ water bodies
damaged
Expected number of
‘breeding’ water bodies
destroyed
Expected number of ‘other’
water bodies damaged
Expected number of ‘other’
water bodies destroyed

Refugia;

Habitat reinstatement;

Bridge;
Tunnel/underpass/culvert;
Permanent amphibian fencing;
Interpretation boards;
Ponds/waterbodies;
Other - please state:

(Is a receptor site specifically being created?
Yes
NSIP FIR (03/12)

No).

If yes, please provide an 8-figure grid reference:
Expected number of GCN
waterbodies created
Expected number of GCN
waterbodies enhanced/
restored
Expected terrestrial habitat
area created

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat
area damaged

Ha

Expected terrestrial habitat
area destroyed

Ha

Expected amount of
terrestrial habitat enhanced/
restored

Ha

Expected waterbody area
gained

m2

Expected waterbody area
lost

m2

Number of years monitoring
and years it will take place
(e.g. 3 years in 2014, 2016,
2018).
(If not required please state
N/A).
Type of monitoring

Presence / absence plus terrestrial habitat
assessment
Population size class plus terrestrial habitat
assessment
Other:
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Date:
15 June 2015
Our ref:
2015-WLM-0005
(NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT)

Mr K Lipscomb
Jacobs UK Ltd

kenneth.lipscomb@jacobs.com

Customer Services
Sustainable
Development
Natural England
First Floor
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol, BS1 6EB
T 0845 6014523
F 0845 6013438
E eps.mitigation@
naturalengland.org.uk

Dear Mr Lipscomb
DRAFT LICENCE APPLICATION STATUS: INITIAL DRAFT APPLICATION
LEGISLATION: THE PROTECTION OF BADGERS ACT 1992
NSIP: A14 CAMBRIDGE TO HUNTINGDON IMPROVEMENT SCHEME
PROTECTED SPECIES: BADGERS (Meles meles)

Thank you for your initial draft badger development licence application in association with the
above NSIP site, submitted under Natural England’s discretionary chargeable services. As
stated in our published guidance, once Natural England is content that the draft licence
application is of the required standard, we will issue a ‘letter of no impediment’. This is designed
to provide the Planning Inspectorate and the Secretary of State with confidence that the
competent licensing authority sees no impediment to issuing a licence in future, based on
information assessed to date in respect of these proposals.
Assessment
We have now completed our assessment of this draft application and have identified the
following areas of concern that will need to be addressed in a revised method statement before
a decision can be made on whether a letter of no impediment can be issued. Please note that
the points raised below are not exhaustive and once further information is provided, further
requests for clarification/amendment. may be required


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.
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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. Natural England 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.

If there is any aspect of the above points that is not clear to you and you wish to discuss it with
the Wildlife Adviser who assessed the method statement, please contact Rebecca Lee on 0300
060 4397 or by email at: Rebecca.Lee@naturalengland.org.uk.
An email identifying issues in advance is helpful as it will enable Rebecca to review your queries
in the context of the case before discussing them with you. Like all Wildlife Advisers, Rebecca
does not spend all of her time in the office so there may be a short delay before she can
respond to you.
Next Steps
In order to assist with the progress of the subsequent draft application and ensure all concerns
are fully understood, a telephone conference between Natural England, the developers and
ecologists involved can also be arranged should you feel it is beneficial. Please contact Duncan
Brown (Email Duncan.Brown@naturalengland.org.uk Tel: 0300 060 1094) or myself if this is
the case and we will arrange for this to happen.
When you are in a position to re-submit, please make the necessary changes to your draft
application and send us the relevant documents following guidance in the attached annex Guidance for Providing Further Information. Please note that an assessment of a subsequent
draft application will also be subject to Natural England’s discretionary chargeable service on a
cost recovery basis.
We will then review our decision based on the new information/evidence provided and issue a
revised response within 30 working days of receipt. Once the above issues have been
addressed, any letter of no impediment issued will confirm that, on the basis of the species
information and proposals provided, Natural England can see no impediment for the issuing of a
licence subject to the DCO being granted.
Should the DCO be granted then the development licence application must be formally
submitted to Natural England. At this stage any modifications to the timings of the proposed
works, e.g. due to ecological requirements of the species concerned, must be made and agreed
before a licence is issued; likewise if further survey is required this must also be undertaken and
the method statement re-submitted for further assessment. Please note that there will be no
charge for the formal licence application determination, should the DCO be granted, or the
granting of any licence.
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Changes to Documents –Method Statement.

Changes must be identified using one or more of the following methods:
 underline new text/strikeout deleted text;
 use different font colour;
 block-coloured text, or all the above.

Method Statement
When submitting a revised Method Statement please send us one copy on CD, or by e-mail if
less than 5MB in size, or alternatively three paper copies. The method statement should be
submitted in its entirety including all figures, appendices, supporting documents. This document
forms part of the licence; please do not send the amended sections in isolation. For NSIP
schemes if you are sending us a copy by email or on CD, please also send us at least one
paper copy of all figures and maps which greatly assists the assessment process.
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Date:
15 June 2015
Our ref:
2015 SCI 0008
(NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT)

Mr K Lipscomb
Jacobs UK Ltd

kenneth.lipscomb@jacobs.com

Customer Services
Sustainable
Development
Natural England
First Floor
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol, BS1 6EB
T 0845 6014523
F 0845 6013438
E eps.mitigation@
naturalengland.org.uk

Dear Mr Lipscomb

NSIP FIR (03/12)

DRAFT LICENCE APPLICATION STATUS: INITIAL DRAFT APPLICATION
LEGISLATION: THE WILDLIFE AND COUNTRYSIDE ACT 1981 (AS AMENDED)
NSIP: A14 CAMBRIDGE TO HUNTINGDON IMPROVEMENT SCHEME
EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES: WATER VOLES (Arvicola amphibius)

Thank you for your initial draft water vole conservation licence application in association with
the above NSIP site, submitted under Natural England’s discretionary chargeable services.
As stated in our published guidance, once Natural England is content that the draft licence
application is of the required standard, we will issue a ‘letter of no impediment’. This is
designed to provide the Planning Inspectorate and the Secretary of State with confidence
that the competent licensing authority sees no impediment to issuing a licence in future,
based on information assessed to date in respect of these proposals.
Assessment
We have now completed our assessment of this draft application and have identified the
following areas of concern. These should be addressed in a revised method statement to
enable further determination as to whether a letter of no impediment can be issued. Please
note that the points raised below are not exhaustive and once further information is provided,
further requests for clarification/amendment etc. may be required


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, Natural England would like to see the survey results, and
impact assessment, of the spring 2015 survey to understand the 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 Natural England 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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If there is any aspect of the above points that is not clear to you and you wish to discuss it
with the Wildlife Adviser who assessed the method statement, please contact Hazel Hynds
on 07824 596052 or by email at: Hazel.Hynds@naturalengland.org.uk.
An email identifying issues in advance is helpful as it will enable Hazel to review your
queries in the context of the case before discussing them with you. Like all Wildlife Advisers,
Hazel does not spend all of her time in the office so there may be a short delay before she
can respond to you.
Next Steps
In order to assist with the progress of the subsequent draft application and ensure all
concerns are fully understood, a telephone conference between Natural England, the
developers and ecologists involved can also be arranged should you feel it is beneficial.
Please contact Duncan Brown (Email Duncan.Brown@naturalengland.org.uk Tel: 0300
060 1094) or myself if this is the case and we will arrange for this to happen.
When you are in a position to re-submit, please make the necessary changes to your draft
application and send us the relevant documents following guidance in the attached annex Guidance for Providing Further Information. Please note that an assessment of a
subsequent draft application will also be subject to Natural England’s chargeable service on
a cost recovery basis.
We will then review our decision based on the new information/evidence provided and issue
a revised response within 30 working days of receipt. Once the above issues have been
addressed, any letter of no impediment issued will confirm that, on the basis of the species
information and proposals provided, Natural England can see no impediment for the granting
of a licence subject to the DCO being granted.
Should the DCO be granted then the conservation licence application must be formally
submitted to Natural England, following the additional proposed survey work later in the year
and, if necessary, the following year. At this stage any modifications to the timings of the
proposed works, e.g. due to ecological requirements of the species concerned, must be
made and agreed with Natural England before a licence is granted. Please note that there
will be no charge for the formal licence application determination, should the DCO be
granted, or the granting of any licence.
Full details of Natural England’s licensing process with regards to NSIP’s can be found at the
following link:

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140605090108/http://naturalengland.org
.uk/Images/wml-g36 tcm6-28566.pdf
I hope that the information detailed within this letter has been helpful. However, should you have
any queries then please do not hesitate to contact Duncan Brown or me.
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Method Statement
When submitting a revised Method Statement please send us one copy on CD, or by e-mail
if less than 5MB in size, or alternatively three paper copies. The method statement should
be submitted in its entirety including all figures, appendices, supporting documents. This
document forms part of the licence; please do not send the amended sections in isolation.
For NSIP schemes if you are sending us a copy by email or on CD, please also send us at
least one paper copy of all figures and maps which greatly assists the assessment process.
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